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project delivery. 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The committee is recommended to note the procedures used for Post Project Reviews and 
endorse proposals to improve the delivery of capital projects.  
 
 
1. Financial Appraisal 
 
1.1 This report has no direct revenue cost implications.  However a significant proportion of the 
published capital programme (which in the first two years of the five year programme totals £374 
million gross expenditure) is dedicated to new build and extensions to existing buildings.  This 
report aims to ensure that lessons learnt from the delivery of the capital programme are used to 
drive improvement going forward. 
 
2. Supporting Information 

 
2.1 Two distinct methods are used to review the delivery of major capital projects: 
 

a) The COPROP (Association of Corporate Property Officers) Benchmarking Club. 
b) Returns from consultants on the performance of contractors. 

 
COPROP Benchmarking Club 
 
2.2 This is aligned with industry best practice “constructing excellence”.  It provides information 
on – 

a) customer satisfaction with the service provided; 
b) customer satisfaction with the end product; 
c) the existence or otherwise of defects. 

 
2.3 Over the last 3 years this method has been used on various projects, as set out in 
Appendix 1.  The COPROP proformas are shown in Appendix 2. 
 
2.4 Appendix 3 shows the most recent analysis of returns which are produced in January each 
year.  Appendix 4, an extract from the Corporate Asset Management Plan, shows the trend of 
scoring from this process since 2003/04.  For those projects where survey returns were received 
feedback overall is positive, improving over time and above the COPROP average. 
 
Returns from Consultants on Performance of Contractors 
 
2.5 The Council’s design consultants are required to score the contractor’s performance on 
each job against 5 criteria: 

• Co-operation 
• Health & Safety 
• Progress 
• Supervision 



• Workmanship 
 

2.6 The returns are entered into the tendering database, from which the contractor’s 
performance against these criteria can be assessed on all projects since 1998.  Examples for 
some of the firms used by the County Council are shown in Appendix 5.  These are used when 
preparing short lists for tendering for projects over £100k in value.  Firstly a long list of 12 
companies is selected by rotation from the List of Approved Contractors.  This is then used in 
discussions between the internal commissioning officer and the external consultant to produce a 
short list for tendering. 
 
3. Commentary on current procedures 

 
3.1 The COPROP process, used to its full potential, is sound and provides the basis for a 
useful workshop to gauge feedback from stakeholders.  However, having analysed the detailed 
returns it is evident that it has not been used to enable each stakeholder to comment on the quality 
of service provided by everybody involved.  The norm has been for the client department and end 
user (normally a head teacher or her/his nominee) to provide a rating of the general experience 
without separately rating, for example the internal professional service provider, the consultant, 
and the contractor.  This has made it difficult to focus on specific areas where the experience has 
not matched expectations. 
 
3.2 There has also been insufficient time dedicated to the discussion of why individual criteria 
have been scored the way they have, or to the establishment of better working practices to ensure 
that lessons are learnt from the process.  In large part this has been due to difficulties in recruiting 
and retaining suitable staff in a very competitive market.  For some time the Capital Projects team 
have struggled to cover vacancies and the focus has tended towards ensuring that projects 
actually commence to programme. 
 
4. Actions taken and planned to strengthen the ability to deliver 
  
4.1 A small number of high profile projects have recently encountered difficulties, for various 
reasons.  As a result, the Assistant Director – Property has taken on direct line management of the 
Capital Projects Team.  Three staff, at different levels, have been seconded into the team from 
other teams within CRD Property.  In addition, specialist external project managers have been 
appointed to manage some schemes and another external specialist consultant is planned to be 
appointed by the committee meeting.  This leaves the recruitment of one further internal officer to 
bring resources up to a reasonable level. 
 
4.2 The measures in paragraph 4.1 are necessarily short term.  A project has also commenced 
to develop a sustainable model which will improve delivery.  This will aim to ensure - 

• confidence in estimation of cost; 
• separation of the project management role; and 
• better management of quality, especially at handover stage. 

 
This will need to dovetail with continuing plans to develop more collaborative arrangements with 
contractors which were referred to in the report to this committee dated 29 November 2006. 
 
5. Conclusion and reason for recommendation 
 
5.1 The County Council makes significant investment in property to improve delivery of 
services.  It is therefore important that proper processes are in place to learn from previous 
experiences and deploy resources so that maximum benefits are obtained from this investment. 
 
SEAN NOLAN 
Deputy Chief Executive and Director of Corporate Resources 
Contact Officer:   John Morris  Tel No. 01273 482404 
Local Members: All 
BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS   None. 



Summary showing details of no. of Capital Projects recorded & returned for COPROP Capital Works Post-Project Reviews Jan 04/05 to Jan 06/07

No. Date Name of school / college / Nature of works Date Name of school / college / Nature of works Date Name of school / college / Nature of works
1 Jan 04-05 Ringmer College - Enabling works Jan 05-06 Uckfield Dance & Drama Studio - 8 Classrooms & Toilet Block additions Jan 06-07 Rose Cottage
2 Red Lake - New kitchen Westfield Primary School - Extension Peasmarsh CE School
3 Willingdon CP - Disabled access Lewes Library Grays Infant School - Disabled access works (lift and ramps)
4 Pevensey - New school Catsfield Primary School - New Hall - Classrooms & Practical Areas Meeching Valley Primary School - Disabled access works
5 Bishop Bell - Extension Ringmer Community College - Extension Hampden Park Sports Centre - Disabled access works
6 Hollington Primary - Disabled access Maynards Green CP School - Build Westfield Primary School
7 Tideway - Car Park Park Mead Primary School Maynards Green County Primary School
8 Pells CE - Ramp Hailsham Sports College Park Mead Primary School
9 Grove Park - Disabled toilet Westfield Primary School 

10 Heathfield - Disabled access
11 Sedlescombe - Enabling works
12 Meeching Valley - Disabled toilet
13 Uplands Community College
14 Causeway - New car park
15 Beacon Community Technical College
16 Ticehurst - New school
17 Thomas Peacocke - Science Labs
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COPROP Customer Satisfaction Benchmarking Club 
 
Capital Works Post-Project Reviews 
 
 
Background information 
 

1. This module is designed to provide information on three elements of the national 
“Constructing Excellence” (formerly “Rethinking Construction”) agenda:- 

 
a. Customer Satisfaction (Service) 
b. Customer Satisfaction (Product) 
c. Defects  

 
2. The Benchmarking Club will collect information once a year (scheduled for 

January) on projects completed over the previous twelve months. It is suggested 
that members should collect their data regularly during the year by means of 
questionnaires issued between 3 and 6 months of Practical Completion on 
individual projects. For the current year, this will give you the opportunity to report 
data on projects reaching completion between February and November 2003. 
 

3. It is suggested that each authority should include returns in respect of all projects 
with a contract value in excess of £100,000 which reach practical completion 
within the agreed timeframe. 
 

4. Two forms are used. Examples are attached as Appendices A and B.  
 

a. Customer Satisfaction (Service) gives your authority the opportunity to get 
360° feedback on the performance of the Professional Service Provider, 
the Client, the End User, the Main Contractor and any external Lead 
Consultant employed on the project. Each respondent provides scores for 
all the others – for example, the End User scores the contributions of the 
Professional Service Provider, the Client, the Main Contractor and any 
external Lead Consultant. For the purposes of the Benchmarking Club, 
we will only collect and report on the performance of the professional 
service provider. 
 

b. Customer Satisfaction (Product) largely follows the recommendations of 
the Local Government Task Force. It is intended that this form should be 
issued only to the End User. The form includes a question (Q.10) on the 
contribution made towards improving educational standards. Participating 
authorities may choose to adapt this question accordingly for non-
Education projects, or to exclude it altogether in such instances. This form 
also includes a question (Q. 12) on the “defects “ measure promoted by 
the Construction Best Practice Programme. Please note that the reverse 
of this form gives more detail on the definition of this measure. 
 

c. It is recognised that some authorities may not wish to use all of the 
questions. Equally, some may wish to add further questions of their own. 
The Benchmarking Club will provide analysis and feedback only on the 
questions listed in Appendices A and B. 
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POST-PROJECT REVIEW : QUALITY OF SERVICE  
 
PROJECT NAME : PROJECT  NUMBER : 

YOUR NAME : YOUR JOB TITLE : 
 

• Question 1: how do you rate the performance of the following on this project? Please fill in the boxes below, using the scale1-10 where:- 
 

10 = totally satisfied        5 = neither satisfied nor dissatisfied         1= totally dissatisfied 
 

 The 
Professional 

Service 
Provider 
(note 1)  

The 
Consultant 

(note 2) 
The Client  

The “End 
User” Client  

(note 3) 

The 
Contractor 

(note 2) 

1. Understanding of project goals / objectives      
2. They worked with me as a team      
3. Speed and responsiveness      
4. Quality of contribution (relative to agreed 

roles and responsibilities)      

5. My needs were understood      
6. They provided value for money   n/a  n/a  
7. They kept me informed      
8. Handled problems / issues effectively      
9. Handling changes to instructions      
10. Responsible approach to Health & Safety      
11. Overall quality of service was good      

 

(1) Authorities with an in-house team of professional service providers should record their scores in this column. Authorities with no in-house team 
may wish to delete this column 
(2)  where more than one consultant or contractor was engaged, these scores should be for the principal consultant, or the main contractor. 
(3) “End User” Client will usually mean property manager (e.g. headteacher) 
 

• Question 2:  Which are the 3 most important questions in the above table? Please mark them with an asterisk (*). 
 

• Question 3:  Do you have any other comments on this project ? Please enclose them with your reply. 
 
Signed ……………………………………………………………  Date ………………………………….. 



Education ProjectsPOST-PROJECT REVIEW  : QUALITY OF PRODUCT 
 
PROJECT NAME : PROJECT  NUMBER : 

YOUR NAME : YOUR JOB TITLE : 
 

• Question 1 : how satisfied are you with the project / building? Please fill in the boxes below, using the scale1-10 where:- 
10 = totally satisfied        5 = neither satisfied nor dissatisfied         1= totally dissatisfied 

 
1. How satisfied are you that the initial brief adequately reflected your 

aspirations? 1     2     3     4     5     6     7    8     9     10 

2. How satisfied are you with the internal and external designs of the 
building? 1     2     3     4     5     6     7    8     9     10 

3. that the project / building is fit for the purpose it was intended to 
fulfil? 1     2     3     4     5     6     7    8     9     10 

4. with the ease and operation of the building in daily use? 1     2     3     4     5     6     7    8     9     10 

5. that the ease and cost of maintenance have been considered in this 
design? 1     2     3     4     5     6     7    8     9     10 

6. that energy efficiency has been considered in this design? 1     2     3     4     5     6     7    8     9     10 

7. that the project / building will contribute to the local community / 
built environment? 1     2     3     4     5     6     7    8     9     10 

8. that the present and future flexibility has been considered in this 
design?? 1     2     3     4     5     6     7    8     9     10 

9. that security considerations have been considered in this design?? 1     2     3     4     5     6     7    8     9     10 

10. that this project will help you to deliver improved educational 
standards as in the agreed project targets? 1     2     3     4     5     6     7    8     9     10 

11. with the overall standard of workmanship on this project? 1     2     3     4     5     6     7    8     9     10 

12. with the condition of the product / facility with respect to defects at 
the time of handover, using the scale 1-10 as referred to overleaf? 1     2     3     4     5     6     7    8     9     10 

13. with the way the contractor dealt with items on the snagging list? 1     2     3     4     5     6     7    8     9     10 

• Question 2. Which are the 3 most important questions in the above table? Please mark them with an asterisk (*). 
• Question 3. Do you have any other comments on this project ? Please enclose them with your reply. 
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Signed ……………………………………………………………  Date …………………………………..  
 
 
DEFECTS 
 
(This approach to measuring defects has been adopted nationally by the Construction Best Practice Programme) 
 
10 = Defect-free 
  8 = Some defects with no significant impact on the client 
5/6      = Some defects with some impact on the client 
  3 = Major defects with major impact on the client 
  1 = Totally defective 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Overall Mark for Defects 
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