The Senedd & Holyrood Buildings.

This report will investigate the construction process, management and build costs relating to the Senedd, Welsh Parliament building Cardiff and Holyrood, Scottish Parliament building Edinburgh.
I will be exploring the differences in tendering costs, delays effecting the time scale, changes and if a different approach to the overall management would have produced a different outcome.
Both buildings ran over budget and time due to a combination of poor management, multiple changes and poor contracts issued.

One aspect which both projects would have benefited from prior to procurement would have been close engagement and following of the Latham report ‘Constructing the Team’ 1994.
Commissioned by the UK Government, Sir Michael Latham stated that the construction industry was fragmented, ineffective, adversarial and unable to deliver for their clients.
Sir Michael advised that a more inclusive and integrated approach which would allow for greater teamwork and partnering between clients, suppliers and contractors encouraging teamwork leading to continuous improvement and trust thru projects.
A few points raised are: -
. Partnering, encouraging long-term contracting arrangements.
. A duty to deal fairly with each other and the supply chain in an atmosphere of mutual co-operation.  
. Firm duties of teamwork with shared financial motivation.
The above report led to the Construction Industry Board CIB, being created in 1995 overseeing the recommendations of Latham’s report.

The Senedd.
Original costings relating to the National Assembly of Wales (Senedd) new building was drawn up by the Welsh Office in 1997, estimating a total cost of the project to be in the region of between £12 - £17 million. As time progressed and the project plan developed, costings increased dramatically, this led to the Welsh Assembly Government and the architects, Richard Rogers Partnership disagreeing, leading to the project being suspended in 2001. Costs had increased to between £37 - £47 million
With the appointment of Taylor Woodrow as main construction contractors the project had increased to £66 million, which included £48 million of fixed price construction costs. 
The final Senedd cost was just under £70 million, with £50 million being construction costs.
Completion took place on the 7th of February 2006, the new Seneed building was just over four times the original project cost and 4 years late for completion.
Qualities that the National Assembly wished to achieve from the construction of the Senedd are: - 
. The building should be viewed as an iconic building and a landmark in Wales.
. The Senedd project is to be a model of ‘environmental best practice and a sustainable development’.
. Sustainability via earth-heat exchangers and photovoltaic.
. Passive infrared system, increasing energy efficiency.
The above, whilst enhancing the Senedd’s environment credentials and sustainability, do come with a premium price tag, adding to the overall build cost. 
Designed by Richard Rogers Partnership the first phase of the Senedd project started in 1997 with an estimated cost of £12 million, but the project was stopped in 2001 due to rising costs, £40 million. These rising costs were due to factors such as, original tendering documents lacking robustness and incomplete, thus not allowing full and final tendering prices to be agreed due to incomplete design.
Once re-tendering had been issued only two companies, David Mclean and Taylor Woodrow applied via formal tender with Taylor Woodrow winning the tender due to David McLean’s tender not complying with one of the requirements of the Assembly Government.
Unforeseen specification changes, due to additional increases in security after the 9/11’s New York attack, large increases of specific item between the initial estimate period and the final design and build contract packs being issued, including a contingency fund relating to possible cost overrunning in the private sector. Taylor Woodrow’s appointment was based on a various selected elements of costings and not a totality contract. This did not nail down a full and final price, removing costing controls until virtually the end of the project. 
Risks relating to price increases were due to design and build fixed pricing contracts being used. With this type of contract, the contractor will look for financial reimbursement for any overruns within the works program, which can be caused by other parties as well as the main contractor due to the project not being a standard building or office block but bespoke	. These additional costs are sometimes based on day rates, this can impact severely within the project budget. 
Another area which impacted upon financial and time management was the delay in the procurement of Merlin, the new ICT information and communications system impacted upon the completion of the Senedd project by delaying completion by 6 months, as well as the delay resulting in damage to other equipment due to dust impacting on electrical items. An additional related delay was the lack of information and expertise, allowing for the full implementation of the ICT system, due to the Assembly Parliament Services not having the experience to undertake the operation, they also could not access assistance from Siemens due to their involvement in bidding for the Merlin system.
There were around 100 changes to the final detailed layout drawings during construction, this would have had some time and financial implications, but due to the detail and magnitude of this project this is not an excessive number.
A major factor relating to the original procurement pre-2002, phase 1 of the project, was the fact that time was priorities and classed as the most important factor, ignoring the complexity of the project building.
Phase two, 2002 – 2006, had a more structured approach placing significant checks in place, ensuring all aspects, were possible, of the contract were properly priced via a variety of methods. This included: -
. Open book accounting with financial information being shared with all contractors and other project teams.
. Testing all costing against an open market format.
. Value Engineering, critically appraising all components and processes.
. Whole of life costings, use of the contractor’s supply chain.
. Validation of costs by project independent consultants and project managers

Conclusion.
The Senedd, whilst being a bespoke, one-off, and a unique project still had several flaws within each phase of the development which compounded upon the timescale and budget.
These areas could have been foreseen prior to the implementation of the project.

Phase 1.
This phase originally concentrated upon time duration relating to the project, rather than viewing the project subsections. By directing their energies on one single aspect of the development, the team lost sight of areas such as, increasing prices with some bespoke items having a huge increase, poorly structured or partial contracts, along with a lack of robustness in previous contracts, changes in specification, slow delivery of the final design and contingency for design and build overruns.
These above additional delays and price increases could have been avoided or reduced considerably if a greater duty of care had been structured to all aspects of the project not just the timeline. This would include a more detailed design and specification package, leading to a more robust procurement phase as contractors would have been able to issue tenders with greater costing accuracy and exact specification detail.
Leading design teams ‘must’ have the necessary experience to undertake the required project management and design during the build phase, along with knowledge of any following contractors to avoid delays or damage to existing or future works.
Design changes, limiting these changes by implementing a robust and thorough design and specification detailed contract, this will allow for exact and fixed pricing. On a project of this magnitude changed are inevitable, but the above can reduce these to a minimum.
An area missed during this phase of the Senedd was the structure of project teams and management working on an all inclusive basis. This structure and sharing format would have allowed for greater detail of the original procurement pack.
Phase 2.
Ideally, when going out to tender the Senedd would have received more than two tenders, with only one able to procced.
By receiving multiple formal tenders, you have a greater number of comparable figures to compare, program construction lines and details of specialist materials to be used.
Multiple tenders do not give you the required best price, as the lowest price is not always the best. What it does allow is for is comparable specification on the quality of the material, which is a major factor when constructing a project with a minimum requirement design brief of 100 years, use indigenous materials, minimise energy consumption, use renewable tech and products and sustainable/exemplar.
Some price increases can not be foreseen, one of which was the increased security requirement after the 9/11 New York attach on the Twin Towers.
By structuring the preferred bidder’s appointment on a basis of various selected elements of the cost and not the totality can be a risk for cost increases, were as a design and build fixed price contract would have addressed price increases such as potential overruns.
This second phase of the Senedd project was structured and controlled with lessons learned from the mistakes made on phase 1.
All being said, the finished product, even though it was well in excess of the original tender figure, has resulted in a truly iconic, sustainable and a Welsh landmark building.


Holyrood.
On the 9th of January 1998, Holyrood was selected for the construction of the Scottish Parliament building after a short list of four sites.
The initial press release stated that the final cost would depend on design, fees, architect, and selected developer with Parliament estimating construction costs at around £40 million. By the time Holyrood was completed, the final price tag came in at a staggering £414 million, some 10 times over budget and some 20 months behind schedule, built within a UNESCO World Heritage Site in central Edinburgh.
Main contractors were Bovis.
Designed by Spanish architect Enric Miralles after winning an international design competition.
The design was both controversial and gained very much criticism from both the media and public. In 2003, a formal inquiry led by Lord Peter Fraser was formed, ending in 2004, covering negative remarks on the management and construction of Holyrood. 
Until June 1999 the Secretary of State for Scotland had the responsibility as the client, this changed on the 1st of June 1999 to the Scottish Parliamentary Corporate Body. Since the project initiated in 1997 these parties have undertaken a good deal of cooperative work together.
The original aims of early completion, producing a high-quality building, the project having a 100 year life span, along with the ideas of different design teams caused a major problem from the outset.
Due to the changes and complexity of the project, architects having difficulty complying with the original brief. Even though their first design met the required vision for a quality building, there were issues over the size and costing relating to the project.
These above items alone deflected from the financial increases, which were:-
£40 million 1997, then rising to £90 million and further up to £195 million. In April 2001 the cost had hit £359 million and finally to £414.4 million by 2004 for the overall project.
This project did not initially undertake a well-structured project phasing approach, hindering with the correct controlling, and monitoring of the project. Along with 15000 changes during the planning/construction phases, increase in required areas 47% for office, social, plant and service sections, also the special design of the building, special features internally and externally on Holyrood all add to the construction cost increases, making the increase not appear as a huge surprise.
Some of the contracts used were construction management, these allow for control of the contracts, but all risks remain with the client. As for the design and construction teams, they were issued with traditional contract terms, having a set percentage of construction cost making up their fees, these fees are reported to be around £50 million. Looking at the structure of the overrun, price increases and multiple changes, it does question as to weather the project management group had the appropriate professional and construction management expertise for such a large project. This was not helped by the lead team changing after the first two years.
Shortcomings relating to the project cost reporting showed that there were no arrangements for reporting full project management costs to the client or the accountable officers, thus breaking down overall financial control and inclusive knowledge of the project cost increases.
A 10% contingency allowance for construction costs was implemented, but one financial shortcoming was the lack of a separate allowance for major risks effecting the project.
One of the initial aims which is now being questioned is the ability of Holyrood to achieve its 100 year life expectancy. MSP David McLeitchie said “When you look at the design of the building, it might have a 100 year life in Barcelona, but it is going to struggle to have that in Scotland without high repair and maintenance cost, as we have seen”
An eight-year maintenance contract was signed for a cost of £13 million, this is likely to increase at each renewal stage, subject to tender specification and format.

Reviewing the procedures undertaken prior to and during the construction of Holyrood, a number of shortfalls stand out.
Areas to address are: -
The Scottish Office did not structure and prepare a full and comprehensive procurement from the outset of the project, this is the leading factor relating to the large increase in floor area and the thousands of design changes.
The Scottish Office could have looked into other explored alternative fee arrangements other than the percentage scheme used. This could have taken the format of an incentivised payment to address value for money.
A more inclusive contract scheme allowing input from all areas of the design and construction phases would have allow for greater control on financial over spend, forecast ahead for any unforeseen delays due to material or labour shortages and scheduled delays due to changes.
A risk analysis should be provided and updated regularly in accordance with good practice with a separate allowance in place.  
Bovis, as construction managers should have had more responsibility preventing duplication.
Project management should have had a structured review and reporting schedule, reporting a least monthly, this would also include any construction work packages.  
 The Holyrood project was poorly structured from day one, all areas should have been comprehensively planned and designed prior to its start.
Management control seemed very individual which allowed for multiple price and design changes.
The end result being an award winning design, still has to perform and last for the required 100 years. A future area of interest is going to be the ongoing maintenance of Holyrood.
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