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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This section should provide, as expected, a brief summary of each section of the Final Business Case (FBC), and the conclusions set out in each.

1.1  Project Overview

This section should summarise the Building Schools for the Future (BSF) Programme (i.e. the Authority’s whole secondary estate strategy) and Project (i.e. the wave of investment covered by the FBC) Objectives set out in the original Strategy for Change (SfC) and the sample projects covered by the Outline Business Case (OBC). It should confirm explicitly that these objectives remain relevant, and are met by the contractual and financial position negotiated with the Preferred Bidder. It should also confirm that the project described in the OBC is largely that set out in this FBC. Reference should be made to the relevant descriptions of any differences included in the main body of the FBC.

1.2  Procurement/Competition

This section should provide brief details of the procurement process, establishing clearly that it followed the relevant European Union (EU) procurement rules and reached a clear conclusion, with the appointment of [x] as Preferred Bidder (PB). It should confirm the timetable for reaching contractual and financial close and confirmation that no material changes or legal derogations will take place during this period.
1.3  Finance and Affordability

The Executive Summary should confirm that the project set out in the OBC remains affordable and Value for Money. Where there are any substantial differences in either the project scope or the costs between the OBC and FBC, reference should be made to the relevant explanations for these changes, including of the effects and implications of this in the main body of the FBC.

1.4  Risk Allocation & Accounting Treatment
This section should confirm that the Authority’s financial advisors and independent auditors have confirmed that any Private Finance Initiative (PFI) element of the initial investment is off balance sheet. This section should also confirm that the risk allocation of the project as a whole is appropriate – not merely the PFI element.
1.5  Contract & Payment Mechanism

This section should summarise the contractual framework to be used (e.g. either the standard BSF Local Education Partnership (LEP) structure, or a Partnerships for Schools (PfS)-agreed variant), and reference the relevant appendices that detail any derogations from the standard form, including the PFI and ICT Payment Mechanisms (confirming that both have been calibrated). It should confirm the timetable for reaching contractual and financial close.
1.6  Stakeholder Consultation

This section should summarise the consultation that has been carried out, and its outcomes, particularly for those schools included in the wave of investment described in the FBC. Wider stakeholder consultation should also be referred to.

1.7  Statutory Processes
This section should set out what statutory processes, if any, needed to be concluded prior to contractual and financial close and the status of the same.
2 PROJECT OVERVIEW 
This section should outline:

· The objectives of the Authority’s whole BSF programme, and how it is met by the contractual and financial form negotiated with the Preferred Bidder and set out in the FBC.

· How the Local Education Partnership (LEP), or equivalent structure, will deliver both the current and subsequent waves of BSF including ICT to ensure Value for Money and the original objectives set out in the SfC/OBC are preserved.

· The whole range of investment and services being delivered by the LEP, or equivalent structure, as part of the Authority’s BSF programme. This will probably include new build and/or refurbishment works, an ICT managed service, and potentially a range of other services – educational, strategic and/or estate management-related.

The following sections should be included:
2.1  Programme Objectives
A brief summary of the overall programme objectives, detailing how these have fed through from the SfC/OBC into the specific wave of investment set out in the FBC and evidenced by the final position on the sample projects. Where possible, direct reference should be made to the relevant sections of the SfC/OBC, to demonstrate the continuity achieved throughout the procurement. It is not necessary, however, to set out the objectives in great detail – essentially this section should summarise how the key components of the Strategy for Change have been passed through to the final contracts, to confirm how this specific wave of investment demonstrated by the sample projects will deliver local/national BSF objectives, in accordance with the position set out in earlier business cases.

3 OBJECTIVES OF THE PROJECT- (Checklist Section A)
This section should confirm how the overall programme objectives, including the educational objectives set out in the Strategy for Change will be delivered by, this specific wave, evidenced by the sample projects.

Where a project has materially changed from the OBC the Authority is to provide a summary of the changes and state whether they have been approved by PfS/DfES including providing documentary evidence.

3.1  Project Description
This section should establish the contractual and structural form of the LEP, or equivalent, with a diagrammatic representation of the relationships between each signatory to the Strategic Partnering Agreement (SPA), also illustrating how stakeholders will interact with the LEP or PFI SPV (if applicable). The scope of works to be carried out by the LEP in relation to the investment set out in the FBC should be summarised, as follows:
· PFI component: number and names of schools and list of anticipated works and services to be provided  with the sample projects identified.
· Design & Build (D&B) component: number and names of schools and list of anticipated works to be provided with the sample projects identified.

· ICT component: a summary of the service scope, contract value and contract duration should be provided. Please note that where ICT is to be procured outside of the LEP, or as a separate contract in a non-LEP procurement, the Authority should comment on how it intends to manage the integration risks that will arise. In addition, the Authority should confirm that its ICT proposals comply, and will continue to comply with the Becta standards,.
· Additional services: a summary of the service scope, contract value and duration should be provided for any other services that the LEP, or equivalent structure, will deliver in support of the BSF programme.

Any changes to the scope of works from that set out in the OBC should be detailed, together with an explanation of the reasons and impact on the cost or quality of the Project.

The Authority should provide details, if any, of non-financial benefits that the LEP will provide, such as local skills training
4 PROCUREMENT & COMPETITION – (Checklist Section B)
The FBC should demonstrate that the process followed to appoint the Preferred Bidder:

· Was in compliance with relevant EU procurement legislation. 

· Allowed for a sufficiently robust analysis of the proposed solutions of each bidder at each stage of the process. 

· Ensured that the bids offered value for money through a meaningful competition between each consortia.

· That the authorities costs of the procurement have been minimised and documented.

It should summarise the process from OJEU notice through negotiations to contract close with the Preferred Bidder, as follows:

4.1  Encouragement of Competition

The FBC should give a brief account of how the project was ‘advertised’ to the market, and the instruments used for this – Bidders’ Day, PIN (if applicable), etc.

The Authority should provide a summary of the actual timetable for this stage of the procurement in comparison to that anticipated at OBC stage with a summary of the reasons for any material changes
4.2  OJEU to Shortlist

The process followed to long list, then short list, bidders should be briefly explained, including details of the number of expressions of interest received, the names of the long-listed bidders, and the eventual shortlist selected to receive the Invitation to Participate in Dialogue (ITPD).

The criteria used, and their weighting, at Pre ITPD should be explained. Those who participated in the process on behalf of the Local Authority should be mentioned and how their views were reflected in the final decision.
4.3  ITN to Preferred Bidder

The ITN evaluation process should be summarised. This should include:

· A list of the evaluation groups and their membership, with clear reference to the role of the Client Design Advisor (CDA) and CABE enabler

· A summary of the bid evaluation criteria.

· Clear reference to design evaluation criteria followed ,including Design Quality Indicators (DQIs), to ensure delivery of quality design, including sustainable and environmental issues.

· How the evaluation groups views were taken into account and how the final assessment was made which led to the recommendation for the Preferred Bidder selected.

· The nature and progress of any subsequent challenges by an unsuccessful bidder following the PB announcement, with formal confirmation that the Authority followed the revised EU procedure for debriefing unsuccessful bidders (the so-called ‘Alcatel’ ruling)..

· Whether the second placed bidder was retained as reserve PB. If not, the FBC should explain why a the consortium was not awarded this status, and what the Authority has done to maintain value for money and to mitigate the risks of not reaching financial close with the Preferred Bidder. It will be even more important, where no reserve has been appointed, to confirm explicitly that risk allocation has not changed from that set out in the OBC, as the Authority risks being commercially disadvantaged by the lack of a reserve PB.

4.4  Preferred Bidder to Financial Close

The FBC should confirm that Executive approval was given to the appointment, and that a Preferred Bidder letter was signed on a given date, setting out the issues to be negotiated. These should be summarised only, unless they materially altered the scope of the project, as previously described in the OBC. If this is the case, the Authority must explain precisely why any changes have occurred, and what impact they have upon:

· Overall project affordability (in relation to each funding stream and contract).

· Value for money. 

· The services to be provided by the LEP, in so far as these differ from those listed in the OBC.

· Stakeholder support for the project (particularly schools – ideally evidence should be provided of the consultation with schools, and the outcomes of this, to confirm ongoing support for the project).

If these changes have a marked effect upon any of the above, it may be necessary for the project to return to the Project Review Group (PRG) or to PfS/DfES to be reassessed, if not already done. Obviously, the earlier any changes to the original project scope, as set out in the OBC, can be highlighted, to PfS/DfES the better. PfS will work with the Authority to manage this process, but it is essential that any changes are analysed in depth prior to completing the FBC, to assess their full impact upon the initial projects, and thus determine whether the project should be reassessed.

4.5  Procurement Costs

The FBC should include a brief summary of the costs of the procurement, broken down into the following categories:

· External advisor costs (by type, i.e. financial, legal, technical, etc.).

· Internal project management costs.

· Internal advisor costs.

· Additional costs, e.g. stakeholder consultation.

If the costs of the procurement are in excess of the Authority’s original budgeted estimates, the FBC should include an explanation of why this occurred, and how the Authority would propose to minimise such costs for future procurements. 

5 FINANCE AND AFFORDABILITY – ( Checklist Section C)
This section should provide, as appropriate, an update to the Value for Money analysis undertaken at the OBC stage for PFI.  It should be noted that any deterioration in Value for Money (VfM) for the PFI may require further scrutiny by the Project Review Group or DfES 

The section should also set out the affordability positions of all aspects of the project (PFI, ICT, D&B and the LEP) following negotiation with the Preferred Bidder.  
If the Authority was selected  by HMT’s PRG for a second stage review, the results of this review in respect of finance and affordability should be summarised with details provided of any actions taken as a result of this review.

5.1  Value for Money (PFI)
This guidance assumes that the HMT Value for Money Assessment Guidance, issued August 2004 was applied at the OBC stage. Where the OBC was prepared under the previous Value for Money guidance, the Authority must consult PfS as to how the Value for Money should be assessed at the FBC stage.

This section should set out a confirmation that the Authority has adopted the revised Treasury (August 2004) approach to the assessment of Value for Money during procurement.   In particular the Authority should provide an undertaking that it believes that there was no market abuse during the procurement process.
The VfM guidance issued by the Treasury (August 2004) clarifies that an updated quantitative analysis is not generally required at the FBC stage.  However the guidance does indicate that in certain circumstances there may be have been grounds to review the original VfM assessment during the procurement phase.  Examples of these circumstances include:
· Significant scope changes since the OBC was approved which might have led to an increase in cost of 25% or more, over and above the original cost, including estimates of Optimism Bias. 

· Evidence of market failure during the procurement process (eg competition reduced to one bidder).
· If the time taken between the selection of Preferred Bidder and anticipated Financial Close, has gone significantly beyond the planned period (i.e in the order of nine to twelve months) then the impact on value for money should be explicitly considered, together with the drivers behind this slippage.

If these, or similar circumstances as set out in the HMT guidance, occurred during the procurement phase, the Authority should set out the actions taken, including the involvement of PfS and DfES in this process.  The Authority should provide the evidence that it can still demonstrate that Value for Money will be achieved.  This is likely to be through a full revision of the Value for Money analysis undertaken at the OBC stage.
5.2  Value for Money (Conventionally Funded Schemes)
HMT guidance in relation to PFI projects does not apply to conventionally funded schemes.
Authorities should however confirm that the cost of the solutions offered by the Preferred Bidder is ‘on market’ They should further indicate, in the circumstances where the target cost has increased by 25%, or more, over and above the original cost, the reasons for this increase and an explanation of how the Authority have ensured that cost increases are ‘on market’.     

5.3  Value for Money (ICT Projects)

As per the VFM assessment on conventional projects, the HM Treasury guidance on VFM is not applicable to ICT contracts in BSF. 

Authorities should however confirm that the cost of the solutions offered by the Preferred Bidder is ‘on market’.  They should further indicate, in the circumstances where the ICT costs have increased by 25%, or more, over and above the original cost, the reasons for this increase and an explanation of how the Authority have ensured that cost increases are ‘on market’.     

The Authority should outline how they will ensure that value for money for ICT equipment will be maintained if equipment is not purchased until just prior to the opening of the sample schools. (this could be 18 months after contract close)

5.4  Affordability
This section should set out the affordability position for all schemes in a wave of funding.  

The affordability position of the sample schemes will be based on the final preferred bidder unitary charge (PFI), target price/ lump sum (D&B) and ICT Managed Service Provider costs.

It is anticipated that the affordability position for the future phases of schemes in the funding wave will continue to be based on assumptions developed at OBC stage by the Authority and its advisors.  Authorities are expected to have reviewed these assumptions and assess whether it is appropriate for them to be updated in light of the procurement process for the sample schemes.   
Authorities will be required to make a statement confirming that no DfES capital funding will be used for revenue purposes in any of the following affordability positions.  
The PFI Projects

This section should set out the Unitary Charge and affordability position of all PFI projects in the Wave in the following tabular format highlighting any movements from those stated at OBC:

PFI Unitary Charge

	Project
	Estimated Financial Close date
	Estimated Service start date
	Estimated Contract end date
	NPV of Unitary Charge (discounted @ 6.0875%) £m
	Total Unitary Charge (Nominal) £m
	Unitary Charge (indicate price base date) £m

	Phase 1 - Sample Schemes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Phase 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Phase 3 etc
	
	
	
	
	
	


Affordability Position

	Project
	PFI Credits £m
	Annual RSG
	Assumed Sinking Fund Interest Rate
	Unitary Charge (indicate price base date) £m
	Annual Schools Contribution (indicate price base date) £m
	Additional annual LA contribution (indicate price base date) £m

	Phase 1 – sample schemes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Phase 2 etc
	
	
	
	
	
	


Where the analysis for the sample schemes has indicated an increase in the Authority contribution compared to the OBC, the Authority should confirm that any increased contribution will not have a detrimental impact on the affordability or scope of later phases.

5.4.1 Conventionally Funded Design & Build Projects

This section should set out for all conventionally funded projects in the Wave:

Capital Costs

	D&B Contract
	Date of Contract Signature
	Guaranteed Maximum Price

 £m
	Allocated BSF funding from FAM £m
	LA Contribution to capital cost £m

	Contract 1 – sample schemes
	
	
	
	

	Contract 2 etc
	
	
	
	


Where the analysis for the sample schemes has indicated an increase in the Authority contribution compared to the OBC, the Authority should confirm that any increased contribution will not have a detrimental impact on the affordability or scope of later phases.

Ongoing Facilities Management(FM)/Lifecycle Costs

	D&B Contract
	Average Annual Lifecycle Costs
	Annual Hard FM payments
	Annual Soft FM payments 
	School Annual Contribution
	Additional LA contribution

	Contract 1 – sample schemes
	
	
	
	
	

	Contract 2 etc
	
	
	
	
	


The Authority should set out the strategy for delivering a common level of maintenance provision across the conventionally funded schools and how any future adjustments to funding will be handled.

The Authority should indicate the level of commitment that has been received from schools in relation to committing to meeting the required FM/lifecycle expenditure. 
5.4.2 ICT projects

This section should set out the cost estimates for the ICT solution across the whole wave (or estate) and the assumptions underpinning these: 

· The indicative capital costs of the selected ICT option. 

· Monies identified and confirmed to maintain the operational and maintenance (revenue) costs.  

· Any monies associated with installation, start-up and implementation transition.
· Where applicable, for supplementary costs associated with the flexibility and scalability of the selected ICT option.  

· Funding streams and sources to pay for the ICT managed service

	ICT Contract
	Total Capital costs
	Annual Revenue

Lifecycle costs
	School Annual Contribution (£/pupil)


	LA Contribution
(if applicable)
	 

	ICT Contract 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	


5.4.3 LEA investment in the LEP and PFI
The FBC should set out its final position in relation to investment in the LEP and first phase PFI.
· The Authority’s confirmation that it intends to become an equity partner in the LEP or, where appropriate for non-standard (non-LEP) procurement structures.
· The final position of the Authority with respect to investing equity into any PFI holding companies or project companies established for this project.
· The position of the Authority with respect to the desirability of maintaining their share of equity at 10% in the working capital of the LEP over time, or whether the Authority will accept an erosion of their shareholding below 10%.
The agreed investments should be summarised in the following format:

	
	£
	Projected Date of Investment

	LEP Investment – Ordinary Shares 
	
	

	LEP PFI Investment – Share Capital
	
	

	LEP PFI Investment – Loan Stock
	
	

	Blended
	
	

	Direct PFI Investment – Share Capital
	
	

	Direct PFI Investment – Loan Stock
	
	

	Blended
	
	


In Appendix 6 the Authority should provide a diagram showing the investment structure of the LEP showing the proposed investments (share capital and sub debt) in the LEP and subsidiaries of the LEP. The quantity (in £) and percentage stake taken up by each of the different investors (PfS, Local Authority & Private Sector Partner (PSP)) in each class of risk capital investment should be clearly indicated.  

5.4.4 Other sources of funding

This section should detail any additional central government or other agency funding that is available for this phase of work, the extent to which affordability of the PFI, conventionally procured projects or ICT relies on this funding, and any restrictions, conditions or risks associated with securing these monies.  In particular the Authority should set out its strategy for using any land receipts from BSF.

5.4.5 Authority and School Commitments 

This section should summarise the commitment of the Authority and schools to the affordability position set out in section 5.4.1 -5.4.5, supported by the following:  
Copies of formal member reports covering the assessment of affordability, together with resolutions approving the budget strategy should be included at Appendix 8 to the FBC.  

Proof that formal governor back to back agreements in relation to the PFI, ICT and, as appropriate, the conventionally funded projects have been signed.  

Confirmation that the Authority has sufficient cash available and proof of the necessary Executive approval to make their proposed risk capital investments into the LEP and PFI as appropriate.

Confirmation of Executive approval to proceed to financial close on the terms negotiated with the Preferred Bidder must be included.  
6 RISK ALLOCATION & ACCOUNTING TREATMENT – ( Checklist Section D)
6.1  Risk Allocation

This section should confirm that the risk allocation negotiated between the Authority and the Preferred Bidder has not changed from that set out in the OBC. Risk allocation will be different for each of the following elements, and should thus be accounted for separately in Appendix 1:

· PFI contract: a ‘standard’ risk allocation matrix must be included in Appendix 1, to illustrate what risks fall to each party and which are shared. This must be supported in the main body text in section 6 by a brief explanation of the risk methodology used by the Authority, e.g. risk workshops, etc.

· Conventionally funded design and build contract: although the risk transfer under this contractual form is far less significant than under PFI, the risk allocation should be briefly explained.

· ICT contract: assuming the standard form contract is used, with a minimal degree of derogation, the FBC should confirm that the allocation of risk is as per the standard model. If the ICT contract is being procured outside the LEP, or as a separate contract for a non-LEP procurement, the Authority should explain the distribution of integration risk, and its effect on the overall risk allocation for the ICT contract.

· Other service contracts: if the Authority has asked the LEP to deliver any other services, such as wider non-Secondary estate management or the delivery of educational services, the FBC must explain the risk allocation for each service and detail the process used to reach this position.

Assuming that the risk allocation has not changed from the OBC, this section need not go into extensive detail. 

If the private sector has accepted more risk than was originally envisaged in the OBC, the FBC must provide assurance that this has not had a negative effect upon value for money and/or affordability. 

If the public sector has accepted more risk than was originally envisaged in the OBC, the FBC must explain precisely why, and what effect this has had upon value for money and/or affordability. If this effect has been negative, as one would expect, the FBC must provide a clear case for the acceptance of increased risk by the public sector, emphasising other benefits that may have accrued as a result, or evidence of similar changes in the allocation of risk experienced across the BSF programme.

6.2  Accounting Treatment

The FBC must evidence that the PFI element of any BSF investment in the initial wave is off balance sheet, with reference to the relevant accounting standards and guidance. 

The FBC should also confirm that the Authority’s independent auditors have been consulted in respect of the PFI element of any BSF scheme, and that they agree that the project is to be accounted for as off balance sheet by the Authority. 

The Authority should also demonstrate that its Section 151 officer, and independent auditors, have been consulted on, and are comfortable with, the use and quantum of capital funding for the ICT element of their BSF project, in line with HMT guidance.  

If the FBC is being submitted before the independent auditors have issued their verdict, or indeed before the Authority’s advisors have completed their analysis, it is essential that the FBC details when these steps will have concluded. It is the Authority’s responsibility to ensure that the verdicts of the accounting treatment analysis are forwarded to PfS and DfES as soon as possible, as the FBC cannot be formally approved until the analysis has been satisfactorily completed.

7 CONTRACT AND PAYMENT MECHANISM – ( Checklist Section E )
This section should summarise the contractual structure and, more importantly, any derogations from the PfS standard contract forms that may apply. It must also explain the relationship between service delivery and the Payment Mechanism that applies to the PFI and ICT contracts in use.
If an Authority was selected by HMT’s PRG for a second stage review the results, in relation to derogations, should be summarised and details of any actions taken as a result of the review should be provided.

An Authority, if requiring derogations, should have agreed these with PfS prior to reaching the FBC stage. In appendix 5 a table of derogations should be included showing the final position. Any derogations that have yet to be accepted by PfS are to be highlighted, but the expectation is that these will be few and of a non-material nature.
7.1  Contracts

This section should set out the contractual structure negotiated with the Preferred Bidder. If this uses the PfS standard LEP model and contracts, only the derogations from this need be summarised, with the detailed explanations set out in Appendix 5. If these derogations are substantial, however, (e.g. the ICT element of BSF will not be delivered through the LEP) the Authority must explain in greater detail how their proposed version of the contract will deliver equal quality of outcomes and protection as the standard model, particularly where additional interfaces are created by not using a LEP to deliver all BSF investment for the schools included in the FBC.
If the Authority has received approval from PfS and DfES to pursue a non-standard model, the contractual structure of this must be set out in detail, explaining how the contracts interrelate (if applicable) and what remedies in law can be applied to incentivise the service provider should service delivery fall below the required standard. 

Any derogations from the standard contract templates should be set out in detail in Appendix 5, with particular attention to the following:
· PFI Project Agreement.
· Strategic Partnering Agreement (SPA).
· Shareholders’ Agreement.
· Design & Build Contract.
· ICT Contract (particularly where ICT is being procured separately to the LEP. If an existing contract is to be used, the Authority should explain how this interface with the LEP contractual framework will operate).
7.2  Payment Mechanism

The PFI and ICT Payment Mechanisms should be described separately in this section. If the Authority is using the standard form contract without amendment, it need only state this and not go into detail about the structure and terms of either other than provide a brief statement to confirm that the calibration is in accordance with PfS guidance.
Any derogations from the standard models must, however, be described and justified in some detail, both in terms of the practical implications of managing the contract using alternative mechanisms, and the effect of using these forms upon the commercial terms (i.e. the Authority must explain whether the use of different Payment Mechanism formats or terms has decreased value for money and/or affordability, due to increased ‘risk pricing’ by the PB).

Where the use of a variant model has previously been accepted and approved by PfS/DfES this section need only outline details of any further changes/derogations from that approved.

8 STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION & PROJECT MANAGEMENT – (Checklist Section F) 
8.1  Stakeholder Consultation
The FBC should outline how relevant stakeholders have been consulted throughout the procurement process, stakeholders will include the following:

· Internal Local Authority stakeholders in Departments affected by BSF (e.g. Children’s Services, Leisure & Culture, Highways, Planning, etc.).

· Governors of all Secondary Schools.

· The local community.

· Staff and pupils in the Authority’s Secondary Schools.

· The local Learning & Skills Authority.

· Other stakeholders, as applicable, such as Primary Care Trusts, local Chambers of Commerce, etc.

Evidence of commitment to the outcomes of the procurement process should be included in the FBC.

The FBC should outline how the consultation arrangements are to continue throughout the programme.

8.2  Project Management

8.2.1 Project Team

A brief summary of the role and personnel of the Project Team should be included, in part to emphasise that the procurement has been resourced appropriately. More importantly, the FBC should set out the regime and governance arrangements for supervising the delivery of services specified in the various contracts beyond financial close, and the ongoing strategic objectives of the Authority, which may include:

· Monitoring construction (PFI and D&B). 

· Contract management team for the PFI element of the initial project and FM services for non-PFI projects managed by the LEP. 

· ICT  and the contract management of the ICT managed services if the standard LEP model is not used
· LEP performance:

· Key Performance Indicators (KPIs).
· Collective Partnership Targets (CPTs).
· Continuous Improvement Plan targets.
· The Strategic Partnering Board.

· The Local Authority’s LEP Director. The FBC should briefly explain how s/he will interact with the various Authority teams administering the contract, as set out above.

The Authority should submit complete versions of the financial and technical proformas as attached at appendix 10 and 11 to enable capture of KPI and benchmarking data.

Diagrams should be used to illustrate the project management structure used up to financial close, and that to be used through into the full operation of every element of the BSF programme being delivered by the LEP. The authority should include a description of how information and knowledge will be transferred from the team who has procured the LEP to the operational team who will work with the LEP.
8.2.2 Project Board

The role and membership of the Project Board should be summarised briefly. The FBC should explain how the role of the Project Board will change post-financial close, or whether it will pass the baton to the Strategic Partnering Board in part or in whole at that point.

8.2.3 External Advisors

The Authority’s external advisors should be listed, with a brief summary of their roles. Details of procurement costs, including those for advisors, should be set out in section 4.5.

9 STATUTORY PROCESSES – ( Checklist section G)
The FBC must include a summary of any statutory processes that were required as a result of the BSF procurement, the timetable for completing these, and their current status.  The Authority should ideally ensure that all these processes are concluded before submitting the FBC.

Where these processes are yet to be concluded, the FBC must state when completion is expected. Authorities should note that the FBC cannot be formally approved by PfS and DfES until all statutory processes with a material effect (legal, practical or financial) upon the procurement have been completed.

Where the Authority has accepted the Planning risk of judicial review this needs to be stated and the date when this will have concluded should be given.  The Authority should also confirm that they have taken into account, and accepted any financial risk that may arise as a result of this risk materialising.

The following processes,which are not exhaustive, are likely to affect many if not all BSF procurements and must, where applicable, be described in the FBC:
9.1  School Organisation Committee (SOC) notices (or equivalent should arrangements for statutory notices change once the new Education Bill becomes law).
9.2  Planning permission for the sample schemes.
9.3  Section 77 applications for the disposal of school playing fields.
Copies of statutory notices that have been issued should be included in Appendix 9.  The relevant minute of the Planning Committee, approving the relevant application, should be appended for each of the sample schemes.
APPENDICES
Appendix 1
Risk Allocation Matrix & Risk Analysis

Appendix 2
Affordability Analysis



2.1 PFI element



2.2 Conventionally funded D&B element



2.3 ICT element



2.4 Overall funding of BSF
Appendix 3
Accounting Treatment (for PFI component only)
Appendix 4
Bid Evaluation Process, DQI process
Appendix 5
Derogations:

5.1 PFI Project Agreement


5.2 Strategic Partnering Agreement


5.3 Shareholders’ Agreement


5.4 Design & Build Contract


5.5 ICT Contract, etc.

Appendix 6
LEP Structure & Funding 

Appendix 7
Construction Timetable

Appendix 8
Copies of LA/School Agreements

Appendix 9
Copies of Statutory Approval Notices

Appendix 10
FBC Required KPI data

Appendix 11
Financial and technical pro formas

Appendix 12 DfES/PfS FBC Checklist (NB included here for information only, not for inclusion with any FBCs submitted).

APPENDIX 1 – Risk Allocation Matrix & Risk Analysis

APPENDIX 2 – Affordability Analysis

To include the Comprehensive Affordability Assessment or an analysis provided by the Local Authority (supported by its Financial Advisors)
9 PFI element

9 Conventionally funded D&B element
9 ICT element

9 Overall funding of BSF

APPENDIX 3 – Accounting Treatment for PFI Schools
APPENDIX 4 – Bid Evaluation Process

The Authority should include detail of the evaluation process together with reports from the CABE Enabler and the outcome of the second stage of the DQI process

APPENDIX 5 – Derogations 
A BSF Template Financial Close Derogations Table should be submitted for each of the following documents:


5.1  PFI Project Agreement
5.2  Strategic Partnering Agreement
5.3  Shareholders’ Agreement

5.4  Design & Build Contract
5.5  ICT Contract, etc.
The BSF Template Financial Close Derogations Table are available from the PfS Website: http://www.p4s.org.uk/StandardDocumentList.htm#derogations 
APPENDIX 6 – LEP Structure & Funding

APPENDIX 7 – Construction Timetable
Shown as a Gantt chart, confirming the deliverability of the Authority’s BSF programme to the timescales set out in the FBC.

APPENDIX 8 – Copies of LA/School Agreements

APPENDIX 9 – Copies of Statutory Approval Notices

APPENDIX 10 – FBC Required KPI Data
The FBC Required KPI Data appendix is available on the PfS website in the following zip file: www.partnershipsforschools.org.uk/documents/FBC Appendices.zip
APPENDIX 11 – Financial and Technical Pro formas

The following documents:

· Appendix 11 - Financial and Technical Proformas Guidance.doc

· Appendix 11 - ITCD Financial and Technical Proformas.xls
Are available on the PfS website in the following zip file: www.partnershipsforschools.org.uk/documents/FBC Appendices.zip
APPENDIX 12 – DfES/PfS Approval Checklist

(For information only, not to be completed or submitted with FBC)
An example FBC checklist is available on the PfS website in the following zip file: www.partnershipsforschools.org.uk/documents/FBC Appendices.zip
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