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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 Background

This should confirm that there has been no change to corporate, educational or estates strategy since the approval of the Strategy for Change (SfC) for Repeat Authorities, and no change to the context or background of the project. If there has been changes they should be noted here together with PfS confirmation of approval for the changes unless the changes have a material effect on the Authority’s educational vision/ Strategy for Change (refer to guidance for Repeat authorities) in which case additionally the DCSF confirmation is required. Also confirmation is to be given that the change has Executive Approval and school buy-in.
A brief summary of the role and scope of the LEP and the year it was established including delivery achievements and schemes under development as part of the current and, if applicable, previous waves of investment.
 A brief outline of projects which will not received BSF funding, but which the LEP has been used to provide, e.g. Primary Schools, PCT projects, etc.

1.2 The Project

This should summarise the scope of the whole project, together with details of the schemes to be developed i.e.

1. Private Finance Initiative (PFI) new build first phase school project in this Wave  [insert name of school];

2. Design & Build (D&B) refurbishment first phase school project in this Wave for [insert name of school];

3. ICT services contract [insert scope];

4. [Facilities Management (FM) services for D&B ]; and

5. [any other services]

1.3 Value for Money

This section should confirm, with reference to the detail set out in this Outline Business Case (OBC) and Appendices, the Value for Money (VFM) rationale for the schemes to be delivered through the Private Finance Initiative.
1.4 Affordability

This section should confirm the affordability of the project scope given the assumptions in this Outline Business Case.

1.5 Preparation for New Projects
This section should summarise the Authority’s organisational structure established to work with the LEP and the division of responsibilities agreed to deliver these projects and monitor the delivery partners’ performance against the Output Specifications, Continuous Improvement and Collective Partnership Targets to ensure both effective partnering and continued educational transformation.
1.6 Leading and Managing Change

This section should refer back to the strategic overview of the SfC and summarise the Authority’s approach to delivering educational transformation including achievements to date and those anticipated for the future. 
BACKGROUND
1.7 The Corporate Vision

This should confirm that the corporate priorities and context as set out in the approved SfC remain valid. Any changes or developments to the position stated in the SfC should it be set out here in full.

1.8 Strategic Overview

This should confirm that the key strategic objectives as detailed in the approved SfC remain valid and are fully reflected in these proposals. Any changes or developments to the position stated in the SfC should this be detailed here in full.

Where changes are proposed, the Local Authority (LA) should explain the approvals process and stakeholder consultation process followed to secure buy-in to the changes locally (LA Executive, schools, LSC, etc.) and nationally (DCSF and PfS).

1.9 Key Estate Priorities

This section should confirm that the position in the SfC for the schools in the wave remains as approved, or it should set out any changes proposed as a result of work towards this OBC which required the position to be a reconsideration, for example changes to proposed scope of works at a school. The summary phasing table taken from the Funding Allocation Model (included in part 2 of the SfC) should be updated and included for reference as Appendix 6.

2.4
LEP Services and project status

A brief summary of the services provided by the LEP should be provided identifying any amendments to the roles and services undertaken since its initial establishment (e.g. roles which may have been optional under the original OJEU but are now included) and the reason for the changes.

This section should provide details of the types of schools (e.g. SEN), their size and handover dates of previously completed BSF schools or those under development. 
A brief outline is to be provided for projects which have not received BSF funding, but which the LEP has been used to provide, e.g. Primary Schools, PCT projects, etc. 

If any of these projects are to occur during similar timescales as the first phase schools of this OBC then a statement is also to be provided confirming that:

· The project is affordable to the Authority,

· It has been fully scoped as is ready to follow the New Project approval process under the SPA,

· The project complies with the associated guidance for which the funding is provided, e.g. the school complies with BB99 for Primary school capital funding,

· The Authority and the LEP has sufficient resources to undertake the projects (A supporting letter is to be provided by the LEP and included in Appendix 1)
The projectS

Technical Design Guidance, together with support and challenge, will be available from Partnerships for Schools Design Managers to help in the development of this section of the OBC

1.10 Option Analysis & Feasibility

This section should describe a more considered feasibility study for the scope of works at each school as defined at SfC and provide evidence of development to a sufficiently robust level of detail to validate affordability across the wave without pre-empting detailed work by the LEP. This feasibility study may indicate that changes are required to the previous proposals if, with further information, it is found not to offer the most effective solution.
The appraisal of options at this stage must balance the requirements of the educational strategy (e.g. co-location, inclusion, flexible working spaces, ICT integration, better circulation) against the need for the proposals for the whole school to be truly deliverable (e.g. affordable, within planning restrictions, etc.). 

This will involve consideration of the school specific visions and take account of site constraints established from planning guidance, ground conditions, phasing/temporary accommodation, land requirements, access, other abnormals etc. The feasibility study should meet the requirements of Building Bulletin 98 and/or Building Bulletin 77 (where appropriate) and demonstrate for each school:

· How the schools might fit on the site, taking account of community use, access routes, phasing / temporary accommodation, areas of potential expansion, etc;
· A deliverable indicative premises development plan for the whole site; and
· In refurbishment projects, the mix of minor and major refurbishment and new build.
Design Process Protocol

This PfS Design Process Protocol sets out a common process that Local Authorities must follow through each stage of their engagement with PfS. Following this protocol will mean that PfS will be able to support effectively the design activities and make sure that deliverables will offer the most suitable levels of support to the SfC, OBC and the development and operational stages of a project.

The protocol includes design templates. These are provided as a guide to establish a minimum typical content expected for site analysis, option appraisal, control options and any phasing for the SfC and OBC stages. The circumstances of each option may mean that additional information will need to be provided to reassure the Authority, and PfS, that the options across the Wave are affordable. This is particularly the case at OBC, where PfS will also need to have sufficient information to be able to agree the abnormals allocation, and to have confidence that this, together with the Authority’s design strategy, will deliver the best design quality. 

The Design Process Protocol is available on the PfS website:

http://www.partnershipsforschools.org.uk/library/Design_Process_Protocol.jsp

Design Templates
The Design Templates are derived from examples of typical BSF projects in the SfC and OBC stages. They have been chosen as we feel that they demonstrate the level of information required for each stage.
· Templates A  - Tight Urban Site

· Templates B  - Urban Site

· Templates C  - Split Site

Design Quality Indicators for Schools 

It is a requirement that all BSF schools should engage with the Design Quality Indicators for Schools (DQIfS) process. During the OBC stage, the Authority should introduce DQIfS to all schools in the wave. Information on the Design Quality Indicators for Schools is available on the Construction Industry Council Website –www.dqi.org.uk  
1.11 Phasing of Schools
The authority should outline the rationale for the phasing of the schools contained within the wave. It is to include the following details for each school in appendix 1A:
· The school specific vision;
· The Local Authority’s built environment policy requirements, e.g. sustainability;
· Strategic Brief, including the output of the initial DQI stage; 

· Drawings showing outcome of feasibility study for each school;
· Costs, as prepared by technical advisors;
· The abnormal costs proforma; and
· The results from using the DCSF Carbon Calculator
 obtainable at www.teachernet.gov.uk/management/resourcesfinanceandbuilding/schoolbuildings/sustainability/renewableenergy/carbontargets/ are to be provided for each school as appropriate.
The authority should also confirm the following are complete and available for each school covered by the first phase to demonstrate it is ready to engage with the LEP partner:
· Design Quality Indicator (DQI) brief;
· All surveys and land title/ownership work (see appendix 1A confirmation letter to be submitted with OBC)

· TUPE
 information (See appendix 1A confirmation letter to be submitted with OBC)
· The FM Services to be provided for PFI schools and D&B schools

· Any other services e.g. healthcare

Where an alternative procurement vehicle is used the Authority should set out how it will engage with its procurement partner and the information to be provided as the Client Brief to ensure an efficient, cost effective and timely process.

The PfS Project Director will be asked to confirm they have seen the information stated as completed in appendix 1A for the first phase.
1.12 Delivery of Strategy for Change

The Local Authority’s Strategy for Change sets out its strategic objectives and plans for improving education provision, highlighting how BSF investment will enable the achievement of these objectives, and the add value that BSF brings.  In Appendix 2 of the OBC, the Local Authority must show how the proposals for each school, through their own school Strategy for Change, will help deliver these objectives.  In particular:

· In the SfC Part 1 the Local Authority has set out its authority/area wide objectives and plans in response to the key strategic questions (see SfC guidance paragraph 25).  For each school in the wave, the Local Authority must show how the school’s SfC and plans for improvement will help meet these objectives and plans; 

· the Local Authority must show how its plans for each school in the wave will help  meet the requirements of the remit for the Local Authority, as set by Ministers, including the specific added value that BSF funding should deliver;
· In the SfC the Local Authority has outlined its objectives and plans for each of the key policy areas (see paras 34 – 42 and Appendix 1 of the SfC guidance).  The Local Authority should show how its plans for each school in the wave will help deliver these including the provision of services to the community and the strategic development of sports facilities across the area; and
· In the SfC the Local Authority has outlined its consultation process with schools, and how school SfC have been developed.  The local authority should show how the plans for each school in the wave will ensure that the school’s strategic objectives are met and how outcomes for students will improve. 

1.13 ICT service provision

3.4.1
If the existing ICT provider is to be used (indicating if its existing contract has been extended) this section should confirm that the delivery approach for ICT as set out in the previous waves FBC (updated for any subsequent changes arising when funding was drawn down for phases within the wave) remains as previously approved and is applicable for these schools.  
If there have been material changes to the scope and delivery of the ICT solution or continuous improvement has altered the service, the Local Authority should use the following section to define how the revised ICT solution will continue to meet the objectives of BSF and the vision for ICT stated in the SfC. (See 3.4.2 for points to be covered)
If PfS had previously accepted an authority’s need to bring forward ICT investment from this OBC’s Wave of funding  for an interim solution, details should be provided regarding the scope, funding arrangements and service provision.
To ensure that the desired ICT solution is closely linked to the objectives of BSF and the vision for ICT stated in the Strategy for Change (or SBC), this OBC should be accompanied by the original ICT Output Specification (including any subsequent changes arising when funding was drawn down for phases within the wave) updated to show current requirements (with all changes are to be highlighted). The Output Specification should include Local Authority and School Enhancements referenced back to the LA and school SfC. A completed ICT Output Specification will clarify for schools the scope of the managed service. 

3.4.2
If, the ICT service provider is to be replaced or a new contract is to be let this section should outline the proposed delivery approach for the ICT provision. This should encapsulate the preferred delivery method and validate the rationale for that choice, including whether the service is only intended to provide for the BSF wave or to other schools and/or Local Authority recipients. 

The purpose of this is to help define how the ICT solution will meet the objectives of BSF and the vision for ICT stated in the relevant SfC. This section should set out:

· The options that have been considered to deliver ICT within the local BSF project;

· The preferred option and rationale for the choice of this option; 

· The scope of services to be included in the ICT provision (e.g. infrastructure, learning platform and operational service); and 
· Scalability of the ICT provision, which should specify whether it is intended that the service is provided only to the schools included in that BSF Wave, or whether it includes other schools in the LA or is applicable to the wider Local Authority. 
· How the migration from the existing service provider to the new will be managed to ensure continuity of service, licences, data, etc.
To ensure that the desired ICT solution is closely linked to the objectives of BSF and the vision for ICT stated in the Strategy for Change, the OBC should be accompanied by an ICT Output Specification completed in accordance with the guidance published on the PfS website. The Output Specification should include Local Authority and School Enhancements referenced against the original LA and school visions. A completed ICT Output Specification will clarify for schools the scope of the managed service that they are signing up to as part of the affordability process. 

3.4.3
Creating and reviewing all the ICT options will help stakeholders understand the potential range of solutions that are possible and should confirm that the selected service is the most suitable for the circumstances. The output for this section must support the affordability statements in section 5, which should state the extent to which stakeholders understand and agree to the financial commitments of the proposed provision including, where relevant, the impact of any TUPE’d school staff costs. 
3.4.4
The completed ICT Output Specification should be submitted as Appendix 2A of the OBC. An OBC submitted without a satisfactorily completed ICT Output Specification is unlikely to be approved.

The ‘Supplementary OBC ICT Guidance’ should be consulted when completing this section and other relevant sections e.g. 4.4, 5.3, 6.4 and 7. It is available to download from the PfS website in the following zip file: 
http://www.partnershipsforschools.org.uk/documents/BSF_Guidance_Documents/SupplementaryOBCICTGuidance-March2007.doc 
VALUE FOR MONEY 

This section is based on HM Treasury requirements for approval of funding and is applicable to BSF.

HM Treasury has funded BSF on the basis that PFI offers best Value for Money (VfM) when delivering completely new build schools and a programme level decision has been made that new build schools will be delivered through PFI contracts except in exceptional circumstances. 
1.14 Summary of Procurement Route for Wave

This should set out in tabular form the schools in the wave, the percentage of new build and the choice of procurement route (ie PFI or conventional).

If relevant the Authority should provide the following:
· Brief explanation of the exceptional reasons for not following a PFI route for 100% new build schools. (NB. this derogation from the BSF assumption of delivery of 100% new build schemes through PFI must have had PfS/DCSF approval prior to OBC submission, preferably at the SfC stage).
· Brief explanation for the rationale of a schools procurement route where it is 70-100% new build  as there is a programme assumption towards PFI as the percentage of new build area increases. (NB. the delivery of these higher percentage of new build schemes through PFI must have had PfS approval prior to OBC submission, preferably at the SfC stage)
· Brief explanation for rationale for not following conventional procurement for 0-70% new build schemes as PFI may offer VfM e.g where schools are bundled in a phase and/or where the risk of latent defects on the remaining floor area is low.
1.15 The PFI Projects

1.15.1 Qualitative Assessment

This should set out the approach to qualitative VfM assessment as required by HM Treasury using the template approach set out in their Value for Money guidance.  LAs are advised to undertake this qualitative VfM assessment on the schools as a single group on the assumption that the risk profiles of each school are broadly similar.
1.15.2 Quantitative Assessment

This should set out a confirmation that the Authority has adopted the revised HM Treasury approach to assessment of quantitative VfM using the HM Treasury spreadsheet.  A link to the latest version of the spreadsheet is included on the PfS Website. 

The Authority should provide a separate quantitative VfM for each phase of PFI projects in the wave.

The completed versions should be submitted in Appendix 3 of the OBC.

In Appendix 3 to the OBC, the Authority should also provide a summary of the key inputs to the HM Treasury spreadsheet with the source of any key assumptions (eg PfS standard assumptions at www.partnershipsforschools.org.uk/guidance.htm) clearly highlighted.

1.15.3 Optimism bias

In this section, the Authority should:

· For pre-FBC optimism bias, confirm that the Authority has applied the PfS programme level assumptions in the PFI Quantitative Evaluation Spreadsheet in Appendix 3 Annex 1.  The Authority should explain and justify any divergence from these assumptions if it believes that there are more appropriate local measures. 

· For post-FBC optimism bias:

· The Authority and its advisers should refer to the HM Treasury Value for Money guidance (November 2006) when determining the post-FBC optimism bias.

· A brief summary should be included in this section of the methodology and outcomes of the work on determining the post-FBC optimism bias.  This should be supported by relevant detailed analysis in Appendix 3.  This analysis should be based on the following steps: 

· Authorities should primarily rely on empirical evidence of a sector specific nature for determining the post-FBC optimism bias.

· To the extent that sector or locally specific empirical evidence/data is not available then Authorities should use other sources, such as the Mott MacDonald study detailed in the HM Treasury Green Book.  

· Authorities should undertake an analysis to determine whether optimism bias factors obtained from external sources should be mitigated or increased to reflect local and project specific factors.   

· Provide a tabular summary of the Pre and Post FBC optimism bias percentages. 
4.2.4
Summary NPVs and Sensitivity Testing

The Authority should provide the risk adjusted Net Present Value (NPV) of the PFI and PSC and indicate the percentage difference between the two figures ie the Crude PFI VfM figure.

The Authority should undertake sensitivities on the VfM analysis using the HM Treasury VfM model.  The sensitivities required are set out in the following two tables which should be used to present the results in the OBC.

Table D1 Crude PFI VfM 

	
	Crude PFI VfM



	Base Financial VFM Model
	%

	
	

	Lifecycle Cost Sensitivity
	

	-5%
	%

	+5%
	%

	
	

	Operating Cost (employment and non-employment) Sensitivity
	

	-5%
	%

	+5%
	%

	
	

	Combined Lifecycle and Operating Cost Sensitivity
	

	-5%
	%

	+5%
	%


Table D2 Crude PFI VfM
	
	Indifference Point



	Capital Cost Indifference Point
	%

	Unitary Charge Indifference Point
	%


4.2.5
Conclusion to PFI VfM Analysis.

The Authority should provide a brief conclusion to the qualitative and quantitative VfM analysis and sensitivities.  It is important that the quantitative analysis is placed in the context of the qualitative analysis.  It should be noted that if the Indifference Points on the sensitivity analysis are less than 5%, then this in itself is not necessarily a bar to proving Value for Money.  However in these instances Authorities should provide the necessary analytical support (eg confirming the strength of underlying assumptions) to support the crude PFI VfM value determined by the VfM spreadsheet.     

1.16 The Conventional D&B Projects

For conventional D&B contracts, Authorities will not have to follow the HM Treasury guidance on VfM which is undertaken for PFI projects.

Throughout the development process Authorities will be expected to ensure that the cost of solutions offered by the LEP through the Stage 1 and 2 approval process offer VfM and are to advise the approach they will be taking. The VfM and the approach taken will need to be reconfirmed as part of the FBC. 

1.17 The ICT Project

The HM Treasury guidance on VfM is not applicable to ICT contracts in BSF, but if at the previous waves OBC/FBC approval a VfM analysis was undertaken, e.g. if an alternative to the LEP procurement route was used, then a brief synopsis should be given and confirmation that it is still applicable for these schools.

However, if a new ICT provider is to be procured the Authority will be expected to ensure that the cost of solutions offered by bidders during the procurement are ‘on market’ and will need to confirm this as part of the FBC.
AFFORDABILITY

The following sections require the estimated affordability position for the whole wave to be demonstrated.
Whilst the Authority should assess the affordability of the whole wave including PFI, conventionally funded projects and ICT services, for clarity the OBC should set out the affordability positions of these three elements of the project separately. 

The followings sections also require Authorities to confirm the funding (PFI and conventional) allocated by PfS.  This should reconcile back to the PfS Funding Allocation Model (attached at Appendix 6) and provide confirmation of any agreed exceptional abnormal funding approved by PfS.  

1.18 The PFI Projects

1.18.1 Estimated PFI charges

This section should set out for all PFI projects in the wave, in the tabular format set out below, the following information:

	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

	First phase PFI Project(s)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Second phase PFI project(s) etc
	
	
	
	
	
	


In Appendix 5 to the OBC, the Authority should provide a summary of the key inputs into the shadow Unitary Charge model with the source of any assumptions (eg PfS standard assumptions) clearly highlighted.  This should cover as a minimum the following:

· Input Costs (capital, lifecycle, hard and soft FM, utilities, insurance, bid costs, SPV management costs/LEP Management Service Fee and relevant proportion of LEP set-up costs);
· Funding terms including swap rate;
· Investment returns including subordinated debt coupon and blended equity IRR;
· Capital contribution assumptions with justification in light of SoPC3 guidance on capital contributions into PFI schemes; and
· Third party income assumptions.

The Authority should provide a summary Sources and Uses of Funds from the shadow Unitary Charge model. 

The Authority should seek advice from its technical and financial advisors in relation to developing and populating the shadow Unitary Charge model and include the completed model at Appendix 5
PfS has developed a PFI shadow Unitary Charge model that provides Authorities with a means of estimating a Unitary Charge for a given set of inputs, the output of which, the profile of the Unitary Charge, is used in the affordability analysis.  The latest version of this model should be downloaded from the PfS website.  

The model is a conservative shadow bid model and hence provides a prudent estimate of the Unitary Charge. In most cases the model should prove flexible enough to provide Authorities with the confidence at OBC stage of the project’s affordability.  However when finalising the affordability assessment, particularly where there are challenges, Authorities are encouraged to liaise with their technical and financial advisers who will be able to undertake, if necessary, a more sophisticated estimate of the Unitary Charge. Please note that there is no obligation to use the model provided by PfS.

1.18.2 Estimated PFI credits and Affordability Model.

This section should set out for all PFI projects within the wave:

· The level of credits allocated by PfS based on the allocated funding for the schemes for each Phase (this will be indicative for the later phased schools as the allocated funding will only be fixed prior to the SPA  Stage 1.  The only adjustments to the allocated funding prior to the SPA Stage 1 will be for updated location factors (as published by DCSF) and updated forecasts of the DTI PUBSEC index.)  

· The PFI Annuity Grant interest rate and scaling factor applied for each of the PFI schemes.  Authorities are asked to refer to the PfS funding guidance (available on the PfS website); 

· The proposed timing of the draw down of the PFI Annuity Grant.  The PFI Annuity Grant disbursement should be in accordance with the Department for Communities and Local Government guidance on PFI funding which can be found at www.local.odpm.gov.uk/pfi/pfigrant.htm ; and

· An affordability model to be included in the OBC as Appendix 7.  Whilst there is no obligation to use the PfS affordability model, the Authority should ensure that any model included should contain, as a minimum, the same information as set out in the PfS version.  

1.18.3 School Contributions

This section should summarise in tabular format for each PFI project the agreed annual contribution from those schools included in the project.

For all schools in the PFI projects in the wave there should be an indicative “in principle” agreement from governing bodies setting out the contribution required from the schools.  A template letter is included at Appendix 9.
1.18.4 Local Authority Contributions

This section should summarise in tabular format for each PFI project the additional Authority contribution required to meet the affordability gap for the PFI projects. 

The Authority should provide a statement to indicate the year-on-year affordability of the PFI projects. Copies of formal member reports covering the assessment of affordability, together with Executive approvals for the budget strategy should be included at Appendix 9 to the OBC.

The Authority should indicate whether any sensitivity analysis has been undertaken on the stated affordability position.  The Authority should also identify any possible mitigation strategies in the event that the affordability position at financial close for PFI projects differs significantly from that outlined at OBC.

1.19 The Conventionally Funded Projects

In Appendix 7 to the OBC, the Authority should provide a summary of the key assumptions in relation to the cost estimates for the conventionally funded projects within the Wave. 
1.19.1 Capital Cost

This section should set out in tabular format, on a phase-by-phase basis, the estimated construction costs including abnormal costs.  The table should also set out the allocated BSF funding from the FAM including the agreed additional abnormal funding.

The Authority should identify any gap between the estimated cost and agreed funding.  An explanation of how any funding gap will be met by the Authority should be provided. 

Where the procurement route is likely to be a D&B contract using a target cost approach the Authority should detail how it intends to fund its share of any additional costs where the actual outturn is above the target cost.

1.19.2 Lifecycle/Hard FM costs

This section should set out the costs identified to deliver the lifecycle and hard FM provision for the conventionally funded schools.

The Authority should identify how these costs will be met and how they compare to the current budgeted spend on school maintenance/lifecycle. Any risk monies associated with possible variations from planned maintenance expenditure should be identified.

The Authority should set out the strategy for delivering a common level of maintenance provision across the conventionally funded schools.

For all projects there should be an “in principle” agreement from schools to meet the required FM/lifecycle expenditure.  Appendix 9 includes a standard form letter in relation to FM/lifecycle that represents the minimum level of commitment required from governing bodies for the OBC.

1.20 ICT projects

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

· The indicative capital costs of the selected ICT option; 

· Monies required to maintain the operational and maintenance (revenue) costs;  

· Any monies associated with installation and implementation transition; and

· Where applicable supplementary costs associated to flexibility and scalability of selected ICT option. 

The funding assessment underpinning the ICT cost assumptions of the current project must be set out including, where relevant, school level TUPE staff costs. 

These assumptions should illustrate how the indicative capital costs of the selected ICT option will be met and the means by which the maintenance and lifecycle costs for any ICT works will be afforded. The Authority should provide confirmation that these monies are deliverable and sufficient to maintain the asset for the life cycle of the project.

Appendix 9 includes a standard form letter which must be signed on behalf of the governing bodies of all schools in the wave as part of the OBC process.
A spreadsheet template for the ICT funding model can be found within the electronic copy of the Supplementary OBC ICT Guidance document and can also be downloaded from the PfS website: 
http://www.partnershipsforschools.org.uk/documents/BSF_Guidance_Documents/SupplementaryOBCICTGuidance-March2007.doc . The Authority should customise this to meet its ICT Output Specification and use it to produce its ICT cost estimates. Alternatively, where an Authority’s financial or ICT advisers recommend a different cost model template this can be used provided it covers the same areas as the PfS template. 

1.21 LA investment in the LEP

In this section the Authority must confirm:

· The Authority’s acceptance of being a continued equity partner in the LEP or, where appropriate for non-standard (non-LEP) procurement structures;

· The position of the Authority with respect to investing equity in any new 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 has or may consider an erosion of its shareholding below 10% and who has or will be replacing it; and

· The estimated Local Authority equity injection or reduction, in terms of quantum and timing, arising from the assumptions set out in this section. 

1.22 Other sources of funding

This section should detail any additional central government or other agency funding that is available for this wave. In particular it should set out for the first phase of work the extent to which affordability of the PFI, conventionally funded projects or ICT relies on this funding, and any restrictions or risks associated with securing these monies. In particular the Authority should set out its strategy for using any land receipts from BSF in accordance with the PfS Funding Guidance document (available on the PfS Website at - www.partnershipsforschools.org.uk/library/bsf_guidance.jsp#FundingGuidance ).

1.23 Affordability - Concluding Summary 

This section should summarise the overall affordability position for the whole wave taking account of all of sections 5.1 – 5.5 above.  Copies of formal member reports covering the assessment of affordability, together with the resolutions approving the budget strategy should be included in Appendix 9 to the OBC.

1.24 Accounting treatment

Within the OBC, the Authority must conduct an initial qualitative assessment of the likely accounting treatment of the PFI projects. 

In particular authorities are expected to have fully developed their demand risk section of the accounting treatment assessment.

The assessment of demand risk is linked to the development of the SfC and the overall strategy developed to implement education transformation.  It is expected that the SfC process will have helped ensure that the options chosen to deliver the key estate priorities are also appropriate for minimising the demand risk retained by the authority.  It is therefore expected that the demand risk will be lower for a school within a BSF SfC with its strategic approach rather than a school within a single or grouped school PFI scheme.  

The authority should include the results of its own accounting treatment along with evidence of support from its external auditor in Appendix 8 of the OBC. 

2 Preparation for new projects
2.1 Project Management

This section should set out:

· The project management structure (for example use of any any steering group, identification of a project sponsor, programme manager, design champion, etc) including the roles and responsibilities of each part of this structure and how disputes will be managed;

· Resources (internal and external) identified to deliver the project to financial close of each phase of schools and how this relates to any existing resources currently delivering projects with the LEP;
· The resources available or the arrangements to be put in place to monitor the work undertaken by the LEP once construction has commenced on site and in the case of a PFI project the monitoring once operational ;and

· The approved budgets and the delegated powers etc to a named senior officer within the Authority.

2.2 Development Process

This section should set out:

· The expected dates of approval from PfS for each phase defined in this Outline Business Case;

· The expected timing of the SPA stage approvals;

· The anticipated school opening dates; and
· For any PFI schools, confirmation of the length of the concession period and when drawdown of Special Grant is anticipated (and if phased, how this will be broken down).
2.3 Consultation and Statutory Approvals

This section should set out:

· How the interface with Planning and Highways Officers will be actively managed, ensuring the involvement of key individuals as each phase of the schools is developed;
· Confirmation that the appropriate statutory approvals for the schools re-organisation are in place for all the schemes in the Wave. If this has not yet been received when is it due to be completed including (where it has been referred to the school adjudicator) the date when decisions will be announced. Evidence is to be included in Appendix 9;
· The stage of planning approval obtained; copies of the outcome of applications should be included in Appendix 9 to this OBC. Outline Planning consent or a no lesser equivalent must be available for all first phase schools before OBC submission (further information regarding planning is available in the “Supplementary Clarification on OBC Guidance” located on the PfS website); 

· The consultation undertaken through the PE & Sport Stakeholder group and  with bodies such as County Sports Partnerships, Sport England, sports associations/clubs and governing bodies to ensure strategic development of sports facilities across the area; and
· Confirmation that Section 77 applications are not necessary, confirmed by DCSF, or where necessary has been approved. 
2.4 Sponsor and School Commitment

This section should set out:

· The consultation with stakeholders undertaken in developing the project scope (including identification of which parties have been consulted);and 

· Evidence of senior commitment, both strategic (in terms of commitment to the vision and the objectives of this project), and financial, given by the school(s) and the Local Authority.  This should include a commitment to meet operational costs for conventionally funded projects (e.g. ICT).

Copies of resolutions from the Governing Bodies accepting their schools inclusion into the process, based on the template included at Appendix 9 should be appended to the OBC for all Schemes.
2.5 LEP Relationship

This section deals with the relationship between the Authority and the LEP: 

· The Authority is to provide a statement regarding the results of the 4P’s Gateway 5
 review including actions to be or is being taken based on any recommendations made.

· The Authority is to provide a completed risk matrix in Appendix 4 for the whole Wave.
· A schedule of projects undertaken or currently being undertaken by the LEP.
· The impact of any Continuous Improvement Targets, and if revised the reason and the impact of the amendments; and
·  The impact of any Collective Partnership Targets, and if revised the reason and the impact of the amendments.
· The Authority is to provide details of any value added benefits it receives in addition to those covered by Continuous Improvement or Collective Partnership Targets as a result of the LEP’s exclusivity.

2.6 Contract Derogations

This section should set out:

· A list of the version, by date, of the PfS standard contract documents used on the last project(s) for PFI, D&B, ICT and FDA plus the version, by date, now to be used which can be obtained from the PfS website at www.partnershipsforschools.org.uk as these will be the contractual basis for the projects covered by this submission.

· In Appendix 6 the LA is to include the last schedule of contractual derogations approved by PfS/HM Treasury.
3 LEADING AND MANAGING CHANGE

This section should cover how the SfC will be delivered through the implementation of this next wave of investment. For example how the Authority is continuing to or making further changes to cultures and operational processes, the impact of these on workforce management, training and recruitment needs. Consideration should be given to the following questions:
· For each non-sample project, how will the new school design learn from previous schemes on how best to deliver the SfC objectives?  Which objectives have been and will be delivered? Based upon previous experience how will staff, parents, pupils and other stakeholders be involved in this process and help to ensure its effectiveness?

· What plans does the Local Authority have for preparing and training staff for the process of change and transition management?

· How will the Local Authority maintain existing standards during the period of transition in this wave?  What mechanisms are in place to ensure standards are maintained?  What support is available to key school staff as they manage the transition?

· How up to date is the risk strategy developed by the Local Authority in identifying and preparing to manage the educational risks of transition?  Who has been consulted as the educational risk strategy has been developed and are they signed up to the outcomes and responsibilities?

· How have the various stakeholders and community groups been involved in the development of the project scope and implementation strategy for the construction project and how will they be engaged in the transformation in education culture and delivery of education outcomes expected pre/post-construction?
· How complete and effective are the plans to manage: 

· Internal and external (consulting) resource requirements?;

· Interest groups such as governors going forward and mitigating the risk of stakeholder disagreement affecting construction project delivery and transformation?

· Local Authority continued involvement (resources) in the LEP?

Appendix 1a: option analysis & FEASIBILITY APPROACH

This Appendix is to set out the detail of the feasibility studies for each of the schools.  This should include annotated drawings, text and, if applicable, the results of the Carbon Calculator, as required, to connect the narrative to each school site proposal.
A template for the Authority to complete and sign for inclusion in this Appendix for site surveys, land title and TUPE can be found on the PfS website under “Supplementary Clarification OBC Guidance”. 
Appendix 1B: abnormal costs proforma

The following documents:

· Appendix 1B - OBC Abnormals and external works guidance.doc

· Appendix 1B - OBC Abnormals and external works Proforma.xls

are available on the PfS website: http://www.partnershipsforschools.org.uk/library/bsf_guidance.jsp#OutlineBusinessCaseGuidance 
Appendix 2: delivery of strategy for change

This Appendix should set out how the Authority’s’ Strategy for Change will be delivered for each scheme.  This should include annotated drawings and text as required to connect the narrative to the proposals for each school site.
Appendix 2A: ICT Output specification
The BSF ICT Output Specification Guidance is available on the PfS website:

www.partnershipsforschools.org.uk/library/bsf_standard_docs.jsp#ICTOutputSpecification
Appendix 3: Value for money assessment 

The following documents:

· Appendix 3 - VFM Guidance Note and Input Assumptions.doc

· Appendix 3 - PFI Quantitative Evaluation Spreadsheet.zip

are available on the PfS website: www.partnershipsforschools.org.uk/library/bsf_guidance.jsp#OutlineBusinessCaseGuidance
Appendix 4: RISK Matrix – risk Management

The Risk Matrix appendix is available on the PfS website: 
www.partnershipsforschools.org.uk/library/bsf_guidance.jsp#OutlineBusinessCaseGuidance 

Appendix 5: UNitary charge model
The Authorities should include their Unitary Charge model. A sample model is available on the PfS website: www.partnershipsforschools.org.uk/library/bsf_guidance.jsp#OutlineBusinessCaseGuidance
Appendix 6: Funding Allocation Model

To be provided by PfS with funding allocation advice, populated by the Local Authority and included here.

Appendix 7: AFFordability model

The Authority should include the affordability model for the whole wave. The Affordability Model appendix is available on the PfS website: www.partnershipsforschools.org.uk/library/bsf_guidance.jsp#OutlineBusinessCaseGuidance
APPENDIX 7A: OVERALL FUNDING of BSF

The Funding envelope is available on the PfS website: www.partnershipsforschools.org.uk/library/bsf_guidance.jsp#OutlineBusinessCaseGuidance
Appendix 8: accounting treatment

The authority should append the results of its own accounting treatment along with evidence of support from its external auditor here.

Appendix 9: approvals

The Local Authority should insert here all the evidence needed to demonstrate that appropriate approvals have been secured for the relevant schools. For example:

· Committee reports on affordability

· GB resolutions

· Planning advice and permissions

· Re-organisation approval

· Section 77 approvals

· Any other approvals as considered necessary
· Schedule of contractual derogations previously agreed with PfS   

The following documents:

· Appendix 9 - Governing Body Specimen Resolution for PFI contributions.doc

· Appendix 9 - OBC ICT Letter.doc

· Appendix 9 - PfS Example OBC FM and lifecycle letter.doc

· Appendix 9 - Points to be covered by S151 Officer Letter.doc

are available on the PfS website: www.partnershipsforschools.org.uk/library/bsf_guidance.jsp#OutlineBusinessCaseGuidance









�The Carbon Calculator should be used for new build schools to demonstrate compliance with the target as this is a condition of receiving the carbon reduction funding for the schools indicated on the DCSF website.  


� Authorities will also need to provide information where schools employ staff direct which may be affected by TUPE, e.g. ICT technical staff


� 4P’s Gateway 5 will be mandatory for repeat authorities in Wave 5 onwards.
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