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Response to Trade Union’s Interim Critique of the  
DRS Business Case for CDG 1 March 2011 

Introduction and Summary 
The unions set out their main issue with the DRS business case – which is 
that it does not meet their expectations. They wish us to follow the HM 
Treasury Green Book and associated guidance on business cases and do not 
believe that we are using a standard project management methodology, e.g. 
Prince 2. 
 
The One Barnet programme office is using the London Borough of Barnet 
project management methodology, which is based upon Prince 2. 
 
It has not followed the HM Treasury Green book on business cases, but the 
methodology agreed by the One Barnet programme office, the project 
sponsor and the implementation partner. 

Key Points 

 
 
This question has five sub questions contained within it, as follows: 

The document lacks detail on the Council’s strategy and priorities for 
the services 
The Council’s priorities and strategy for the future direction of the services is 
discussed in “Strategic Fit” (pp 6-8) and in “Non-financial benefits” (pp 14-16). 
The services are to be delivered in a way that fulfils corporate policy – in 
particular the One Barnet programme’s overarching objective of creating a 
citizen centric council, where residents get the services they need to lead 
successful lives, and to ensure that Barnet is a successful place. They must 
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also be delivered in line with the One Barnet key principles of: a new 
relationship with citizens, a one public sector approach and a relentless drive 
for efficiency. This must be done within available budgets.  
 
The services must also be delivered in accordance with the Local 
Development Framework (p10) and other relevant and current strategic 
requirements. 
 

The unions’ opinion of what a business plan (case) should contain 
By “business plan”, we believe the unions’ mean “business case”.  
 
The business case has been written in accordance with the London Borough 
of Barnet’s project methodology. It has been reviewed and approved by the 
One Barnet Programme Manager who provides a project assurance function 
to the DRS Project Board. It has been cleared for CRC by officers and by the 
Housing, Planning and Regeneration Cabinet Member, Cllr Richard Cornelius. 
 

The unions’ belief that the Council is commencing procurement without 
having a clear idea of what it wants 
The Council wishes to continue to deliver services that fulfil the objectives and 
principles outlined in point 1 above.  
 
The detail of how this will be done will be worked out through the Competitive 
Dialogue process, which is used for complex procurements when an authority 
“are not objectively able to define the technical means of satisfying their 
needs or objectives” and / or “are not able to objectively specify the financial 
or legal make up of the project”. Essentially we are not currently able to 
specify how we want to achieve our goals, although we know where we want 
to get to.  
 
For example, the business case states that the project seeks to utilise 
“commercial experience to maximise income streams” (p16). Currently, the 
Council has very little commercial experience or expertise that it can draw on 
in order to achieve this. It is therefore currently unable to state at this time 
exactly what these new or developed income streams will look like. 

Lack of clarity around the possibility of service reductions  
The paragraph quoted by the unions from page 6 of the business case 
originally stated that unless we find a different method of delivery, it is 
inevitable given the financial challenges that the Council faces, that services 
will be reduced in terms of both staff numbers and the services they can offer 
to the residents. Following this feedback from the TUs and from Cllr 
Cornelius, who believes that staff numbers are likely to be reduced whatever 
method of service delivery is chosen, the reference to a decrease in staff 
numbers if no change of delivery method is found has been removed.  
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The unions’ belief that a reduction in service provision in a strategic 
partnership will inevitably result in a decrease in income to the Council. 
It is true that for certain services such as Environmental Health or Trading 
Standards, the level of income they can generate is linked to the number of 
staff they employ. In fact, for both Environmental Health and Trading 
Standards, we believe that a partner may see a clear “invest to grow” 
opportunity.  
 
Overall, however, we do not believe that there is a direct link in all cases 
between the number of functions a service carries out and/or the number of 
people it employs and the income it can generate.  
 
We would additionally point out that by aiming to reduce the costs of the 
services and increase their income, the project aims to improve the 
profitability of services rather than simply to increase how much income they 
bring in.  
 
 

 
 
As stated in the business case, the project will follow the agreed One Barnet 
governance structure (pg 36) as reported to Cabinet on 29 November 2010. 
 
The “Strategic Fit” section of the business case outlines how the services fit 
within the future shape of the Council. 
 
 

 
 
This is beyond the scope of the project and is therefore not included in the 
business plan and is the responsibility of the directors and assistant directors 
of the Chief Executive’s Service, E&O and PHR.  
 
Dependencies between “business as usual” and special projects within the 
departments will be managed in the usual way. For example data gathered for 
LEAN and for the project will be exchanged, in order to avoid duplication.  
 
As part of the data gathering exercise for the business case, the project has 
examined interdependencies between teams and with other council 
departments and has also considered the possible and likely connections 
between DRS and NSO/CSO. 
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The financial model used in the DRS business case has been approved by 
both the Head of Finance and the Section 151 Officer. Cabinet members have 
also reviewed it. The team has received no feedback to suggest that either 
senior officers or members agree with the unions on this point. 
 
 

 
The business case shows possible returns loaded into years 2-4 of a contract 
in order to show how savings could be aligned with the Council’s medium 
term financial strategy. 
 
As stated on page 19, the potential for improvement figures were based upon 
a mixture of benchmarking information, feedback from the services and the 
commercial judgement of the implementation partner. This was done because 
benchmarking information for these services is not extensive (possibly 
because they are either new or nearly new to market) and service leads 
thought that some of what was available was flawed. Benchmarking 
information alone was only used where it was believed to be reliable. 
 
As stated on page 21, the improvement figures were then used to profile the 
potential benefits realisation. 
 
It is not possible at this time to analyse the market and the scope or limitation 
of increasing income generation beyond the commercial judgement referred 
to above. This was in part based upon the findings of the soft market testing, 
as well as their knowledge of the outsourcing market and previous examples 
of this type of project.  
 
 

 
 
The Council is clear as to the benefits it wishes to create as a result of all of 
the work undertaken as part of Future Shape / One Barnet since 2008, and 
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these are reflected in the business case. We do not therefore believe that 
further assessments of benefits are necessary. 
 
The business case outlines the benefits of the project in terms of the One 
Barnet framework and states that these must also meet the Council’s strategic 
objectives overall, specifically the LDF. 
 
 

 
 
The risks section reflects the fact that this is a procurement project and 
highlights the possible major risks to the process.  
 
It is not common project management practice to include an entire risk 
register in a business case. 
 
Project risks will be managed via a project risk log which will feed programme 
and corporate risk logs as appropriate. 
 
 

 
 
An initial equalities impact assessment for staff has been carried out and will 
be submitted to CRC with the business case. 
 
An external equalities impact assessment for residents is being planned for 
the project with officers from PHR who are experienced in the process. 
 
The business case outlines the financial and strategic case for procuring a 
private sector partner. It does not seek to plan the future of staff in scope as 
this will be decided as part of the competitive dialogue process.  
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The legal advice provided is subject to legal professional privilege and is also 
commercially sensitive. As far as the project team is aware, it will not be made 
publically available.  
 
Certain functions cannot be delegated to a third party under existing 
legislation. We will discuss with potential partners how the impact of this can 
best be mitigated in order to ensure that both best service levels and best 
price can be attained.  
 
After an initial review of the services following receipt of this, 7.5% retained 
client cost was applied to the business case to take account of non 
delegatable functions. In the latest version of the business case it is noted that 
this figure could be higher than 7.5%.  
 
 

 
 
A decision has been made through the approval of the One Barnet 
Framework (Cabinet, 29 November 2010) for the programme to undertake 
projects which would support the delivery of the One Barnet aim, as well as 
the Medium Term Financial Strategy (MTFS). This included projects which 
would look at the option of alternative service delivery models via public 
sector partners.  
 
There are other factors affecting this recommendation, such as the required 
pace of change and our commitments to deliver to the MTFS. We have put 
actions in place to manage associated risks, including the recommendation in 
the same document that the follow on business case must be approved by 
CRC before the start of any dialogue with the market, and therefore before 
any significant resource is spent on the procurement process..  
 
 

 
 
The project notes this comment; however we have followed the approach laid 
out in the latest version of the draft terms of engagement.  
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Union Questions for DRS 
 

 
 
This information will not be provided as it is both commercially sensitive and 
subject to legal professional priviledge. 
 
 

 
We have not carried out this exercise as this option was addressed in the 
options appraisal phase. It was agreed by Cabinet on 29 November 2010 and 
10 January 2011 that retaining these services in house would act as a 
hamstring to commercialisation and income growth.  
 
 

 
Financial benchmarking data was largely taken from CIPFA. Non financial 
data came from National Indicators, the North London Strategic Alliance, the 
services themselves and the Value Adding report for Planning DM. 
 
The unions’ comments in regard to the 8% recharge are noted. However, 
benchmarking exercises are largely not standardised (Councils report on 
different things in benchmarking exercises) and so benchmarking can only be 
taken as a general indicator rather than an exact measure. 
 
 

 
Secondary recharges (sometimes called non-real recharges) are the 
reapportionment to services of centralised support costs, e.g. HR, payroll, IS 
services. 
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Estimated project costs are included in the cover report to CRC that will 
accompany the business case, as follows:  

Legal Advice £692,500 
Implementation Partner £650,000 
Other £18,720 
Total £1,361,220 

 
 
Benefits realisation is included in the business case, as previously stated. 
 

 
The selected cost improvement percentage for Building Control was 15%. 
15% of the revised gross expenditure is £235,896. The financial model has 
used the percentage profiling outlined earlier to apply this across the 10 year 
timeframe.  
 
The cost reduction is therefore not cumulative but profiled across a time 
period. 
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See answer on  benchmarking data used above. The table referred to is only 
one example of benchmarking data and does not prove that building control is 
best in class – it is not – in terms of income and expenditure CIPFA metrics 
place Camden ahead of Barnet. Given that the inclusion of this table seems to 
be confusing, the project team will consider removing it from the business 
case. 
 
The figure for the overall financial benefits is made up of the application of 
cost reduction and income generation estimates for the cluster of services 
overall. The project team believes that this figure is conservative, based upon 
benchmarking data, the experience of previously outsourced services and the 
implementation partner’s market knowledge. 
 
 

 
For Building Control we are expecting a benefit of 15% cost reduction and 
15% income generation, not 15% overall. This means that cost reduction and 
income increases should equate to an annual benefit of £511,808 after 10 
years on this service alone. 
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Yes, this is the assumption that the graph makes. 
 
 

 
SAP optimisation benefits are not relevant to the business case as they are 
beyond the scope of the project. 
 
 

 

 
The unions’ comments are noted but the One Barnet programme is not using 
the HM Treasury Greenbook Toolkit Guide. 
 
 

The financial model was approved by the Head of Finance and the Section 
151 Officer. 
 
 

 
The unions’ comment is noted. However, the options appraisal carried out for 
the Cemetery and Crematorium looked at it as a stand alone service, rather 
than as part of a cluster.  
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The Cemetery and Crematorium requires substantial capital investment and is 
also a good generator of income. Including it in the DRS cluster will gain the 
Council the investment it needs, and will offset and help to fund those 
services whose capacity to generate income is lower.  
 
 


	Response to Trade Union’s Interim Critique of the  DRS Business Case for CDG 1 March 2011
	Introduction and Summary
	Key Points
	The document lacks detail on the Council’s strategy and priorities for the services
	The unions’ opinion of what a business plan (case) should contain
	The unions’ belief that the Council is commencing procurement without having a clear idea of what it wants
	Lack of clarity around the possibility of service reductions
	The unions’ belief that a reduction in service provision in a strategic partnership will inevitably result in a decrease in income to the Council.

	Union Questions for DRS


