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Better Measurement Better Management 

Measunng efficiency and 

a critical component of 

Increased productivity and 

of property and facilities management is 

asset managemmt and provides opportunities for 

ivery of savings. It allows organisations to benchmark 

property industry ,,,,+;,~ informing decisions about buildings 

and their impact on delivery. 

For 

of 

departments to in management and rationalisation 

access to base data on what is best in in order to match and 

then exceed is fundamental 

The central government Civil Estate represents a considerable asset. It more than 300 
individual property centres, 13 million square metres of floor space, With an annual cost 

estimated at £6 billion. Even modest improvements in oerformar1ce of the estate have the 

to deliver 

Sir M1chael Lyons 1n his 2004 report to the Chancellor Towards Better Management of Public Sector 

Assets, the 

"A key component of asset management is to take a strategic view of which assets are best 

retained and efficiently exploited, as well as to identify those which should be disposed of 

to generate resources for reinvestment. For example, my initial work suggests the scope for 

efficiency gains of at least £760 million a year by 2010-11 as a result of more efficient 

management of offices alone." 

are accountable for procuring and their own estates, faCilities 

and While many 

individual have systems In to measure how they are 

managing their property (including outsourced faCilities manaaement). little has 

been done to measure the or effectiveness of the Civil 

Estate rrvnnntoh 

It is in this context that the Off1ce of Government Commerce (OGC) 

has put 1n for the first time, corporate, """-nn\!PrnmPnt 

benchmarking of property 

for data gathering and and access to cross sector 

and international benchmarking data. 



Measu 

OGCs aim 1s for 
measurement and hDnc-h~~~~~n~ 

1nto the and reporting of 

overall business In government 

This should also become Widely 

recognised as an essential tool to support 

continuous in act1ve asset 

management, as 1t IS 1n many performing 

sector businesses. The establishment of a 

measurement service The Property 

Benchmarking Serv1ce - will be the catalvst for 

this. Th1s service will enable 

measure the oerformance of accommodation in 

'elatiOn to a number of key 

;ndicators of both 

and to compare that 

1n central government, and with benchmarks 

denved from the wider public, orivate and 

international sectors. 

The service will provide: 

A best tool with key nor·tnrrn~,n 

indicators to enable rlDn'"TtY;ontc 

with the a1m of 

effectiveness 

Consistent measurement of the and 

effectiveness of and use of the 

Civil Estate as a whole 

Identification commonly 

metncs of space ultilisation and ways in which 

and use of the Civil Estate can 

be made more efficient and effective 

Cross sector, national and international 

benchmarking as part of a process of 

continuous improvement in the management 

and use of the C1vil Estate. 

For the first time, the Government w1ll have 1n 

place an overall view of its real estate 

performance, not only taking costs and space use 

into account, but critically, building and 

management effectiveness in the same 

Ma 

assessment the 

to compare on a 

how Interacts With 

costs per person, and ultimately, the productivity 

of the 

OGC has commissioned Investment Property 

Databank (IPD) as Its industry partner to 

'"""olnncnont and validation of an 

measurement system to 

support the establishment the Property 

Service. Critical to develoo1na a 

producing a balanced VIew of nmtmnn~nrD 

takes account of both 

utilisation) and effectiveness (sustainability, 

workplace productiVIty and operability). The 

selected methodology these two elements 
t~~0thm ~~ ,;~~~~ lntom~rori statiStiCS. It offers 

improvement to be 

nrcocont,orl at a number of levels - for IndiVidual 

for property centres, for each 

or for tr1e central government estate 

as a whole 

Many of the and standards proposed 

have been developed by IPD 

the use of their Total Occupancy Cost Code, to 

identify efficiencies. 

such as workplace productivity 

to collect data for 

effectiveness. 

To validate the recommended approach, a six

month pilot was undertaken. This ~nr~~~~·· 

four -the 

Industry, the Department for 

and Rural the Department of Health, and 

OGC The pilot sample comprised 130 buildings 

(300,000 sq w1th the relevant data from 

the 



The emerarna methodology and 

in consultation wtth a 

the pilot 

tr)gether with the Home Office and the 

1omrtmont fer Work and Pensions. 

The outcome of the was in an 

overall report based on the data from the 

rbmrtrnontc Additromlly, 

The full report of the pilot is available 

on the OGC websrte, www.ogc.gcv.uk 

The performance measurement 
system model 
At the outset, two of the main benefits 

of this project were seen to be the: 

llll Provision of a measurement 

to enable departments to measure and 
norfrvcn-,nro With the 

llll Consistent measurement, of the 

and effectrveness of management, 

and use of the Crvrl Estate as a whole. 

A feature has been the 

standardiseo framework, as a tool for repnrt1nn 

and subseaumt analvsis of the base data 

Like 

results for any indrvrdual 

x1r""''~t~,rl and compared for any 

or for an entrre rlcn-,rtrnont 

This allows departments to measure their 

performance at varying levels: 

llll Thev can examine therr results by broad 

such as by location London 

versus the rest of UK), by srze of burldrng, 

number of and by tenure 

llll I hey can compare costs, space and 

effectiveness rndicators for all key buildings 

or across all 

Each building can be with 
nn\/ornrncont and other norms. 

norformance measurement 

performance indicators 

to the of a real estate, or 

facrlities management functron For the frrst 

time, on such a wtde thrs ;,nnrmrh 

measures effectiveness alongsrde 

The hrerarchical performance measurement 

framework model allows the outputs to be used 

by a wide range of from strategy and 

polrcy makers to line managers for, say, 

space planning or environmental 

~ 



fra 

The performance framework illustrated here shows the model at work for all the buildings in the pilot. 
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Sample: All buildings 
Total costs: £114,702,209 

level A 

l Cost per FfE 
£5,655 

104 

J 
n l 

( Effectiveness 
score 
103 

Key to scoring system 

Above average range 

Average range 

Below average range 
Instances of a missing KPI score 

level B 
KPI 

Cost per m2 
£383 
109 

m2/FfE 
14.8 
94 

Workplace 
productivity 

103 

Environmental 
sustainability 

103 

Operability 
104 

Score range 
110 I 

90-110 

<90 
100 

The performance framework incorporates a 

hierarchy of three different levels: 

A. The top-level indicators for and 

effectiveness make up the Level A Indicators. 

Overall efficiency, for IS defined as 

cost per FTE (Full Time Equivalent I.e. full-time 

member of staff) 

B. Level 8 measures show the main 

factors of eff1ciencv and 

at this level are costs per m' and m' per FTE 

I 

Difference 
from mean 

-£10,920,000 } 
} -1,124 

FfE 

Weighting 

40% } 
30% } 
30% } 

Department: Pilot sample 
Occupied NlA (m2): 299,796 

level C 

Wl Functional suitability 
W2 Workplace environment 
W3 Facilities 
W4 Downtime 

E1 kWh/m2/year 
E2 Solid waste recycled 
E3 m3 water/FfE 
E4 Management practices 

Calculations of overall perfon 

Effectiveness scores are calculated by 
summing up data for Pilot samples and 
their respective OPD Dataset benchmarks 

and comparing the totals. 

The effectiveness indicators comprise scores 

for workplace productivity, environmental 

susta1nabil1ty and operability. These individual 

scores are to determine the overall 

effectiveness score 

C. The Level C indicators explain the scores 

attnbutable at Level B. For m' per 

FTE is determined by muit1ply1ng m' per 

workstation, by workstations per FTE. 



rmance 

KPI Score 

56% 101 
45% 106 
60% 104 
7% 101 

277 115 
34% 79 
7.9 115 
10 104 

Effe<tiveness scores 

are derived by weighting 

individual building scores 
by NIA 

Sample: 130 
FTE: 20,283 
Workstations: 20,799 

Difference Sample 
from mean 

-£6,291,000 130 
-£6,162,000 130 
£1,533,000 130 

FTE -4,111 130 
FTE 2,987 130 

Weighting Sample 
30% 36 
30% 36 
30% 36 
10% 4 

40% 77 
30% 28 
20% 55 
10% 43 

60% 43 
40% 43 

IS set so that the expected 

results for an average building produce an index 
number of 100, based on comparison w1th the IPD 

dataset and good or industry 
standards Results higher than 100 demonstrate 

better than average results (over 10 per cent 

highlighted 1n coral), while the reverse is true for 
results of less than 100 (over 10% highlighted in 

blue)- the the difference from the 100 
norm, the more remarkable are the results 

A sample buillding 
The model is to alert the user to 

differences 1n results that ex1st between 
(or groups of buildings) and their 

benchmarks (mean) in a systematiC way This 

bea;ns by results for overall 

I 
y and effectiveness at Level A. Or1Ce 

these differences have been identified, users 
can move down to the next level to exam1ne 
the immediate components that dnve the Level 

A results, namelv those at Level 8 and so on. 

I Level A level B Difference 

KPI from mean 

t I I I I £353 -£75,000 

(7 
c: 
·~ 
i: w 

t \ I 
m 2 Per FTE 

8.8 I 43 
140 FTE 

I 



Findi 

pilot proJect 1n addition to validating 

the methodology to be taken forward, 

provided some interesting early indicators 

A of is 

of the pilot is available 

on the OGC website, www ogcgov.uk 
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The offices are plotted 1nto four 

divided by IPD dataset averages. The results show 

vanations across the In terms 

Many of the buildings appear to be 

in that they have a of 

FTEs per sq metre than the average from the 

number of 

have a cost per sq 

metre, compared with the average In the dataset 
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When analysing th1s cost by reg1on, as 

demonstrated in the above, most Central 

London are 1n the top right-hand 

This would support S1r Michael Lyons' 

observations that, 1f offices were re

located outside the south east, some significant 

potential savir1as could be made. 

The model allows the pilot to be 

examined by building SIZe, FTE and tenure, 

as shown 1n the graph below and 

Difference from mean: FTE 
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Difference for all buildings 

In terms of FTE/m', the more 

London offices are used less 

offices in the rest of the UK. 

Central 

than 

buildings accommodate fewer staff/m' 

than smaller ones. As such, more work is needed 

to the type of work carried out in the 

offices wh1ch are show1ng hiaher efficiencies 1n 

terms of FTE!m' 

fhe study found that m average, freehold 

properties have lower running costs (including 

when with their leasehold 

counterparts, but this chart shows they are 

less intensively. 



Opportunities 
analysis 
The 

efficiency 

do exist across the pilot that 

may be able to identify 
i~m~' '~~~~,_r through 

a combtnation of 

11 a maxtmum area for space standards 

(iPD recommendation of 15m' maxtmum per 

combined with 

II a workstation to person ratio 

11 (IPD recommendation 

workstation I FTE ratio of 1 0) 

If these levels could be achteved across the 

Civil Estate as a there is, 

the for of about 25 per cent 

annually. Alternattvely there ts the 

addttional FTEs to be accommodated in the 

space used ( 4,100 in the 

10 

0·49 50-89 90-110 
Score range 

-.- Workplace environment 

~ Environmental sustainability 

-- Operability 

11H50 

The ptlot has made a good start on 

effectiveness measurement Overall, the 

shows that most buildings that surveyed 

151·200 

effectiveness fully are to have above 

average operability, and better than average 

producttvity and environmental 

sustainabtltty However, further 

a aeneral opinion that the 

Health and standards wtthin this 

was below average 

Effectiveness results for the 33 
fully surveyed buildings 

125 30% 

117 30% 

271 111 40% 

45% 104 30% 

121 20% 

11 107 10% 

109 60% 

5.1 I 93 I 40% 

source of satisfaction. Small 

productivity scores can have a 

on staff retention. In time, the 

able to monttor this relationship and lessons 

learned transferred to other 

Environmental data wtll 

some of the targets that the Governmem is 

to achieve through the Sustainable 

Framework for the Civil Estate. 

The key here IS that the oc;c 
Benchmarking proJect wtll 

by butldtng, 

33 

33 

24 

9 

20 

33 

33 

33 



A deta1!ed programrre for a roll-out of the 

Service across central governrrent, 

over two and a ha!f years, has been develooed 

As the progresses through its 

and analysing data for new 

the Benchmarking Service, those that 

their latest annual and re-Issue building 

manager and staff surveys. This will enable 

r1N,~,..,~r.~.,. to monitor their efficiencv and 

effectiveness over time, recorrlinn 

in property and 

attention to ach1eve 

Data collect1on will be v1a the OGC electronic 

Information and Mapping ~ ePIMS 

now In use across central government. This will 

enable to have constar1t access to 

benchmarking data to assist With other property

related In addition, users will be 

by a website and a dedicated helo desk. 

The results from this initiative will be 

crucial in informing estate 

to support more value for money from their 

As more JOin the 

Benchmarking Serv1ce, so more analytical work 

will inform lessons across the Civil Estate. In 

there w1ll be opportunity for 

analysis to understand the Interplay 

between and effectiveness. In terms 

of the Government's Property Asset 

w1ll be. 

continuous improvement 1n the 

and use of the Government's 

property portfolio 

Information 
For further information, contact 

t 020 7336 9200 

Wilkins, 

Office of Government Commerce 

t 0113 203 3818 










