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Part One:
Introduction

Background to the survey

1.1

1.4

The value, size, distribution and costfs associated with Nothern Ireland’s central government
property asset! estate is difficult fo estimate accurately due fo fluctuating market values, the timing
of valuations and, more significantly, the absence of centralised baseline data.

Our review of central government accounts for the year ended 31 March 2010 identified an
estate with a book value of £44 billion. Even allowing for the fact that 78 per cent of this estate
comprises infrasfructure assefs (e.g. roads and bridges), the land and buildings that make up the
remaining 22 per cent are sfill significant assefs. In addition, there are a number of operational
Public Private Partnership (PPP) assets, with an initial capital value of £480 million, and a further
£3606 million of non-operational PPP? assets, which have not been included in asset valuations.
The public sector also leases a significant number of buildings. However, we were unable to
determine from our review of financial statements the total value or costs of all types of leases.

It is likely that the costs associated with the management of this property asset estate are the
second most expensive after staff costs®. It is therefore important that this is done efficiently for
the taxpayer and the environment. The importance of good practice asset management to

wider public sector efficiency was acknowledged in June 2010 by the Assembly’s Committee
for Finance and Personnel. It recommended that “a comprehensive, mandatory central asset
register for all public bodies — as recommended in the report of the Capital Realisation Taskforce
in December 2007 — should be established without further delay”. The Committee also
recommended that surplus government properties, together with the annual costs involved, should
be fully disclosed in a more user friendly and meaningful way.

The use of Estate Management indicators, as recommended in the Value for Money in Public
Sector Corporate Services’ report by the Public Audit Forum?®,is one way in which central,
baseline data can assist in promoting and driving efficiencies. From June 2009 all English
public sector organisations employing more than 250 employees have been required to collect
and publish dafa using these indicators®. Upto-date benchmark data in relation to the costs

of managing and maintaining administrative and operational buildings has been published
covering public bodies in England and Scotland. The results of such good practice are

The definition of property assets for this survey includes land, buildings, infrastructure assets [e.g. roads and railways),
property investments and cultivated assets. This includes any assefs which are deemed to be underutilised or surplus to
requirements. It also includes the public sector property assets whether owned, leased, managed and/or occupied.
Non-operational PPP assets are those which are sfill under construction and are not yet complefed. The capital value of both
operational and non-operational PPP assets is based on the tofal financing which was/is required to complete the project
over a 25 to 30 year period.

The Office of Government Commerce ‘State of the Estate in 2008: A Report on the efficiency and sustainability of the
Government Estate’ reported this to be the case in England. We are not aware of any similar baseline data having been
centrally compiled for Northern Ireland. We do not therefore know the tofal cost of running these assets.

Committee for Finance and Personnel Report on the Preliminary Inquiry into Public Sector Efficiencies Report: NIA
60/09/10R: 2 June 2010.

The public audit agencies, the National Audit Office, the Northern Ireland Audit Office, the Audit Commission for Local
Authorities and the National Health Service in England, the Wales Audit Office and Audit Scotland have established the
Public Audit Forum to provide a focus for developmental thinking in relation to public audit.

Operational Efficiency Programme June 2009.
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beginning to identify and realise major efficiency savings”. It is against this background and in
9 g | Y 9 g 9
particular the Executive's desire to realise efficiency savings that we carried out our survey.

1.5 This document contains the findings from our survey, based on responses fo a questionnaire
(Appendix 1) examining the management arrangements of Northern Ireland’s central government
property assets®. The survey gave Accounting Officers/Chief Executives of the public bodies
invited fo participate (Appendix 2| the option to submit either a paper or an electronic response.
The survey took place between August and October 2010, with each public body being given
four weeks to complete and submit the questionnaire. Following some extensions fo the original
deadline a 100 per cent return rate was achieved by 21 October 2010, some six weeks after
the original deadline. The results of this survey were published on the NI Audit Office website in
June 2011, ahead of a wider and more detailed report that will be published lafer in 2011.

Scope of the survey

1.6 Northern Ireland’s central government property assets include all property assets, regardless of
classification which are owned, leased, managed and/or occupied in the name of an individual
public body. Our review of the financial statements of 117 central government public bodies
audited by the Northern Ireland Audit Office, identified 79 to be included in the survey?. These
were selected as their financial statements showed evidence of owning, mainfaining or leasing
assefs. Whilst these make up 68 per cent of bodies audited by number, this encompasses most
central government property assets.

1.7 Asset management arrangements for all land and buildings should be commensurate with the
size and complexity of an organisation. The 79 public bodies which contributed to the survey
vary greatly in ferms of organisational structure, size and remit. While much of Northern Ireland’s
central government property assets rest with Arms-Llength-Bodies, Departmental Accounting
Officers are ultimately responsible for implementing property asset management arrangements
and for ensuring that appropriate governance arrangements are in place.

1.8 The Department of Finance and Personnel [DFP) Properties Division owns or leases approximately
200 properties across Northern Ireland. It maintains these properties on behalf of a wide range
of government departments, their agencies and non-departmental public bodies. Properties
Division recovers most of its costs through applying a notional charge'® which is deducted from
departments’ budget allocations. This notional charge, based on flat rate cost per square metre
(currently £230 m? per year), includes facilities management costs and where applicable utility
cosfs, and the rafe applied is the same across the entire Northern Ireland Civil Service (NICS)
regardless of location or the condition of the accommodation.

OGC ‘State of the Estate 2009: A Report on the efficiency and sustainability of the Government Estate’.

A separate survey of the property asset arrangements for local government councils has been conducted.

The survey does not include Local Government owned property assefs. Cerfain other public bodies with more independent
funding and governance arrangements, such as Northern Ireland Assembly; Ports; non-controlled schools; and Universities,
which collectively hold a significant amount of land and buildings.

10 A notional charge is one were no cash flow occurs. The charge is deducted from each Department's budget at source by

DFP.

O © N
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Part One:
Introduction

1.9 A small number of other departments (excluding DFP) own land or buildings which are leased to
other departments or public sector organisations.

Overview of the questionnaire

1.10  The questionnaire used in our survey was based on a similar one issued by the Scotfish
Government in 2008. Following interviews and feedback with property specialists within
DFP (Land and Property Service and Properties Division), the content of this questionnaire was
updated, adjusted and refined.

1.11  The questionnaire examined 11 themes:

® Property Asset Management Strategy (Part Two)

Property Asset Management Responsibilities (Part Three)
e Property Asset Management advice (Part Four)
® Management and Information Technology Systems (Part Five)
e Suitability of Property Assets (Part Six|
* Incentives and Hindrances to Delivering Efficiency (Part Seven)
® Property Management Guidance (Part Eight)
® Demonsirating Value for Money (Part Nine)
e Underutilised and Surplus Assets (Part Ten)
¢  Annual Costs (Part Eleven)
® Property Management Initiatives (Part Twelve)
1.12  For most sections, organisations were given the opportunity o add comments in addition to

answering closed questions. In this report answers fo open questions have been included as
quotes af the end of each part.
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Comparison with other United Kingdom regions

1.13

While surveys have been conducted in Scotland and Wales, differences in the strategic and
operational arrangements for managing the government property assets in each region mean that
we are unable fo benchmark accurately against these surveys, although high level analysis of

the results is possible. Overall our key findings fended to match those identified in Scotland and
Wales. However, Scotland and Wales both appear to be more advanced in their property asset
management arrangements, having a more centralised, top down regional property management
approach. The Office of Government and Commerce (OGC) has developed a formal property
asset database system (the ‘ePIMS’ system'!) and its use by departments in England has been
mandatory since 2006. As a result, other UK regions are better placed fo identify and realise
efficiencies within a shorter timescale than in Northern Ireland.

Presentation and interpretation of data

1.14

It is important o note that the results from this survey are based on a sample of public bodies
and not the entire Northern Ireland public sector. Consequently the results are subject to
sampling tolerances. However, the coverage of the sample (paragraph 1.6), combined with o
100 per cent refurn rate, gives a high degree of confidence on conclusions drawn around the
management of property assets in central government bodies.

The survey was directed at Accounting Officers/Chief Executives of each of the public bodies
included in the survey. Whilst this has helped deliver a 100 per cent response fo the survey,
the quality and detail of the content varied and some refurns were basic at best. Despite these
shortcomings we have interpreted all data as having been reviewed by Accounting Officers/
Chief Executives prior to submission to us.

The responses from all organisations have received equal weighting, regardless of the size or
value of properties owned, leased, managed or occupied. The absence of any accurate and
meaningful, central baseline data and the poor quality of some of the cost data supplied fo us in
survey refurns prevented us from conducting deeper analysis.

In figures or tables where percentages do not add up to 100 per cent, this is due to multiple
answers from organisations.

Some of the answers to the open ended questions submitted by four public bodies, each with
responsibility for significant property assets and operating within the same sector were identical.
It was clear that these organisations worked fogether to compile their responses. We can only
assume that this was done so that no one organisation would look as if their asset management
arrangements were better or worse than the others.

11 Electronic Property Information Mapping Service (ePIMS) is government's universal property mapping system.
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Introduction

1.19  Finally, we do not connect any data received to the names of any public bodies. We decided
that public bodies would be less likely to respond candidly if their management arrangements
were individually idenfifiable.

Key findings of the survey
1.20 A number of high level findings from our survey are highlighted below:

a. Overall, Northern Ireland lags behind the rest of the United Kingdom in relation to
estate management arrangements. As a result, these other regions may be better placed
fo identify and realise efficiencies within a shorter timescale (paragraph 1.13);

b. Less than one in ten public bodies have a comprehensive and formal property asset
strategy in place fo assist in delivering public services efficiently (paragraph 2.5);

c. There is confusion within organisations in relation to where responsibilities lie for
strafegic asset management arrangements (paragraph 3.4);

d. Not dll public bodies seek advice or approval from their sponsoring department in
relafion to large property asset management decisions (paragraph 4.4);

e. There is little evidence that Northern Ireland Civil Service organisations occupying DFP
managed office accommodation challenge the nominal cost of this service (paragraph
5.11);

f. Property asset management arrangements in Northern Ireland are highly fragmented,
with many organisations working independently, for example, the use of different
management and information technology systems (paragraph 5.12). Some work is being
done to cenfralise arrangements, however progress is slow and has had limited impacts to
date;

g. With the exception of energy management, the use of property estate key performance
indicators, benchmarking and the setting of performance targets by most public bodies,
is limited or nonexistent (paragraph 5.15);

h. Most organisations are being forced to manage their property estate more efficiently
due to increasing costs and a decreasing budget, rather than a desire to be more efficient
(paragroph 7.4);
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i. A significant number of public bodies do not follow any financial or asset management
guidance to plan and manage their land and buildings (paragroph 8.5);

i- Almost half of public bodies have identified either surplus or under-utilised assets
([paragraph 10.7);

k. Some public bodies do not know the full costs associated with their property assets
([paragraph 11.4); and

l.  Awareness of property asset management is increasing for most organisations however
limited resources and the absence of centralised governing body driving better property
asset management, is inhibiting this awareness and is preventing it from being translated
info efficiencies (paragraph 12.5).
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Part Two:
Property Asset Management Strategy

Background and context

2.1 All central government public bodies must follow the mandatory guidance set out in ‘Managing
Public Money Northern Ireland” [IMPMNI). Public sector organisations own or use a range of
assefs and MPMNI requires each organisation to devise an appropriafe asset management
strategy to define how it acquires, mainfains, tracks, deploys and disposes of the various kinds
of assets it uses. MPMNII also requires public bodies to review the strategy annually as part of its
corporate or business plan. Due fo their value and associated resource costs, this is particularly
relevant for property assets.

2.2 Afundamental reason for having a formal property asset management strategy in place is to
match existing and pofential future property asset resources fo core functions and services, both
at a strategic level and an operational level. As well as enhancing governance arrangements
through the production of a coherent strategy, improving asset management will release resources,
potentially generate revenue and deliver efficiencies.

2.3 For example, the procurement, development and improvements to property assets, incur significant
one-off or recurring'? costs. In addition, there are often significant opportunity costs associated
with holding property assets which are not fully utilised and the sale of assets that are surplus to
requirements could release funding for other capital projects. Added to this is the everyday running
and mainfenance of surplus or under-utilised assets, whether they are owned or leased, which
may result in significant recurring revenue costs.

Property Asset Management Strategy — survey results

2.4 Overdll, 29 per cent of Northern Ireland’s public bodies reported to us that they had an upfo-date
esfafe management/ property asset management strategy or plan'® which had been approved by
their Board and was linked to their organisation’s corporate plan. However, 71 per cent reported
that they did not have such a document in place (see Figure 1 overleaf).

2.5  The 29 per cent (23 public bodies| who reported that they had a strategy or plan in place were
asked to provide evidence fo support their response; this was provided by all but two bodies.
Our review of submitted documentation (see Figure 2 overleaf] indicates that only seven bodies
(less than one in ten of all bodies surveyed) have an upfo-date, comprehensive asset sirategy
or plan covering all areas of the organisation, linked to the organisation’s corporate plan and
approved by the management board.

2.6 The coloured segments in Figure 2 provide an analysis of the 23 public bodies that reported
fo us that they had an upto-date strategy or plan (paragraph 2.5). We found that of these, fen
public bodies (12 per cent of all bodies surveyed) are, to some degree, formally addressing
the strategic and,/or operational management of their land and buildings, by way of a strategy

12 Recurring costs can include annual payments to operational PPP/PFI projects

13 The term property asset management is also referred to as estate management by some Public bodies. In addition we were
conscious of the fact that some organisations may have ‘property asset management plans’ in place as well as, or instead
of, a strategy. Therefore fo remove any ambiguity or confusion regarding terminology, we included each of these terms in
the questionnaire
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Figure 1: Do you have an up-to-date Estate Management/Property Asset Management Strategy/Property
Asset Management Plan, which has been approved by your organisation’s Board?

Property Asset Management Strategies or Plans

@ Public bodies who reported that they
had a Board approved Property Asset
Strategy or Plan in place

( Public bodies who reported that they
did not have a Property Asset Strategy
or Plan in place

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 — 21 October 2010

Source: NIAO
Figure 2:
Property Asset Management Strategies or Plans
59 3% @ Public bodies with neither a Property Asset
4% Strategy or Plan in place
2%

@ Public bodies that have a comprehensive Board
6% approved Property Asset Strategy or Plan linked to their
Corporate plan covering all areas of theorganisation
Public Bodies that have a Property Asset Strategy or
9% . e
° Plan for part of their organisation

@ Public bodies with a draft Property Asset Strategy or
Plan in place

Public bodies which have a Property Asset Strategy or
Plan which is not comprehensive enough in its defail

@ Public bodies which provided a document which did
not constitute either a Property Asset Strategy or Plan
e.g. Corporate plan, Business plan, prodedural
documentation, maintenance list etc.

@ Public bodies which could not support their claim
with any documentation

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 — 21 Ocfober 2010
Source: NIAO
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Property Asset Management Strategy

or plan. However, six public bodies (eight per cent of all bodies surveyed) did not produce
sufficient documentation to support their response.

2.7 This leaves the remaining 71 per cent (56 public bodies) (paragraph 2.4), which did not have
any formal strategy or plan in place. These organisations have provided a range of explanations
summarised in Figure 3 by the colour segments.

2.8 The most common response from 21 public bodies (27 per cent of all bodies surveyed) was that
work to complete a Property Asset Strategy or Plan is either underway or about to begin.

2.9 12 public bodies (15 per cent of all bodies surveyed) believed they were too small to have
an asset management strategy or plan. Many of these organisations only occupy one or two
buildings which are not owned by them, although a small number did own their own properties.

2.10  Atfurther 12 public bodies (15 per cent of all bodies surveyed) reported that, although they
do not have a property asset strategy or plan in place, they have other procedures in place to
manage their land and buildings.

Figure 3:

Reasons for not having a Property Asset Strategy or Plan

4% 1% @ Public bodies who reported that they had a Board
approved Property Asset Strategy or Plan in place
() Public bodies that have indicated that work to
o)
9% complefe a Property Asset Strategy or Plan is currently
underway or about to begin
@ Public bodies that are of the opinion that they are too

small to have a Property Asset Strategy or Plan and
have not indicated any plans to develop one

@ Public bodies that have some form of Asset Manage-
ment procedures in place to manage their estate

Public bodies that believe they do not need either a
Property Asset Strategy or Plan because they utilise
premises owned by another organisation

@ Public bodies who did not provide any reason or
provided an insufficient reason

@ Public bodies that would like to develop a Properhﬁ
Asset Strategy or Plan, but currently do not have the
resources fo do so

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 = 21 Ocfober 2010
Source: NIAO
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2.11  Seven public bodies (nine per cent of all bodies surveyed) were of the opinion that, because
they do not legally own the land and/or buildings that they occupy and use, there is no need
for a property asset strategy or plan. These public bodies ranged in size and complexity from
small agencies to large departments. Some indicated that it is the legal owner's responsibility
fo manage these property assets. None of these organisations indicated that it was their
responsibility to ensure that properties they occupy are economic and efficient and meet their
strafegic and operational business objectives. The majority of assefs which they refer to relate
fo office accommodation which is owned by DFP, although a small number of private sector -
owned buildings are also occupied.

2.12  One public body recognised the importance of a property asset strategy or plan, but lacked the
resources fo develop one.

Examples of reasons given for not having a Property Asset Strategy or Plan in place:

Organisation A
“The Agency does not own any property assefs or land. Two properties are rented in NI. Given this
level of activity, a formal asset management strategy is not considered necessary.”

Organisation B

“The Department owns a small number of buildings/land and has traditionally adopted a less formal
approach to property asset management. It will begin developing an asset management plan now and
expects fo have it completed by end of October.”

Organisation C

"We take our lead on many aspects of Asset Management from our sponsoring Department ... Though
not in possession of a single document we have in place systems and procedures to manage the esfate
efficiently.”

Organisation D
"CPD (Cenfral Procurement Directorate) provide a maintenance schedule to ensure that we meet
statutory obligations and deal with routine maintenance as required. We regard this as sufficient.”

Organisation E
"Please note, that although Ta is yes [our] Property Asset Management Strategy is simple and

unwritten.”

Organisation F
"[Our Department] has 2 buildings - both of which are managed by DFP Properties Division as they are
part of the NICS esfate.”
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Part Three:
Property Asset Management Responsibilities

Background and context

3.1

3.2

3.3

The responsibility for strategic decision making, leading and developing, together with

the inifiation of property asset management varies considerably across Northern Ireland'’s

central government public bodies. In general, many public bodies are driven by a number

of circumstances, such as their history, size, complexity and remit. The HM Treasury Code of
Practice on Corporate Governance published in 2005, places the strategic management of
property assets clearly under the umbrella of corporate governance at departmental management
Board level. Investment in, and the management of, property assets are significant business risks
which frequently raise governance and audit issues.

Only one public body has, as a primary remit, the management of an administrative property
estate, namely Property Services within DFP, which manages the ‘core’ Northern Ireland Civil
Service NICS) estate [paragraph 1.8). However, certain bodies which are responsible for the
management of property for a specialist purpose such as hospitals, prisons, police sfafions,
museums, libraries efc, should have the sirategic management of those assefs as a primary
business objective, driven at Board level. For other smaller public bodies the management of
property would be considered fo be secondary to their main business objectives, which may
explain its relatively low status.

It is also important fo consider the results of the survey within the context of the organisation

to which it relates. Not all organisations have a need for the person responsible for asset
management to have specialist qualifications, particularly those public bodies occupying DFP
properties, as the function of facilities management is carried out on their behalf. In addition,
small organisations owning, occupying or managing single properties would not require a
professionally qualified property manager. Organisations with a property asset estate however
would benefit from such expertise.

Property Asset Management Responsibilities — survey results

3.4

Each public body was asked who had overall responsibility for taking strategic property asset
management decisions. Figure 4 shows that 51 per cent of organisations reported that the
Chief Executive,/Accounting Officer had overall responsibility. Interestingly, two organisations
reported that their Minister was ultimately responsible (included in ‘Other person’). While
Ministers are responsible for considering and approving the strafegic objectives and the policy
and performance framework within which a department operates and are able to do take the
final decisions on all strategic matters, they rely on the collective advice and decision making
of a Board, which includes the Chief Executive /Accounting Officer. Less than one third of
organisations (29 per cent) reported that their Board had overall responsibility.
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Figure 4: Who has overall responsibility for taking strategic property asset management decisions?

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 — 21 Ocfober 2010
Source: NIAO

Responsibility for taking strategic property asset management decisions

3% 3%
@ Accounting Officer/Chief Executive
@ Board

@ Other person

@ Head of Estates Services

Finance Director

3.5

3.6

Almost half of the organisations which reported ‘Other person’ indicated that strategic
responsibilities had been delegated to ‘Director’ level; whilst others indicated that a combination
of Board and Chief Executive or a Chief Executive equivalent e.g. a Commissioner, had overall
responsibility.

Those organisations that have overall responsibility delegated to a finance director or other director
level, fended to be smaller organisations with litle or no owned land or buildings. However, some
were departments with a significant property asset estate. In addition, one department, which
does not own any land or building assets, but has ultimate strategic responsibility for a significant
property asset esfate, reported that it had no-one with responsibility for taking strategic property
asset management decisions. This is in contfrast with another department, which has an esfablished
division responsible for the sirategic management of its entire estate. The variety of reported
responses is a concern, indicating a lack of consistency, clarity and understanding of the roles and
responsibiliies of senior management at a strategic level for property asset management.
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Figure 5: Who has responsibility for leading/developing property asset management initiatives?

Responsibility for leading/developing property asset management initiatives

1% 1T°
Accounting Officer/Chief Executive

Head of Estate Services

Finance Director

Estate Manager

Other Person

V

Unknown

Vacant position

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 — 21 Ocfober 2010
Source: NIAO

3.7

3.8

3.9

Each public body was also asked who had responsibility for leading,/developing property
asset management inifiatives (see Figure 5). Public bodies with more significant assef holdings
reporfed that they have a Head of Estates (19 per cent) or an Estates Manager (seven per cent).
For others, property asset management initiatives rest with another individual within the senior
management team, for example a Finance Director (15 per cent).

Those reporting that an ‘Other person’ (24 per cent] was responsible for leading,/developing
property asset management initiatives, referred to another member of the senior management
feam e.g. Human Resource Director or Corporate Services Director. There were some minor
exceptions fo this, with a small number of public bodies which had multiple people performing
the role for individual buildings, or group of properties. One body reported that a Committee
performed this function.

Smaller public bodies with litle or no property ownership tend to rely more on the Accounting
Officer or Chief Executive (33 per cent) to perform this role, with less separation from strategic
property asset management responsibility.

One organisation did not fully complefe the questionnaire and as a result we were unable to
defermine its property asset management arrangements. Another organisation reported that
no one currently held the responsibility as the position was deemed no longer necessary by
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its sponsoring department, following a review. This organisation owns a number of important
operational buildings.

Each public body was asked who had responsibility for implementing property asset
management inifiatives. Figure 6 shows 14 per cent of public bodies reported their Accounting
Officer/Chief Executive was responsible for implementation. The Accounting Officer/

Chief Executives of these organisations would appear to be managing the whole property
management process, from strategic level, right down fo the daily operational implementation of
initiatives. With one exception, these were smaller organisations that either owned one or two
properties or renfed accommodation.

34 per cent reported that they had a dedicated esfates manager to perform this role, whilst in 47
per cent of organisations the role had been delegated fo a variety of people, including Human
Resource Managers, Finance Managers, Corporate Services Managers and Administrative
Managers. In some organisations the responsibility was shared.

Figure 6: Who has responsibility for implementing property management initiatives?

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 = 21 Ocfober 2010
Source: NIAO

Responsibility for implementing property management initiatives

@ Accounting Officer/Chief Executive
@ Finance Director
@ Estate Manager

@ Other person
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Figure 7: Is your Property Centre Manager professionally qualified?

Professional qualifications of those responsible for property asset management

General/Business Management _ 33%
orer |G ' o
U =e—
Accountancy _ 15%
Estate Management/ Surveying _ 15%
S —
Building Maintenance & Management _ 11%
N—]
Architecture _ 6%
Faciliies Management _ 5%

0 10 20 30 40

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 = 21 Ocfober 2010
Source: NIAO

3.13  Figure 7 oullines professional qualifications held by those responsible for property management.
The range of responses fo this question also varied widely. The maijority of public bodies reported
that this person had at least one professional qualification, though not necessarily a building or
facilities management type qualification.

3.14  The survey found that 16 per cent of public bodies reported that they have a ‘manager’
professionally qualified in either building maintenance and management, or facilities
management. A number of organisations (11 per cent) reported that the person responsible
for property management did not have any professional qualifications. This included four
departments which own land and buildings and are ultimately responsible for the capital and
revenue expenditure related fo their sponsored bodies’ property asset estates.
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Example of responses from some departments which own land and/or property regarding qualifications of
their property manager:

Department A
"Not Qualified.”

Department B
"No professional property related qualifications.”

Department C
"No specific Qualifications.”

None of the three departments above have, what we would consider to be, a Property Asset
Management Strategy or Plan, although two of them were able to demonstrate that other asset
management processes were in place.
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Part Four:
Property Asset Management Advice

Background and context

4.1

4.2

4.3

There are a number of sources of expert specialist advice available to public bodies on property
asset management. This includes a range of related services such as assistance with asset
strategy formulation; facilities management; property valuation; planning; energy performance;
geographic information; mapping and lease negotiation. Each of these services is provided by
DFP’s Land and Property Services (LPS) and the Strategic Investment Board (SIB). Each department
can also provide general advice, support and approval for the various public bodies that it funds
in relation to their strategic property asset management decision making process. Using these
services, where appropriate, can help identify efficiencies and in some instances, assets for
disposal/sale.

The Northern Ireland Guide to Expenditure Appraisal and Evaluation'* states that all departments
are responsible for “...ensuring that appropriate procedures exist in relation to all the grants,
expenditures and resources for which they are accountable, including those of their Agencies,
Non Departmental Public Bodies and other relevant bodies.” Failure to follow these guidelines
may lead to asset management decisions which are not value for money and result in assets that
are notf put to use in a way that delivers the maximum benefit fo the people of Northern Ireland.

The degree of autonomy that public bodies have over their property is a potentially sensitive
area. Some organisations may regard with suspicion any involvement by their department fo
influence operational management decisions. However, all asset costs, capital and revenue, are
ultimately paid for from Northern Ireland’s Assembly budget and are legitimately regarded as the
assefs of the whole of government.

Property Asset Management Advice - survey results

4.4

4.5

4.6

Figure 8 shows that 15 per cent of public bodies reported that neither their sponsor department
nor DFP plays any part in their asset management decision making process. The majority of these
bodies are small organisations, however two own property assets of significant value.

Specialist property asset management advice has been sought by 85 per cent of public bodies
in the past three years. Many of the remaining 15 per cent may not have needed such advice.

Figure 9 shows the sources of specialist advice that have been sought. ‘Other’ organisations
included, Central Procurement Directorate (CPD), the Departmental Solicitors Office, Local
Councils Lottery Funders, Health Estates Investment Group, the Ministry of Defence and other
departments. Each public body that sought advice reported that they followed the advice given
fo them.

14 The Northern Ireland Guide to Expenditure Appraisal and Evaluation (NIGEAE] FD (DFP) 20/09 28th September 2009
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Figure 8: Do DFP and/or your sponsor Department play any part in your property asset management
decision making process?

DFP/Sponsor Department role in property asset management decision making

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 = 21 October 2010

Source: NIAO
Figure 9: Have you consulted, or sought advice regarding estate/property asset management decisions
within the past three years?
Property Asset Management Advice sought by public bodies
100
&9 73%
60 57%
46%
41%
40
20 14% 15%
0 . .
LPS CART SIB Sponsor Dept Other None
Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 = 21 Ocfober 2010
Source: NIAO
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Figure 10: Have you engaged consultants for any strategic property functions?

Percentage of organisations who have engaged
consultants to assist with strategic property functions

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 = 21 October 2010
Source: NIAO

4.7

4.8

In addition to seeking assistance from within the public secfor, Figure 10 indicates that 44 per
cent of public sector bodies engaged private sector consultants fo assist them with strategic
property functions within the past three years. However, many organisations who reported this
may have misinterprefed the question fo include consultants in respect of individual construction
projects rather than strategic property functions. A small number of organisations reported that
they had engaged private sector consultants to perform services which may be the same or
similar fo those services offered by LPS e.g. valuation and lease negotiation.

Overall a wide range of services have been procured however, very few returns provided the
information requested on expenditure incurred on engaging consulfants. VWe can only assume
that costs were not included in many returns because they were either unavailable, would have
taken too much time to produce, or that the public body did not want to share the information.
Those that did disclose costs indicated that such service costs ranged widely, from a few
thousand pounds to over one million pounds.
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Part Five:
Management and Information Technology Systems

Background and context

5.1 The benefits associated with management and information technology systems and their ability
fo assist with strategic and operational planning, together with the monitoring and reporting
of public secfor property assets in Great Britain, is well documented. A key function that it can
perform is that of a regional asset register, allowing an entire portfolio of property assefs to be
strategically and, to a lesser extent, operationally managed. The OGC has developed the ePIMS
system (paragraph 1.13) and its use by departments in England has been mandatory since
2006. Its use has also been voluntarily implemented in Scofland and Wales by some public

bodies.

5.2  Compared fo the rest of the United Kingdom, Northern Ireland has made limited progress
in recognising the potential efficiency benefits of compiling a regional asset register.
Currently information held is decentralised, fragmented and incomplete. The implementation
of a comprehensive, mandatory central asset register for all public bodies was a recent
recommendation of the Finance and Personnel Committee (paragraph 1.3). In December
2007 the Capital Redalisation Taskforce (CRT)™ recommended the ePIMS system (which is
currently being promoted by the Assets Management Unit)'¢, across Northern Ireland’s central
government public secfor. lts function was fo act as a central regional asset register across central
government, providing a comprehensive dafabase showing what property assets exist, where
they are located, their condition and other key performance indicators.

5.3 Esfablishing baseline costs and performance standards for key land and building assets,
including monitoring outcomes against these standards is a key function that management
and information technology systems can perform, and form a critical starting point fo
improving efficiency and effectiveness. The implementation of financial management and asset
management systems to facilitate the routine capture and reporting of performance information
for management purposes makes this more achievable.

54  In England there have been measured efficiency and value for money benefits associated with
the mandatory adoption of ePIMS. Despite this, some departments in Northern Ireland have yet
to be convinced of these potential regional benefits, with one depariment having developed its
own independent system and a second preferring not to take any direct strategic responsibility
for its property assefs, delegating this to its sponsored bodies instead.

Management and Information Technology systems - survey results

5.5 Whilst the majority of organisations (54 per cent) reported that they used [T systems/software
to manage their land and buildings portfolio, these fended to be generic deskiop office suite
applications or accounting applications (see Figure 11 overleaf). For example, the use of

15 The CRT was esfablished in 2007 under SIB. lts primary remit was to identify property assets that were surplus fo
requirements and which could be sold to supplement the cost of the Investment Strategy (NI} 2 capital programme. The
work of CRT identified other key recommendations one of which was that of an ePIMS regional asset register. The CRT
recommendations gave rise fo the formation of the Central Assets Realisation Team (CART) within SIB.

16 The Assets Management Unit was formally known as the CART.
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Figure 11: Do you use any IT systems/software to manage your land and buildings portfolio?

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 — 21 October 2010
Source: NIAO

Organisations reporting that they used IT systems
or software to manage their property portfolio

5.6

5./

5.8

5.9

spreadsheets, or an accounting module as a financial asset register, which usually only records
the cost, value and date of acquisition of land and buildings, for financial reporting purposes.

This information is significantly more basic than specialist systems or software that manage both
the strategic and operational aspects of land and building management. Such systems and
software include details such as geographical location, size, make-up, condition, maintenance
schedules etc. It is important to recognise that smaller and less complex organisations which do
not have a property portfolio would not have the need for such a resource, but could sfill benefit
from access to a regional asset register, via their sponsor department.

In addition, a small number of organisations reporting that they used IT to manage their land
and buildings portfolio, indicated that they are in the process of implementing a system but that it
was not yet functional. This included a small number of proactive departments who are adopting
ePIMS (paragraph 5.2). Another small number of public bodies did not provide us with any
specific defail of their IT systems and/or software although they answered yes' o the question.

Whilst many organisations reported having a number of individual IT applications and
management systems which help fo manage certain specific aspects of their property assefs, few
have a single [T system or application which has the ability of managing their entire portfolio.

Public bodies surveyed were also asked what management systems (including record keeping,
computer aided facilities management and environmental management) they have for monitoring
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Figure 12: Types of management systems used for monitoring and reporting on the efficiency and
effectiveness of land and building assets
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Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 — 21 October 2010
Source: NIAO

and reporting on the efficiency and effectiveness of their land and building assefs. The examples
cited were extensive and have been grouped and summarised in Figure 12. The most popular
type of response related to environmental or energy type management systems (27 per cent). This
was followed by responses which were very high level and non specific, most of which tended
to indicate manual processes or controls.

5.10  The survey found that 18 per cent of public bodies reported that they had no management
systems in place fo monitor or report on the efficiency and effectiveness of land and building
assefs (see Figure 12). One such organisation with a small number of property assets indicated
that there was "...no requirement o date to actually report on efficiency and effectiveness of land

and buildings’.

5.11  Ten per cent of public bodies reported 'not applicable’ to the question. This group included NICS
departments occupying DFP property, with some claiming they did not incur any costs associated
with land and buildings. Whilst they may not incur direct costs, their budget is reduced in
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advance by DFP’s charge for the service, known as notional charging (paragraph 1.8). This

type of response indicates a potential risk that DFP is not be being sufficiently challenged by
public bodies about the notional costs incurred for their services. It may also indicate that in some
cases there may be a lack of awareness within those bodies of their responsibilities for securing
value for money from the property assefs they use. The nofional charging to NICS and wider
public sector bodies, af a flat rate, does not appear to encourage a more cost effective use of
space and may be masking the true property cost to the occupying bodies and any potential

inefficiency by DFP (also see paragraphs 7.3 and 7.8).

5.12  Until the recent promotion of ePIMS (paragraph 5.1), the absence of a central standardised
IT - based asset management system has led to the adoption of a multitude of standalone and
fragmented systems and databases across central government. To date this has made it impossible
for any real regional benefits and efficiencies to be accurately identified and measured.

5.13  Akey feature of having a suitable property management system is the ability to collect and
review data over a period of fime. This is used to compare performance with other organisations,
sef baselines and identify areas where efficiency savings can be made. The public bodies
surveyed were asked if they had regular or occasional benchmarking in place for their property
assefs and to comment on whether this was internal, external or both. An equal number reported
that some form of benchmarking took place as did not (see Figure 13).

Figure 13: Do you have regular or occasional benchmarking in place for your land and building assets?

Benchmarking land and building assets

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 = 21 Ocfober 2010
Source: NIAO
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Organisations that claimed to undertake benchmarking did outline the types of benchmarking
performed. However, some were more akin to management reviews, rather than actual
benchmarking, or referred to property valuation by LPS. A very small number!” of public bodies
produce meaningful benchmarking exercises that can set baselines and identify potential

areas for efficiency savings across their whole property asset estate. The most popular type of
benchmarking related to energy costs. Only two organisations reported that they used the Public
Audit Forum’s, Estate Management indicators (paragraph 1.4 and 9.4).

Organisations were also asked whether or not they set performance fargets, including
environmental targets, for various parts of their property asset estate. The results were similar to
the benchmarking results, with 51 per cent responding that performance targefs were sef (see
Figure 14). Of these bodies all but one cited some form of environmental performance target

Figure 14: Do you set performance targets, including environmental targets for various parts of your estate?

Use of performance targets

Not applicable 1%

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 — 21 October 2010
Source: NIAO

17 Due fo the absence of defail in some responses we are unable fo sfate a definitive number.
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(see Figure 15). Only 17 per cent responded that building management performance targets
such as space utilisation, building condition and asset disposals were used. The detail provided
by a small percentage of organisations were either not specific enough to categorise, or related
fo specialist targets specific to the public services they provide.

Figure 15: Types of performance targets set

Environment management 4]
(includes utilities)
Building management - 7
Financial - 6
Non specific - A
Sector specific . 2

Health and Safety I ]
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Number

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 — 21 Ocfober 2010
Source: NIAO
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Part Six:
Suitability of Property Assets

Background and context

O.1

6.2

In defermining which types of properties are required by a public body to deliver an efficient
and effective service, certain specific strategic objectives and requirements need fo be matched
fo business objectives, for example affordability, statutory compliance and access by service
users. However, the reality is that many public bodies are heavily constrained by historical
circumstances, whereby inherited properties and estates are still in everyday use, but were
planned, designed and built many decades ago for services which are vastly different to those
services delivered today. It is widely recognised that decades of underinvestment in maintenance
and new project builds have exacerbated this issue.

However, each public body should consider a range of criteria or policies fo defermine the
suitability of its property assets in meefing business objectives, particularly whenever new
buildings are being planned or considered for purchase, and when existing properties are being
considered for adaptation and or refurbishment.

Suitability of Property Assets — survey results

6.3

6.4

6.5

Public bodies surveyed were presented with a list of fourteen criteria/policy areas and asked fo
select one or more which they employed to defermine the current and ongoing suitability of their
land and buildings to their business objectives. Figure 16 outlines the results (in ranked order).

The most frequently reported criteria/policy relates to affordability with 92 per cent selecting
financial /economic criteria. Property condition and statutory compliance were the joint second
most important criteria/policy at 89 per cent.

Inferestingly, many of the public bodies citing criteria such as space standards and energy
management did not appear to have the technology in place [ based on answers to earlier
questions) fo assess or monifor such criteria accurately to determine current or ongoing suitability
of their properties fo their business objectives. This may be due to organisations, in some
instances, reporting aspirational criteria rather than actual criferia used. Ten per cent of public
bodies ticked every box which may also indicate a more aspirational view rather than o
structured assessment against criteria presented in the survey.
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Figure 16: In determining the current and ongoing suitability of your land and buildings to your business
objectives, what criteria/policies are employed by your organisation?

Groups of criteria/policies used by organisations in determining the current and
ongoing suitability of land and building to business obijectives

Financial /economic criteria
Property condition

Statufory complaince
Access by employees
Access by service users
Space standards

Energy management

Access fo other stakeholders
HR issues

Waste management
Travel/sustainable transport
Proximinity to related buildings
Other environmental factors

Other

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 — 21 October 2010
Source: NIAO
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Part Seven:
Incentives and Hindrances to Delivering Efficiency

Background and context

7.1 The costs associated with land and building assefs are, in many cases, the second  largest
revenue pressure, after staff costs, to a public body. In all organisations there will be
circumstances, events or controls which may incentivise or hinder management to use their
property assets more efficiently. VWe used two open questions, giving all public bodies the
opportunity to present what they considered to be the main hindrances and/or incentives to
delivering efficiencies. There was a wide variety of very short answers which we summarised
under 22 headings (see Figure 17).

Incentives and hindrances - survey resulis

7.2 Public bodies were asked fo provide defails of controls and incentives which encourage their
organisation towards more efficient use of the property that they managed. Most did not (or

Figure 17: What controls and incentives encourage your organisation towards more efficient use of the land
and buildings that you control and manage?

Incentives and controls encouraging public bodies towards more efficient use of
land and buildings

Financial or economic N 5%
Environmental controls | NEG_—_——— 307
Better utilisation of office space [ NG |57
Legislation and statutory compliance NN 4%
No incentives or not applicable [ ENEGEG 3%
Sponsor Department advice NG 0%
Estate rationalisation | NN 87%
Procurement and VFM principles NN 87%
DFP advice N &%
Audit I &%
Other legislation I 4%
Health and Safety I 4%
Public Service Agreement Targets I 4%
Improved income generation M 3%
Sustainability T 3%
CART HI 3%
Waste management I 3%
Shared service facilities W1
Management Statement and Financial B 1
Business Planning process Bl 1%
Lease management W 1
Benchmarking W1
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/.3

/.4

/.5

/.6

Survey of Property Asset Management in Central Government 41

could not) provide any detail of specific controls. Instead, the replies contained high level
outlines, covering broad thematic incentives, with minimal or no detail provided. Thirteen per
cent of answers were so high level and vague that we were unable to interpref them as either an
incentive or a control. In addition 13 per cent of organisations chose to answer ‘non applicable’
or provided no response. This may indicate that those organisations do not control or manage
the property they occupy. Our expectation was that some answers would confain examples of
confrols put in place by sponsor departments to incentivise the public bodies funded by them.
However, from the responses (ten per cent] it was ‘advice' rather than ‘controls’ that organisations
found to be an incentive.

The overall lack of specific detail provided by most organisations was surprising. The fact that
26 per cent of organisations did not (or could not) identify specific incentives or controls either
indicates a lack of specific knowledge; a lack of resources to implement more efficient asset
management arrangements; or a wish not fo disclose such information. This group included
organisations occupying large amounts of office space managed by DFP Properties Division
(paragraph 1.8). There was an assumption among some of these organisations that the onus
for efficient use of this office space rests entirely with DFP rather than themselves, the occupying
body. A number of small organisations believed that having incentives or controls was not
applicable to their organisation as they only occupied one or two properties.

The survey found that 54 per cent of organisations reported an assortment of financial or
economic reasons as incentives. For example, more efficient spending on properties released
funding that could be spent elsewhere. However, almost half of this group (47 per cent) cited
this as a budgetary or financial constraint even though this question asked for incentives. These
organisations reported that limited finances force them to use their land and buildings more
efficiently, although no specific detail was put forward. Only seven per cent of organisations
reporfed that they were incentivised fo operate their land and buildings more efficiently using
other controls as this released finances o be spent on service delivery.

It is surprising that the most popular ‘incentive’ to encourage more efficient use of land and
buildings actually relates to financial constraints. This may suggest that many public bodies in
Norther lIreland take a reactive, rather than a proactive, approach to asset management. None
of the public bodies reported the need fo make efficiency savings as an incentive to encourage
their organisation fowards more efficient use of the property that they managed.

Almost a third of organisations (30 per cent) reported that their focus was on environmental
incentives and confrols, for example, reduction of carbon outputs and energy efficiencies. This
compares to those who reported that better space ufilisation (18 per cent) and property asset
rationalisation (eight per cent] were incentives to more efficient use of properties. Only one
organisation reported that benchmarking was an incentive fo better asset management.
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Figure 18: What discourages or hinders the more efficient use of your land and buildings?

Hindrances discouraging public bodies towards more efficient use of land and buildings
that they control and manage

Financial constraints I NEG_—G 3 /7
None or not applicable I 0 57
Ageing esfate and poorly designed buildings NG 1 57
Lack of financial incentives from disposals or savings | ENEG_—_—G— 1 3%
Sector specific reasons | ENG_—_ 107
Lack of departmental support  IENGGG_—— 0%
Contractual constraints [ ENGNNG_— %
Fragmented estate NG 0%
Market conditions | ENEGEGEGEEEEE 37
Public and political perceptions NG 5%
Bureaucracy and regulatory requirements NN 57%
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Financial reporting regulations I 4%
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Public transport I 3%
Lack of infernal management information I 3%
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Slow decision making W 1%
legal challenges M 1%
Complexity of siakeholders W 1% 1%
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Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 = 21 Ocfober 2010
Source: NIAO

7.7 We also asked public bodies what discourages or hinders the more efficient use of their
properties. Inferestingly, they reported a greater range of hindrances, with more defailed
description, than they had for incentives. Their responses were grouped under 26 headings
(Figure 18).

7.8 "Financial constraints’ was the most commonly reported hindrance (34 per cent) as well as being
the most commonly reported incentive. This was closely followed by 25 per cent of public bodies
who reported that they were not hindered by anything, or felt that hindrances were not applicable
fo their organisation. These tended to be public bodies which, from their completed questionnaires,
did not demonstrate much by way of good practice in their asset management arrangements. This
is an indication that certain public bodies lack specific property asset management knowledge or
resources to implement more efficient asset management arrangements within their organisation. A
proportion of these organisations reported that, because they did not own the property,/properties
which they occupied, this was an area which was either not applicable or relevant. Interestingly,
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fwo organisations expressed their concern that the flaf rate nofional cosfs imposed upon them by
DFP for accommodation (paragraph 5.1 1) were not value for money and that hard charging'®
would encourage them to manage these properties more efficiently. Other NICS organisations
appear fo be content with the costs imposed upon in them.

7.9 No public bodies identified a lack of asset management skills or expertise as a hindrance,
despite this being a reported reason for some organisations not having an approved asset
management strategy in place. In addition, the organisation which reported that a deparimental
review had removed the post of Asset Manager (see 3.10) earlier in their questionnaire did not
indicate this as one of their hindrances.

18 Hard charging is the term used to describe a real charge which involves the fransfer of funds.
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Property Management Guidance

Background and context

8.1 There is a significant amount of good practice, property management guidance available
fo public sector bodies to assist in managing their properties more efficiently and effectively.
Although there are a number of different models used across the world, the current drive in Great
Britain is the implementation of a fully infegrated approach to property asset management, based
on proven and measured successes in both Australia and the United States of America.

8.2  Guidance and direction that is specific to Northern Ireland is limited to a high level overview
of asset management confained in ‘Managing Public Money Northern Ireland” (MPAMNI)
([paragraph 2.1) and the disposal of surplus properties, contained in ‘Disposal of Surplus Public
Sector Property in Northern Ireland’. However, this guidance is limited as it specifically relates
fo the disposal of property. VWe are not aware of any other direction or guidance provided to
public bodies that indicates which model of good practice should be adopted. In addition, we
are not aware of any approved route map or action plan for excellence which could enable
public bodies in Northern Ireland to follow the rest of the United Kingdom.

Property Management Guidance - survey results

8.3  Each of the public bodies was asked if the financial planning for their land and buildings
conformed to MPMNII (see Figure 19). An encouraging 94 per cent reported that they did.

Figure 19: Does the financial planning for your land and buildings conform to Managing Public Money
Northern Ireland?

Conforming to ‘Managing Public Money Northern Ireland’

No O;EZF
1%

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 — 21 October 2010
Source: NIAO
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However, one smaller body reported that it did not; two did not appear to know (they did not
select either 'yes' or 'no’), one government owned company felt it was unique and was unable

fo comment yes' or ‘no” and one body could not commit fo either but added a note that they
'believed that they followed the guidance’. Of the two bodies that did not appear fo know, one is
a Department which is ultimately responsible for a significant property asset estate.

8.4 Whilst 94 per cent reported yes to this question, only @ per cent had complied with the MPMNI
requirement fo have an Asset Management Strategy in place (See paragraph 2.1). In this respect
the vast maijority of public bodies in Northern Ireland are not compliant with MPMNII.

8.5  Public bodies were asked what other financial or asset management guidance they used to
plan and manage their land and buildings (see Figure 20). The most common response (38 per
cent) was ‘none’, no response, or another response that indicated that guidance was not used.
Another 11 per cent of organisations citied that the use of other financial or asset management
guidance was not applicable fo planning or managing the properties owned or occupied by
them. The second most popular response (29 per cent) was the use of LPS guidance.

Figure 20: What other financial or asset management guidance do you use to plan and manage your land
and buildings?

Other financial or asset management guidance used
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Accounting policies | GG o

General internal guidance _ 19%
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Not applicable | | | T >
Office of Government Commerce |  EGNN ¢%

Energy management guidance _ 5%
Generic and non specific answers [l 4%

Project Management guidance | 1%
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8.6 Of the public bodies surveyed, 19 per cent identified the use of general internal guidance,
such as to their financial memorandum, management statement or corporate strafegy. Such
documentation is unlikely to contain best practice guidance to assist with either the planning or
management of land and buildings, although it may contain elements of strategic direction. The
same percentage also cited specific guidance and,/or reports on property asset management,
for example, OGC and the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors. A small number of
organisations quoted the ‘Northern Ireland Practical Guide to the Green Book” as guidance,
despite the fact that this was replaced in 2009 by the ‘Northern Ireland Guide to Expenditure

Appraisal and Evaluation’.

8.7  The use of accounting policies was identified by 19 per cent of public bodies as a driver
for planning and managing their buildings. In some organisations it appears that a specific
accounting policy!'” may be indirectly influencing senior management to make property
management decisions which sacrifice long term cost efficiencies and value for money, for
short term savings and other financial reporting benefits. This appears to be driven by financial
constraints. One body reported that, as a result of this policy, rather than replace a roof on one
of its properties it was less costly, in the short term, to make temporary repairs. The financial
impact of this type of decision is that it in the long term it will cost more, leading fo poor value
for money.

19 The policy having this impact on some public bodies is Infernational Financial Reporting Standard (IRFS) 16 ‘Property, plant
and equipment'.
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Demonstrating Value for Money

Background and context

Q.1

As well as the communities to which they provide a service, public service providers are expected
fo demonstrate to their sponsor department and to DFP that they are delivering value for money,
addressing not only efficiency, but also effectiveness in delivery. One of the ways in which this
can be done is demonstrating that expenditure on land and buildings represents value for money,
has regard fo the strategic aims of its business, and takes account of opportunities for cross-
deparimental coordination on property matters. Appraisals and business plans should also be
carried out in advance of signing a new lease or contracting out facilities management.

Demonstrating Value for Money - survey results

Q.2

Q.3

Q9.4

We asked public bodies how they demonstrate to their sponsor department/DFP that expenditure
on land and buildings represents value for money; has regard fo the strategic aims of its business;
and takes account of opportunities for cross-departmental coordination on property matters (see
Figure 21). For the majority of organisations, answers fo this question focussed primarily on value
for money of capital expenditure, rather than both capital and revenue expenditure. Only a small
percentage actually demonstrated any relationship between expenditure and strategic aims, and
even fewer cited evidence of cross departmental co-ordination (some indicated it was done, but
gave no specific detail).

Use of appraisals and/or business plans was the most popular type of example used (58

per cent], most of which were in the context of capital development projects or programmes.
Following some form of best practice procurement guidance was selected by 30 per cent of
the public bodies surveyed, although a small number did cite outdated guidance (such as the
Northem lIreland Guide to the Green Book). Only 11 per cent identified Post Project Evaluations
as a method of demonstrating value for money.

While benchmarking was presented as a method of demonstrating value for money by 6 per
cent of organisations, few provided any examples of the specific benchmarking measures used.
One organisation reporfed that it used the Estate Management indicators as recommended in
the "Value for Money in Public Sector Corporate Services' report by the Public Audit Forum (see
paragraph 1.4). Our understanding is that there has been a healthy, voluntary uptake and use
of these performance indicators in Great Britain. However, based on our survey, this does not
appear fo be the case for public bodies in Northern Ireland.
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9.5 Perhaps the most surprising responses came from three departments who indicated that, because
they occupied DFP office space (and therefore presumably did not incur direct expenditure), they
did not need to demonstrate to DFP that expenditure on land and buildings is value for money,
has regard fo the strategic aims of their business, and takes account of opportunities for cross-
departmental coordination. Two smaller organisations indicated that due to their size they did not
need o demonstrate these matters fo their sponsor department.

Figure 21: How do you demonstrate that your land and buildings expenditure is value for money, has regard
to the strategic aims of your business, and takes account of opportunities for cross-departmental coordination
on property matters?

Demonstrating that land and buildings expenditure is value for money

Appraisals and business plans [ 559
Procurement best practice _ 30%
Sponsor department review,/approval I %
vim audis | N 1 3%
DFP (including CPD, PD and LPS) [ NN 1 3%
Post project evaluations _ 11%
Performance indicators _ 8%
Cross departmental involvement _ 8%
Not applicable - 6%
Planned preventative maintenance H o
Benchmarking - 6%
Regular tendering B 5
Space rationalisation - 5%
sie Il 4%
Property reviews - 4%
Other - 3%
Accountability meetings M 3
None or no detail provided | WA

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 — 21 Ocfober 2010
Source: NIAO
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Background and context

10.1  All public bodies are required to manage their land and buildings efficiently and effectively and
in so doing, demonstrate that they provide value for money. The public sector currently holds a
substantial portfolio of surplus assefs with an estimated value in the region of £95 million?. Land
and buildings which are not being fully utilised, or are surplus to requirement, do not provide
value for money. Whilst there are clearly defined guidelines for the management and disposal of
surplus assets, we found no regional strategy for the disposal of surplus assets either individually
or in bundles.

10.2  One of the key aims of the Investment Strategy for Northern Ireland, first published in 2005,
was fo ensure that land and buildings, which are not needed or do not represent the best use
of public resources, are not refained. The Strafegy anficipated “a major programme of asset
disposals, managed wisely with reference to all the effects of such action on the Northern Ireland
economy”.

10.3  The importance of good practice asset management (including capital realisation) to wider
public sector efficiency, has been recognised by the NI Assembly's Finance and Personnel
Committee in June 2010 (paragraph 1.3), which recommended that “surplus government
properties, together with the annual costs involved, should be fully disclosed in a more user
friendly and meaningful way”. The issue for many public bodies is that the infrasfructure,
resources and knowledge required to identify under-utilised property is not always available to
them. Surplus property on the other hand is much easier to identify. However, issues such as
market conditions, incentives and the time and cost burden of obtaining planning permission,
means that the disposal of surplus properties by public bodies does not always happen as
quickly as it should. The opportunity cost of holding, maintaining and running such properties,
reduces the available resources to fund capital projects and deliver frontline services.

10.4  One issue is the risk that public bodies would lose the proceeds from the sale of its surplus assets
to DFP for redistribution. This issue was identified by the Public Accounts Committee in its 2007
report on the transfer of Lland in the PFI Education Pathfinder Projects?!, which recognised that
there can be a valuable incentive in allowing departments, within limitations, to refain receipts.

10.5  More recently, the capital budgets of some public bodies are part reliant on the disposal of
surplus assets, thereby incentivising a public body to dispose of surplus assets in order to help
fund future agreed capital projects. However, the impact of the economic downturn on Northern
Ireland’s property market has stalled this initiative and resulted in many public bodies holding on
fo their surplus assets in the hope that values will begin to rise again. This has led to delays in
taking capifal projects forward due fo a lack of funding. This would appear to conflict with LPS's
current policy, which sets out that surplus assets should be disposed of within three years of their
declaration.

20 £95 million is an indicative figure extracted from the LPS Disposal of Government Property database (May 2011).
Valuations are not available for all surplus properties and some valuations are historic and therefore cannot be relied upon
fo represent current market value.

21 Public Accounts Committee Report on the Transfer of Surplus Land in the PFl Education Pathfinder Projects Report:
11/07/08R, 22 November 2007
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Figure 22: Figure 23:
Does your organisation hold any Does your organisation hold any land
underutilised and/or surplus assets? or buildings for future development?

No response
2%

—

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 — 21 October 2010
Source: NIAO

10.6 The Public Accounts Committee report (paragraph 10.4) also recommended that all surplus
assefs should be sold with planning permission, if it can be demonstrated that this can increase
its market value. However, the cost involved in securing planning permission and/or the
time taken to acquire it can prevent or delay the disposal process. In the current, challenging
economic climate some public organisations do not have the capital funds to invest in planning
permission thereby delaying the disposal process further.

Under-utilised and surplus assets — survey results

10.7  Public bodies were asked if they held any underutilised and/or surplus assets (see Figures 22
and 23|. Almost half (49 per cent) responded that they had either, or both. Of this group 58 per
cent identified that they held land or buildings for future development. However, there is a risk that
public organisations that claim that they retain surplus properties for future development may not
have a strafegic plan for these assets, instead using this description to hold on fo them fo avoid
losing their value to another public body. This leaves the other 40 per cent who have identified
that they were holding either under-utilised or surplus land or buildings (or both) af the fime of the
survey. In the absence of any space utilisation indicators or property asset estate benchmarking,
we concluded that many of these assefs may in fact be surplus rather than under-utilised.
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10.10

10.11

What is clear from the results of this survey is that there appears fo be a significant amount of
capital invested in assets which are neither operating efficiently nor effectively. In addition, there
is evidence of operational property assets which, in reality are not required to deliver core public
services. More important however, is the existence of surplus assefs which are non-operational
and are therefore not providing any public service.

Organisations were asked to provide annual costs [e.g. maintenance costs, renfal costs etc) of
holding surplus assets for each of the past three financial years. However, only 17 per cent of
those holding surplus assets were able to provide information. The information submitted varied
considerably which meant that we were unable to identify a valid measure of annual cost. The
others (83 per cenl) either did not know what these costs were; supplied part costs; or claimed
that they knew the costs but that the time/cost to collate the information was too great.

None of the organisations cited, or submitted, any opportunity costs associated with holding
surplus land or buildings. These opportunity costs relafe to the foregone, next best, capital project
to deliver a public service, i.e. the current market value of surplus land or buildings that could be
realised to help fund stalling capital projects. However, the fragmented nature of surplus assets,
the current absence of central direction, co-ordination and management (with the exception

of some limited guidance and direction from LPS and the Asset Management Unit), is currently
preventing timelier realisation and reinvestment.

From the limited responses to this particular question we have concluded that the majority (83
per cent] of Accounting Officers/Chief Executives (and their senior management teams) of public
bodies holding surplus assets, do not know how much this is costing their organisations. These
are costs which could be better managed, minimised or indeed avoided.
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Background and context

11.1 The running costs associated with public land and buildings can be significant. These
include recurring and unavoidable costs (e.g. rent, rates, ufilities and fuel) as well as ongoing
maintenance costs??. Whilst many of these cosfs are met from the revenue budget, occasional
one-off costs, relating to substantial property mainfenance or development, will require capital
funding (e.g. refurbishment of a building). Other ‘non cash costs’ which need to be managed
include depreciation and notional charges.

11.2  The Bootle report?®, commenting on the role of buildings-related property assets in the corporate
private secfor, noted that property is often the second largest cost facing businesses after salaries.
A National Audit Office / Public Accounts Committee report? indicated that a similar picture
existed for the public bodies surveyed in England. In recent years one of the many outcomes
arising from property efficiency initiatives led by the OGC (e.g. mandatory use of ePIMS system
and space management initiatives within its civil estate), is that accurate, annual costs can
now be meaningfully assessed at a centralised, strategic level. This is enabling significant cost
efficiencies to be realised and measured?.

11.3  The current situation in Northern Ireland is less advanced. The central recording and sharing of
data is not mandatory, and whilst a small number of departments have begun to use ePIMS,
universal support from all departments has sfill o be achieved. The Workplace 2010 initiative
has all but stalled due to a lack of capital funding, and whilst DFP continues to apply the
principles of Workplace 2010 to the NICS estate, this is not fully achievable at DFP's current
level of income and associated levels of expenditure.

11.4  The absence of a centralised asset management structure fo provide a regional strategic
approach and to drive efficiencies is also inhibiting the implementation of a centralised
regional asset register, such as ePIMS, which would enable an accurate assessment of annual
monetary cosfs associated with the ownership and leasing of land and buildings (including the
costs associated with running surplus or under-utilised properties). Without this baseline data
Accounting Officers as a single unit, cannot provide full assurance fo the Assembly that the
public sector property asset estate is being run efficiently or effectively.

11.5  In the absence of cenfralised baseline data we sought to ascerfain recent levels of expenditure
and how this expenditure was being monitored. This sef of questions generated the majority
of all queries received about the questionnaire from public bodies. These generally related to
requests for a definition of running cosfs and /or maintenance costs. We did not provide a
definitive list due to the fact that each organisation has a unique sef of related costs. We also

22 Budget constraints have meant that expenditure on maintenance is, in some insfances, secondary fo other unavoidable
costs. As a result maintenance is offen reduced fo unsatisfactory levels, which has led in some areas to a deferioration of
the public esfate.

23 RICS (2002): 'Property In Business — A Waste Of Space, The Bootle Report for the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors’
by Capital Economies.

24 National Audit Office: ‘Managing Resources to Deliver Better Public Services.' Report HC 61.

25 OGC (2010): 'State of the Estate 2009." The report shows that the civil service estate was reduced in size by 5.8 per
cent in 2009. It forms part of the English government’s ongoing drive fo rafionalise its civil estate through better space
management, such as sharing offices. The report identifies several areas where work was still needed, however, such as
energy efficiency.
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found it unusual that some public bodies required such clarification. It is likely, that for some
organisations, this information was not easily accessible and required (according fo some
queries) additional work to collate.

Annual costs - survey results

11.6  Public bodies were asked if they monitored the running costs of their land and buildings. All but
one reported fo us that they did. The frequencies with which these costs are monitored varied and
have been outlined in Figure 24. Those organisations occupying DFP managed property reporfed
that they monitor their costs less frequently (usually quarterly or annually) than those that did not,
with the exception of the one body which reported that it did not monitor these costs at all.

11.7  To understand how well these running costs were being monitored we asked whether, year on
year, the annual running costs of public body property assets, in cash terms, were increasing,
decreasing or static, in relafion to the following three key indicators:
® in fotal:
® per square mefre; and
* per fulltime equivalent member of staff.

Figure 24:

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 — 21 Ocfober 2010
Source: NIAO

How frequently are the running costs of your organisation’s land and buildings
monitored?
1% 1% 1%

o,
Aa_\—\l/—

4%

@ Monthly Daily
Quarterl Fortnightl
Y gnily
® Annually @® Bimonthly

@ o Specific response @  No monitoring




60 Survey of Property Asset Management in Central Government

Part Eleven:
Annual Costs

Figure 25: Year-on-year annual land and building running costs in cash terms

Increasing Decreasing Static Don’t know
In fofal 54% 18% 18% 10%
Per square metre 36% 14% 18% 32%
Per fulHime equivalent member of staff 34% 16% 18% 32%

11.8  All but three organisations submitted data for this question. We therefore reclassified these nil
responses within the ‘don’t know’ category, in Figure 25.

11.9  The majority of organisations (90 per cent) reported that they were able to determine if their
fotal costs were increasing, decreasing or sfafic (see Figure 25 for analysis). The remaining ten
per cent who answered ‘don't know' [or were categorised as ‘don’t know’) include five public
bodies of varying size and complexity, four of whom had reported in the previous question
(Figure 24) that they monitored costs on a monthly basis and the fifth organisation which did not
indicate how offen monitoring was carried out. One of these organisations indicated that they
did not have the resources fo analyse this type of data.

11.10  Almost two thirds of public bodies indicated that they were able to determine running costs
per square metre or per fulHime equivalent member of staff. This is despite some of the same
organisations, in their answers to earlier questions on performonce fargets (Figure 14, Part 5),
indicating that they do not set property management performance fargets and could not provide
accurate costs relating to surplus assets. In addition, many of these organisations could not
provide accurate cost data for subsequent parts of this question. This leads us to believe that their
responses may not be wholly accurate and that some organisations who indicated that they were
able to monitor the movement in their annual running costs may not have data fo support this
assertion.

11.11 A number of organisations which are part of the NICS and occupy DFP managed property,
were amongst those reporting that they were able to calculate year on year movements.
However, it is not clear fo us whether they are calculating these indicators themselves or whether
DFP is providing them with this information.

11.12 For the majority of public bodies, yearonvyear annual running costs are increasing. Linked to
this is empirical evidence that the number of people employed in the public sector in Northern
Ireland is in decline?. This would indicate to us that unless cerfain elements?” of Northern
Ireland’s public sector property asset estate footprint are reduced accordingly, any existing
inefficiencies may increase.

26 2009-10 Northem Ireland Public Sector Pay and Workforce Technical Annex, DFP

27 This would be particularly relevant fo properties which are used for office accommodation
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Examples replies in relation to annual costs, from a sample of those public bodies that hold surplus assets:

Organisation A

"...some buildings are currently under utilised. It is not possible to accurately estimate the costs of the
surplus accommodation as it is located in a range of buildings. Some residential dwellings on various
sites are also surplus o requirements.

Organisation B
Building A “has become surplus in the current financial year of 2010/11 and therefore is outside the
scope of this questionnaires (i.e. not in the past three financial years).”

Organisation C

"Qur definition of ‘surplus assets’ excludes assets we are in the process of tfransferring fo another
Department. The amount varies from fime fo time however on average there is likely to be around
2,500sgm i.e. less than 1% of tofal.”

Organisation D

"Costs associated with these assefs are captured on a regular basis but this information is not held
centrally. This information is therefore not included owing fo the time required to compile a complete
report.”

11.13  Accounting Officers/Chief Executives were asked how much their organisation spent on running
and maintaining land and building assets in the 2009/10 financial year. Unfortunately there
was a lack of consistency in the make-up of the data submitted and only a few organisations
provided accurate information. Most organisations focused on the running costs only and not
maintenance costs, with few indicating evidence of any capital spend. Many provided rounded
cosfs and others interprefed the question in different ways, for example, excluding ufility costs
or excluding costs of operational land and buildings. Some even included staff costs. A small
number of organisations gave no explanation as to why they could not provide this information,
with one citing that it would forward the information at a later date when their finance manager
returned from annual leave?®, however no further information was received. As a result we are
unable to calculate a reliable and meaningful high level figure.

11.14  Surprisingly, some departments who incurred nofional charges from DFP tended fo respond that
this question was not applicable to them. These types of responses were very disappointing, with
one department in particular ignoring the fact that it owned properties and answered only in
relation to the DFP office space that its core administrative staff occupy. It is interesting that these
organisations do not view notional charges as a real cost to their organisation and this indicates to
us that they may not be sufficiently challenging the level of these flatrate charges with DFP.

28 This suggests fo us that not all questionnaires were delegated by Accounting Officers or Chief Executives to an appropriate
level.
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11.15 Public bodies were asked what percentage their 2009-10 running and maintenance costs was
of capital /revenue budgets. As with the previous question, there was a wide variation in the
interprefation of this question. Some organisations included capital expenditure and others did
nof, with 11 per cent of organisations not submitting any data or responding that they did not
know the percentage. As a result the presentation of a range of accurate average percentages is
not possible.

11.16 There are two key issues arising from the responses to this set of questions. Firstly, not all
organisations have easy access fo all relevant costs associated with their land and building
assefs and linked to this is an apparent lack of standardisation of costs. Without standardised,
upfo-date and accurate data, it is difficult to identify and/or measure, efficiencies in relation
fo property assets in order to demonstrate value for money. Secondly, those organisations
incurring nofional charges in respect of DFP managed properties did not always indicate that
these charges were being monitored with some responding that they did not believe that it was
appropriate fo monitor them. Two organisations recognised the inherent weaknesses associated
with nofional charging. Most significant, however, is the lack of any responses indicating
that these notional charges were being challenged to help ensure that the properties being
occupied (many of which are in Belfast city centre] provide value for money. Given the potential
importance of this issue we may review this as a separate future studly.

Examples of comments in relation to notional charging:

Organisation A

“We believe notional charging could potentially hinder efficient use of buildings. If DFP move to hard
charging for departments for the use of Government Office Estate buildings, this could potentially
force senior management to consider the ufilisation of alternative accommodation at a lesser cost. We
believe this will become more of an issue as we enter the budget 2011/12 -2014/15.

Organisation B
"Hard changing, if infroduced would encourage consideration of efficiency and VFM in the use of

buildings.”
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Background and context

12.1  Given the recent, success of property asset management initiatives and associated efficiencies
currently underway in other UK regions, we were inferested in identifying, understanding
and reporting any similar management initiatives that were underway in Northern Ireland. In
Great Britain, central initiatives (including governance) have come from central and devolved
governments as well as from individual public bodies. However, Northern Ireland does not
yet have a fully operational, centralised governing body, driving property asset management.
Although initial work and proposals identifying this were made in 20077, the Assembly has not
yet formally approved its esfablishment. In order to understand what initiatives were being taken
by individual bodies we asked them fo submit details of any current property asset management
inifiatives being implemented.

Property Management Initiatives — survey results
12.2  Responses from organisations varied greatly and are sef out in Figure 26. Overall, 59 per cent

of organisations indicated that they had implemented some form of property asset management
initiative or were about to implement one. The other 41 per cent reported either no response, o

Figure 26: Types of Property Asset Management Initiatives

Types of Property Asset Management Initiatives

None or not applicabl- |, 1%
Estate rationalisation and space utilisation _ 16%
Environmental initiatives _ 16%
Performance measurements _ 15%
Oer NG 147
Construction/maintenance accreditation _ 6%
Benchmarking | GG 5%
Geographic Information Systems | NGz 5%
Assets Strategy | 5%
SIB - Assets Realisation Team - 4%
ePms Il 1%
0 10 20 30 40 50

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 = 21 Ocfober 2010
Source: NIAO

29 The CART team presented an initial report to the Assembly in January 2008 and a subsequent revised report was submitted
for approval in November 2008. This report contained a number of revised recommendations one of which was the
establishment of central government arrangements.
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‘none’ response or indicated that property asset management initiatives were not applicable to
their organisation.

12.3  Those organisations reporting that their initiatives were about fo start or were in the very early
stages of implementation, mainly related to property performance measures. Other organisations
outlined property management processes which, whilst they may have been initiatives o those
organisations, related to basic, mandatory property management processes which should have
already been in place e.g. drafting an asset strategy, identification and sale of surplus assets,
maintenance programmes, and the compilation of basic property data.

12.4  Surprisingly, only one department specifically mentioned the ongoing e-PIMS initiative and asset
management plan assistance being provided by the Assefs Management Unit within SIB%. Only
three departments out of twelve indicated any current initiatives being carried out with the Unit,
despife the fact that their services have been offered to all departments.

12.5  Public bodies were asked whether, over the last three years, their general awareness of sfrafegic
esfate/property asset management issues had increased, decreased or remained unchanged.
They were also invited fo comment on their response. 71 per cent responded that their general
awareness had increased, with the remaining 29 per cent indicating their awareness was
unchanged. The vast majority of those with an unchanged awareness, tended to be smaller
bodies whose answers to other questions indicated that their asset management arrangements
were less robust. However, it also include two departments, one of whom has responsibility for
(but does not have legal title to) one of the largest public sector property asset estates in Northern
Ireland.

30 Since November 2007 the CART team [now known as the Asset Management Unit) has taken a lead role in implementing
two of its recommendations (despite the absence of ministerial approval). This includes assisting departments with the
voluntary implementation of the ePIMS system and assistance with the development of Asset Management Plans. There is an
expectation that these which will eventually feed info an overarching Asset Management Strategy for Northern Ireland.
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Figure 27: Key subject areas coming from comments on general awareness of strategic asset management issues

Key subject areas coming from comments on general awareness
of strategic asset management issues

drives and pressures fo rafionalise
Property reviews - 6%
New Property Management resources - 6%
CART/LPS . 4%

New legislation or sfatutory responsibilities . 4%

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 = 21 Ocfober 2010
Source: NIAO

12.6 Most organisations (61 per cent) provided comments which have been grouped and summarised
in Figure 27. The most popular single response indicates that budgetary constraints, efficiency
drives and the need fo rationalise property assefs (58 per cent of all comments) are key drivers to
an increasing awareness of asset management issues.

General comments

12.7  The final part of our questionnaire invited Accounting Officers/Chief Executives fo include some
general comments if they considered that their organisation’s asset management strategy,/plan
demonstrates best practice that is worth highlighting to a wider audience. Whilst 20 per cent
of public bodies submitted comments, the majority of these organisations did not have a formal
asset management strategy/plan in place. Their comments are grouped and summarised in
Figure 28 overleof.
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Figure 28: Areas of best practice highlighted by public bodies

Areas of best practice highlighted by public bodies

e s [ :::
oter non specc commers [ T 5
Sharing knowledge with other public bodies ||| T 13+
Application of Workplace 2010 principles _ 13%
Property asset review _ 13%
Sustainability - 6%
KPls/benchmarking - 6%
Strategic partnership with private sector - 6%
Securing planning before disposal [ ¢

0 10 20 30 40 50

Base: 79 central government organisations 12 August 2010 — 21 Ocfober 2010
Source: NIAO

12.8  Finally, public bodies were invited fo comment on asset management generally, or on any of
the work being performed by the Cenfral Assefs Realisation Team [now known as the Assets
Management Unit). Only a small number of basic comments were received, most of which
cannot be used as they would identify individual organisations. Some comments included:

”

e “Availability and access fo accurate, reliable and timely data is essential
e “The Department has had limited contact with the CART team.”

e "The [body] has had no confact with the CART team.”

e (We] “...would wish to develop best practice in relation to Asset Management. Finance

Manager / Head of Human Resources & Corporate Services will liaise with Capital Assets
Realisation Team in relation fo this before 31 December 2010".
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Arrangements for ALL®' Buildings/Land within your organisation’s Estate

Please give the following information to the best of your knowledge, about the whole of the organisation’s
estate whether it is owned, leased, managed and/or occupied.

1. Property Asset Management Strategy

a) Do you have an up todate Estate Management/Property Asset Management Strategy,/
Property Asset Management Plan®?, which has been approved by your organisation’s Board?

Yes (Please provide an electronic copy with your response)

No

b) If you answered yes fo question 1a, is this document linked with your organisation’s
Corporate Plan?

Yes

No

c) If you answered no fo question Ta, why has one not been completed and when does your
organisation anficipate one fo be in place?

Provide detail below

2. Responsibility

a) Who has overall responsibility for taking strategic property asset management decisions?

Accounting Officer/Chief Executive

Head of Estate Services

Finance Director

31 To include all operational and non-operational land and building assets regardless of classification. This will include land
and buildings, infrastructure assets, land and property investment assets, surplus assets and cultivated assets.

32 If your organisation has a similar land and building strategy document or plan but uses a different ferminology please
include name and brief description.
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Estate Manager

Board or equivalent

Other Person

Please provide name, fifle and contact defails for the above person

b) Who has responsibility for leading,/developing property asset management initiativese

Accounting Officer/ Chief Executive

Head of Estate Services

Finance Director

Estate Manager

Other Person

Please provide name, title and contact defails for the above person

c) Who has responsibility for implementing property asset management initiativese

Accounting Officer/Chief Executive

Finance Director

Estate Manager

Other Person
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Please provide name, fifle and contact defails for the above person

d) Is your Property Centre Manager professionally qualified in any of the following disciplines:

Accountancy

Architecture

Building Maintenance and Management

Engineering

Estate Management / surveying

Facilities Management

General / Business Management

Project Management

Other (Please specify below]

3. Advice

a) Do DFP and/or your sponsor Department play any part in your property asset management
decision making processe

Yes

No
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If yes, please provide defails

b] Have you consulted with, or sought advice regarding estate/property asset management
decisions from, any of the following within the past three years?

Central Advisory Unit (LPS)

Central Assets Realisation Team

Strategic Investment Board

Sponsor Department (if applicable)

Other

None of the above

(If your response was ‘Other’, please provide details below)

c) Ifyou consulted with, or sought advice did you follow their advice?

Yes (all or some)

No (none)

If no, why not?
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d) Have you engaged consultants for any strategic property functions? (property management,
benchmarking, environmental management, space planning, estate rafionalisation efc.)

Yes

No

If yes, please describe what you use/used consultants for and approximately how much has
been paid to consultants for asset related work in the last 3 financial years.

4, IT systems

Do you use any IT systems/software to manage your land and buildings portfolio?

Yes

No

If yes, please provide details of the system®*.

5.  Suitability

In defermining the current and ongoing suitability of your land and buildings fo your business
objectives, what criteria/policies are employed by your organisation?

Statutory compliance

Financial /economic criteria

Energy management

34 Please include details of how long the systems have been used for.
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Waste management

Property condition

Space standards

HR issues

Access by service users

Access by employees

Access to other stakeholders

Proximity to related buildings

Travel /sustainable transport

Other environmental factors

Other, please state:

6. Incentives and hindrances

a) What controls and incentives encourage your organisation towards more efficient use of the
land and buildings that you control and manage?

b] What discourages or hinders the more efficient use of your land and buildings®
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7. Guidance

a) Does the financial planning for your land and buildings conform to Managing Public Money
Northern Ireland®

Yes

No

b]  What other financial or asset management guidance do you use to plan and manage your

land and buildings?

8. Value

How do you demonstrate (to your Department/DFP) that your land and buildings expenditure
(including new additions together with improvements and maintenance) is value for money,
has regard fo the strategic aims of your business, and takes account of opportunities for cross-
departmental coordination on property matters2®®

9. Management systems

a) What management systems (including record keeping, computer aided facilities
management, environmental management] do you have for monitoring and reporting on the
efficiency and effectiveness of your land and building assefs?

35 For example, does your organisation use the Estate Management indicators as recommended in the Value for Money in
Public Sector Corporate Services’ report by all of the UK audit bodies?
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b] Do you have regular or occasional benchmarking in place for your land and building assets2

Yes

No

If yes, is this internal and/or external benchmarking?

c) Do you set performance targets, including environmental targets, for various parts of your
estate?

Yes

No

I yes, please list the types of performance targets that are set

10. Underutilised and surplus assets

a) Does your organisation hold any underutilised and/or surplus land and building assets?

Yes

No

b] Does your organisation hold any land or buildings for future development?

Yes

No
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c) If your organisation does have surplus assets, what are the annual costs o your organisation
of holding these assets (e.g. mainfenance costs, rental costs etc) for the past three individual
financial yearse

11. Annual costs

a) Do you monitor the running costs for your organisation’s land and buildings@

Yes

No

b) If you answered yes to question 11a, how frequently are these costs monitored?

c) Yearon-year are the annual running costs® of your organisation’s estafe, in cash terms,
increasing, decreasing or sfatic?

Increasing  Decreasing Static Don't know

[, In total

Il. Per square metre

lll. Per fulltime equivalent member of staff

36 Answers should relate to facilities management costs rather than capital and/or development costs.
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d) How much did your organisation spend on running and maintaining its land and building
assets in the 2009/ 10 financial year?

e] What percentage of your fotal 2009/ 10 capital /revenue budget is your answer to 11c2

12. Initiatives

a) Please give details of any current property asset management inifiatives you are implementing
e.g. implementation of Key Performance Indicafors and benchmarking procedures.

b] Over the last three years has general awareness of sirafegic estate,/property asset
management issues increased, decreased, remained unchanged? Please include any
comments below.

Increased

Decreased

Unchanged
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13. General comments

If you consider that your organisation’s asset management strategy /plan demonstrates best
pracfice that you believe is worth highlighting to a wider audience, please specify here:

Thank you for taking part in this review. If you have any further general comments on Asset
Management or on the work being performed by the Capital Assefs Realisation Team, please
add them here:
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Department of Justice

Department of Agriculture & Rural Development
Department of Culture, Arts & Leisure
Department of Employment and Leaming
Department of Education

Department of Enterprise, Trade and Industry
Department of Finance & Personnel
Department of the Environment

Department for Social Development (Including Social Security Agency)
Office of First Minister & Deputy First Minister
Department of Health, Social Services and Public Safety
Department for Regional Development
Northern Ireland Authority for Utility Regulation
NI Prison Service

Forest Service

Driver and Vehicle Agency

Planning Service

Construction Industry Training Board

Belfast Metropolitan College

Police Service of Northern Ireland

Agri - Food & Biosciences Institute

Armagh Observatory & Planetarium

Council for Catholic Maintained Schools
General Consumer Council

Northern Ireland Water

Northern Ireland Libraries Authority

Lloughs Agency

Ulsfer Scots Agency

Waterways Ireland

Intertrade Ireland

Special EU Programmes Body

Health and Social Services Board

Northern Ireland Transport Holding Company
Northern Ireland Courts and Tribunals Service
Compensation Agency

Forensic Science Agency

Youth Justice Agency
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38
39
40
4]

42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51

52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
ol

62
63
64
65
66
6/
68
69
70
71

/2
/3
74

Probation Board for Northern Ireland

The Police Ombudsman for Northern Ireland
Criminal Justice Inspection Northern Ireland
Rivers Agency

Livestock and Meat Commission

Northern Ireland Fishery Harbour Authority
Arts Council of Northern Ireland

National Museums Northern Ireland

Sports Council for Northern Ireland

Belfast Education & Library Board

North Eastern Education and Library Board
South Eastern Education and Library Board
Southern Education and Library Board
Western Education and Library Board

NI Museums Council

Labour Relations Agency

Ulster Supported Employment Lid

Northermn Regional College

North West Regional College

South Eastern Regional College

Southern Regional College

South West College

Invest Northern Ireland

Northern Ireland Tourist Board

NI Environment Agency

llex Urban Regeneration Company Ltd
Northern Ireland Housing Executive
Economic Research Institute of NI

Northern Ireland Commissioner for Children and Young People
Planning Appeals Commission (PAC) and Water Appeals Commission (WAC)
Belfast Health and Social Care Trust
Northern Health and Social Care Trust
Southemn Health and Social Care Trust
Western Health and Social Care Trust
South-Eastern Health and Social Care Trust
NI Ambulance Service Health and Social Services Trust

Business Service Organisation
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75
76
77
/8
/9

Public Health Agency
NI Blood Transfusion Agency (Special Agency)
NI Medical and Dental Training Agency

Northern Ireland Fire and Rescue Service

Roads Service
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