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[bookmark: _Toc223447496]Executive Summary
This report examines the procurement, tendering and contract strategies for two linked projects at the University of Wales Trinity Saint David’s SA1 campus: the development of a new construction teaching facility and the refurbishment of the Dylan Thomas Centre to bring it up to modern accessibility standards. Although both projects sit within the same estate and contribute to the University’s wider ambitions for SA1, they differ significantly in terms of complexity, constraints and the type of control required during design and delivery. As a result, each project demands a tailored approach rather than a single procurement route applied across the board.
The new construction teaching facility is a relatively complex build, mainly because it needs to accommodate specialist workshop spaces, digital construction technologies and robust mechanical and electrical systems. These requirements make early contractor involvement particularly valuable. A two‑stage Design and Build route offers the University a practical balance between cost certainty, buildability and programme control. It allows the contractor to contribute to the technical development of the design at an early stage, reducing the risk of clashes or late‑stage redesign. A restricted tender through a public‑sector framework, such as SEWSCAP, provides a compliant and efficient way of selecting experienced contractors. The JCT Design and Build Contract 2016 aligns well with this approach, offering a familiar structure and clear allocation of design responsibility.
The refurbishment of the Dylan Thomas Centre presents a different set of challenges. As a heritage building with significant accessibility shortcomings, it requires careful design development and close coordination with conservation officers. The nature of the work—particularly the need to address circulation, entrances, sanitary provision and vertical access—means that the University needs strong control over the design before going out to tender. A Traditional procurement route is therefore more appropriate, supported by a single‑stage competitive tender through a Minor Works framework. The JCT Intermediate Building Contract 2016 provides the right level of structure for a project of this scale and complexity, allowing the University’s design team to retain responsibility for the detailed design while giving the contractor a clear scope to price against.
Alongside the procurement and contract considerations, the report also reviews the wider SA1 estate. This includes an assessment of the condition, suitability and strategic value of key buildings such as the IQ Building, Fforwm, Dynevor, the BBC Building and the Technium facilities. While the modern buildings generally perform well and support the University’s long‑term plans, several heritage assets—including the Dylan Thomas Centre—require targeted investment to remain fit for purpose. The accessibility assessment highlights several critical issues, including non‑compliant entrances, limited lift capacity, inadequate sanitary provision and poor wayfinding. Addressing these issues is essential not only for legal compliance but also for ensuring that the building remains inclusive and usable for students, staff and the wider community.
The report also considers risk, sustainability and social value. Both projects carry risks relating to cost, programme, design coordination and stakeholder expectations, although the nature of these risks differs between the new build and the refurbishment. Sustainability and social value are central to public‑sector projects in Wales, and both schemes offer opportunities to support local employment, reduce carbon emissions and contribute to the University’s role as an anchor institution in Swansea.
Overall, the recommended strategies provide a coherent and practical approach to delivering both projects. The combination of a two‑stage Design and Build route for the new facility and a Traditional route for the refurbishment reflects the different demands of each project. Together, these approaches support the University’s ambitions for a modern, inclusive and sustainable SA1 campus.

[bookmark: _Toc223447497]1. Introduction and Context
The SA1 Waterfront development has become an important part of how the University of Wales Trinity Saint David positions itself within Swansea. Over the past decade, the University has gradually shifted more of its teaching, research and public‑facing activity into this area, partly to modernise its estate and partly to strengthen its links with local industry and the wider community. The campus brings together a mix of new buildings, refurbished heritage assets and shared spaces that support collaboration between students, staff and external partners. Because of this, decisions about how new projects are procured and delivered have a direct impact not only on the University’s physical estate but also on its long‑term strategic direction.
The two projects considered in this report—the development of a new construction teaching facility and the refurbishment of the Dylan Thomas Centre—sit within this broader context. Both are intended to support the University’s academic ambitions, but they do so in different ways. The new facility is designed to strengthen the University’s capacity in construction education, particularly in areas such as digital construction, modern methods of construction and practical workshop‑based learning. These are areas where industry expectations are changing quickly, and the University needs spaces that can adapt to new technologies and teaching methods.
The Dylan Thomas Centre, on the other hand, is a long‑standing heritage building that already plays a role in the University’s cultural and community engagement. However, its current layout and condition make it difficult to use fully and inclusively. Accessibility issues, ageing infrastructure and the constraints of a listed structure mean that significant work is required to bring it up to modern standards. The University’s commitment to equality, inclusion and public engagement makes this refurbishment more than just a compliance exercise—it is part of ensuring that the building remains relevant and usable for years to come.
Both projects also reflect the University’s responsibilities as a public‑sector organisation in Wales. Procurement decisions must align with Welsh Government policy, including the Well‑being of Future Generations Act, social value requirements and sustainability commitments. These policies encourage organisations to think beyond cost alone and consider how projects contribute to long‑term environmental, social and economic outcomes. For the University, this means choosing procurement routes that support local supply chains, reduce carbon emissions and create opportunities for students and the wider community.
At the same time, the University must manage practical constraints such as budget pressures, programme requirements and the need to minimise disruption to ongoing teaching and public use. The SA1 estate is already a busy environment, and both projects will need to be planned carefully to avoid unnecessary operational impacts. This is particularly important for the Dylan Thomas Centre, which continues to host events and exhibitions.
Overall, the context for these projects is one of balancing ambition with practicality. The University wants to invest in high‑quality, future‑proofed facilities, but it must do so in a way that is financially responsible, compliant with public‑sector requirements and sensitive to the unique characteristics of each building. This report explores how procurement, tendering and contract strategies can support these aims and ensure that both projects are delivered effectively.

[bookmark: _Toc223447498]2. Requirements for the New Construction Teaching Facility
The new construction teaching facility is intended to strengthen the University’s capacity to deliver modern, industry‑aligned construction education. The construction sector is changing quickly, with digital tools, sustainability expectations and modern methods of construction becoming central to how students are trained. Because of this, the building needs to do more than simply provide classrooms; it must support a blend of practical, technical and digital learning in a way that is flexible enough to adapt over time.
The core requirement is to create a space that brings together workshop areas, specialist equipment zones and digitally enabled teaching rooms. These spaces need to be robust enough to handle hands‑on construction activities while still offering the kind of controlled environment needed for precision‑based tasks. This includes areas for carpentry, brickwork, surveying, digital fabrication and potentially small‑scale off‑site construction demonstrations. The building also needs strong mechanical and electrical systems, particularly ventilation, extraction and power distribution, to support workshop activities safely.
Alongside the practical spaces, the University wants the facility to reflect the direction of the construction industry. This means integrating digital construction technologies such as BIM suites, VR/AR teaching tools and spaces for collaborative project work. These areas should feel connected to the workshops rather than separate from them, allowing students to move easily between digital design and physical construction tasks.
Flexibility is another key requirement. Construction education evolves quickly, and the University needs a building that can adapt without major refurbishment every few years. This includes movable partitions, adaptable workshop layouts, accessible service routes and the ability to upgrade digital infrastructure as technology changes. The building should also support industry engagement, with areas that can be used for demonstrations, employer events and collaborative projects.
Sustainability is a major consideration, both because of Welsh Government policy and because the construction industry itself is moving towards low‑carbon methods. The facility should aim for high energy performance, efficient building systems and the use of sustainable materials where possible. It should also act as a teaching tool, allowing students to see and understand the building’s environmental features.
Finally, the building must integrate well with the existing SA1 campus. It should be easy to access, safe to move around and positioned in a way that supports the wider estate strategy. This includes considering pedestrian routes, service access, noise impacts and how the building contributes to the overall character of the campus.

[bookmark: _Toc223447499]3. Procurement Strategy for the Climate-Controlled Research and Teaching Facility
[bookmark: _Toc223447500]3.1 Project Context and Strategic Considerations
The proposed climate-controlled research and teaching facility represents a technically complex and strategically significant development. The building will house two internal test structures within a large environmental envelope designed to simulate UK weather conditions. It will also incorporate teaching space and a dedicated digital laboratory to explore emerging construction technologies. As the only facility of its type in Wales, reputational and operational performance risks are substantial.
Funding for the project is contingent upon the University producing a robust business case prior to release of industry contributions. Accordingly, cost certainty must be established before full contractual commitment. In addition, while the University possesses a procurement and facilities team, it does not have direct experience in delivering highly specialist environmental testing infrastructure. These factors materially influence procurement strategy selection.
Procurement decisions must align with principles of risk allocation, cost certainty, time control and quality performance (Morledge and Smith, 2013). Furthermore, public sector best practice emphasises early supply chain engagement and collaborative risk management to improve outcomes (Cabinet Office, 2022).

[bookmark: _Toc223447501]3.2 Evaluation of Procurement Options
Traditional Procurement
Traditional procurement would allow the University’s design team to fully develop the design prior to contractor appointment, supporting early cost benchmarking. However, for a facility incorporating specialist climate systems, structural testing infrastructure and integrated digital environments, the separation of design and construction may increase coordination risk. Research demonstrates that fragmented responsibility can generate interface disputes and reduce buildability efficiency in technically complex projects (Hughes, Champion and Murdoch, 2015).
While Traditional procurement offers pre-tender cost clarity, it limits early contractor input into sequencing, logistics and specialist installation strategies, which are critical in this project context.

Management Contracting / Construction Management
Management-based procurement routes provide flexibility and potential programme acceleration. However, these approaches expose the client to greater financial uncertainty, as trade packages are procured progressively rather than under a single fixed contract sum (CIOB, 2018).
Given that external funding release depends on demonstrable cost certainty within a business case, this increased exposure to market volatility presents a governance risk. Such routes also demand strong in-house technical management capability, which may exceed the University’s current experience with specialist environmental facilities.

Single-Stage Design and Build
Single-stage Design and Build provides single point responsibility and earlier cost commitment. However, literature cautions that risk transfer under Design and Build is only effective where Employer’s Requirements are clearly defined (Hughes et al., 2015). For an innovative facility of this type, insufficient pre-construction design development could compromise quality or performance.



[bookmark: _Toc223447502]3.3 Recommended Route: Two-Stage Design and Build
A two-stage Design and Build procurement route is recommended as the most balanced and strategically appropriate approach.
Early Contractor Involvement and Technical Coordination
Stage One enables early contractor involvement (ECI), allowing integration of specialist subcontractors responsible for climate control systems, environmental simulation technologies and structural testing apparatus. Early supply chain engagement is actively promoted in government procurement guidance to enhance constructability and reduce adversarial risk (Cabinet Office, 2022).
The internal test buildings introduce complex sequencing and structural interface requirements. Contractor input at pre-construction stage supports coordinated methodology development and minimises latent coordination risk.

Cost Certainty and Business Case Governance
Crucially, Stage One facilitates detailed cost planning prior to final contract execution. Open-book pricing, risk workshops and value engineering exercises enable refinement of scope and establishment of a robust cost plan aligned with the University’s business case requirements.
A Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP) or fixed contract sum can be agreed at the conclusion of Stage One before entering the main works contract. This approach ensures:
· Demonstrable affordability prior to funding release
· Transparent cost development
· Controlled financial exposure
· Alignment with public governance expectations
Whole-life costing considerations should also be incorporated at this stage to ensure long-term operational efficiency, as lifecycle expenditure often exceeds initial capital cost (RICS, 2014).

Risk Allocation and Client Capability
The two-stage Design and Build route allocates detailed design responsibility and construction risk to the contractor following contract execution, providing single point responsibility (JCT, 2016a). This is particularly advantageous given the University’s limited experience in delivering specialist climate-controlled research facilities.
Risk allocation should follow the principle that risk is borne by the party best able to manage it (Hughes et al., 2015). In this instance:
· Technical coordination risk → Contractor
· Design integration risk → Contractor (post-Stage One)
· Funding governance risk → Client (managed through Stage One cost planning)
· Strategic performance requirements → Defined within Employer’s Requirements
This structure reduces interface risk and protects institutional reputation for a flagship facility.

Framework Procurement and Compliance
Procurement via a compliant public-sector framework ensures adherence to Welsh Government procurement policy while reducing tender duration and administrative burden (Welsh Government, 2021). Frameworks also provide access to contractors with proven capability in complex construction environments.

[bookmark: _Toc223447503]3.4 Strategic Justification
The two-stage Design and Build route achieves a balanced outcome across the project’s competing priorities:
· Early contractor expertise for technical complexity
· Pre-construction cost certainty to support business case approval
· Controlled risk allocation
· Single point responsibility
· Compliance with public procurement guidance
· Integration of whole-life performance considerations
While no procurement route eliminates risk entirely, this approach provides the optimal balance between financial governance, technical coordination and strategic delivery for a nationally significant research facility.



[bookmark: _Toc223447504]4. Tendering Strategy for the New Construction Teaching Facility
The tendering strategy for the new construction teaching facility needs to support the procurement approach already outlined, while also reflecting the University’s priorities around quality, compliance and programme certainty. Because the project involves specialist workshop environments and a strong digital component, the University needs a tendering method that brings in experienced contractors without creating unnecessary delays or administrative burden. At the same time, the strategy must comply with public‑sector procurement rules and Welsh Government expectations around transparency and value for money.
A fully open tender is technically possible, but it is rarely the most efficient route for a project of this type. Open tenders can attract many bidders, many of whom may not have the relevant experience or capacity to deliver a specialist education facility. Evaluating a high volume of submissions can also place a significant strain on internal resources. More importantly, open tenders do not guarantee that bidders have been pre‑vetted for financial stability, health and safety performance or experience with similar projects. For a building that relies heavily on technical coordination, this lack of filtering can introduce unnecessary risk.
A more suitable option is a restricted tender, where the University invites bids only from contractors who have already been assessed for capability. In practice, the most efficient way to do this is through a public‑sector framework such as SEWSCAP. Frameworks offer a compliant, streamlined route to market and ensure that only contractors with proven experience in education and public‑sector projects are invited to tender. This reduces the risk of appointing a contractor who lacks the necessary technical expertise, while also speeding up the procurement process.
Within the restricted framework approach, the tender can be structured in two stages to align with the procurement strategy. The first stage focuses on selecting a contractor based on quality, experience and a preliminary fee proposal. This allows the University to assess how well each contractor understands the project’s requirements, particularly the workshop and digital elements. The second stage then involves negotiating the final contract sum once the design has been developed in collaboration with the contractor. This approach supports early contractor involvement, which is particularly valuable for coordinating mechanical and electrical systems, workshop layouts and digital infrastructure.
Quality‑based evaluation is an important part of the tendering strategy. While cost is always a factor, the University needs to ensure that the contractor can deliver a technically complex building to a high standard. Evaluation criteria should therefore include experience with similar facilities, understanding of digital construction technologies, approach to sustainability, and ability to work collaboratively with the design team. This helps ensure that the selected contractor is not only competitively priced but also capable of contributing meaningfully to the project’s development.
The tendering strategy should also reflect the University’s commitment to social value. Welsh Government policy places strong emphasis on community benefits, local employment and support for apprenticeships. These elements can be built into the tender evaluation, encouraging contractors to demonstrate how they will contribute to the local economy and provide opportunities for students and the wider community.
Overall, a restricted two‑stage tender through a public‑sector framework offers the University a practical and compliant way of selecting a contractor who can deliver the new construction teaching facility effectively. It balances the need for technical expertise, cost control and programme certainty, while also supporting broader social and sustainability goals.

[bookmark: _Toc223447505]5. Contract Selection for the New Construction Teaching Facility
Choosing the right form of contract is an important part of shaping how the new construction teaching facility will be delivered. The contract needs to reflect the procurement and tendering strategies already discussed, but it also must give the University enough confidence that the project will be delivered safely, on time and to the required standard. Because the building involves specialist workshop spaces, complex mechanical and electrical systems and a strong digital infrastructure, the contract must support clear responsibility for design while still allowing for collaboration during the pre‑construction phase.
A JCT Design and Build Contract (2016 edition) is the most suitable option for this project. It aligns naturally with the two‑stage Design and Build procurement route, where the contractor becomes involved early and then takes on responsibility for completing the design and delivering the works. One of the main advantages of this contract is that it provides a single point of responsibility for both design and construction. This reduces the risk of disputes about who is accountable for technical issues, which is particularly important in a building where workshop layouts, ventilation systems and digital teaching spaces all need to work together seamlessly.
Another benefit of the JCT Design and Build form is that it offers a familiar and widely used structure within the UK construction industry. Contractors, consultants and clients are generally comfortable with its provisions, which helps reduce uncertainty and speeds up the negotiation process. For a public‑sector organisation like the University, this familiarity also supports transparency and compliance, as the contract is well understood and widely benchmarked.
The contract also supports the collaborative approach encouraged by the Construction Playbook. Although Design and Build contracts are sometimes criticised for limiting client influence over the detailed design, the two‑stage process helps address this. During the first stage, the University and its design team can work closely with the contractor to refine the design, explore buildability issues and consider sustainability options. By the time the second stage is reached, the contractor has a clear understanding of the University’s priorities, and the University has confidence that the contractor can deliver the building as intended.
Risk allocation is another important factor. The JCT Design and Build Contract places design responsibility with the contractor once the employer’s requirements are agreed. This means the contractor must ensure that the design is coordinated and technically sound. For a building with complex workshop environments, this is a practical way of managing risk, as the contractor is often best placed to coordinate specialist subcontractors and ensure that systems integrate properly.
The contract also provides clear mechanisms for managing change, extensions of time and cost adjustments. This is important for a project that may evolve during the design development stage, particularly if new technologies or teaching requirements emerge. The University retains the ability to make changes, but the contract ensures that these are managed in a structured and transparent way.
Overall, the JCT Design and Build Contract 2016 offers a balanced and practical framework for delivering the new construction teaching facility. It supports early contractor involvement, provides clear responsibility for design and construction, and aligns well with the University’s procurement and tendering strategies. It also offers the flexibility needed to accommodate the technical and educational requirements of a modern construction teaching environment.
Given that external industry funding is contingent upon business case approval, cost certainty prior to full construction commitment is essential. During Stage One, detailed cost planning, open-book pricing and value engineering exercises would enable the University to establish a robust Guaranteed Maximum Price prior to entering the main works contract. This approach supports financial governance requirements while still enabling early contractor involvement for technical coordination (RICS, 2014; Cabinet Office, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc223447506]6. SA1 Asset Portfolio Review
Strategic estate management requires alignment between asset condition, functional suitability and long-term organisational objectives (CIOB, 2018). Whole-life costing principles emphasise that operational and maintenance expenditure often exceeds initial capital costs (RICS, 2014). Therefore, investment decisions within the SA1 portfolio must consider not only current usability but also lifecycle efficiency and strategic value.
The SA1 estate brings together a mix of modern academic buildings, refurbished heritage assets and commercial spaces that support the University’s wider ambitions in Swansea. Reviewing the portfolio helps clarify how each building contributes to the campus, where investment is needed, and how the estate can support future growth. The buildings vary significantly in age, condition and suitability, so the review focuses on how well each asset aligns with the University’s teaching, research and community‑facing priorities.
The newer buildings generally perform well. They were designed with modern teaching methods in mind and tend to have good energy performance, flexible internal layouts and reliable building services. These buildings support the University’s long‑term strategy with relatively low risk. In contrast, several of the older or heritage buildings present challenges. They often have limited accessibility, outdated services and layouts that are difficult to adapt without significant intervention. While these buildings contribute to the cultural identity of the campus, they require targeted investment to remain functional and compliant.
The review below summarises the key characteristics of each building within the SA1 portfolio.

[bookmark: _Toc223447507]6.1 Swansea Business Centre
The Swansea Business Centre is a modern commercial building that provides office and collaboration space. It is generally in good condition and supports a range of University and partner activities. Its layout is flexible, and the building services are reliable, making it suitable for administrative functions, enterprise support and industry engagement. The main limitation is that it offers limited specialist teaching space, so its use is mostly administrative rather than academic.
[bookmark: _Toc223447508]6.2 Llys Glas
Llys Glas is a refurbished heritage building with strong architectural character. While it offers attractive public‑facing spaces, its internal layout is less adaptable than modern buildings. Accessibility is a concern, particularly in circulation areas and vertical access routes. The building is valuable from a cultural and community perspective, but it requires ongoing investment to remain fully usable.

[bookmark: _Toc223447509]6.3 Alex Building
The Alex Building is a former industrial structure that has been adapted for creative and academic use. It has a distinctive character and supports a range of teaching activities, particularly in the arts. However, its age means that maintenance demands are higher than average. Some areas have limited natural light, and the building services are less efficient than those in newer facilities. Despite these challenges, the building remains an important part of the University’s creative identity.

[bookmark: _Toc223447510]6.4 BBC Building
The BBC Building is a modern facility with strong digital infrastructure. It supports media‑related teaching and provides opportunities for collaboration with industry partners. The building is generally in good condition, with flexible internal layouts and reliable services. Its main strength is its alignment with digital and creative industries, which are key growth areas for the University.

[bookmark: _Toc223447511]6.5 Dynevor
Dynevor is a large, older building that has been adapted for academic use. It offers generous floor space but suffers from ageing infrastructure and inconsistent internal layouts. Accessibility is limited in some areas, and the building’s energy performance is below modern standards. While it remains functional, it is not as efficient or adaptable as newer facilities, and it may require significant investment in the future.

[bookmark: _Toc223447512]6.6 Dylan Thomas Centre
The Dylan Thomas Centre is a heritage building with cultural significance. It hosts exhibitions, events and community activities, and it plays an important role in the University’s public engagement. However, the building has major accessibility issues, including non‑compliant entrances, limited lift provision and inadequate sanitary facilities. Its listed status adds complexity to any refurbishment, but investment is essential to ensure that it remains inclusive and fit for purpose.
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Technium 1 is a modern building designed to support innovation and enterprise. It offers flexible office and collaboration spaces and is well suited to partnerships with industry. The building services are reliable, and the layout supports a range of uses. It aligns well with the University’s strategic goals around entrepreneurship and applied research.

[bookmark: _Toc223447514]6.8 Technium 2
Technium 2 is similar in character to Technium 1, offering modern, adaptable space for enterprise and innovation. It is in good condition and supports a mix of academic and commercial activities. The building’s flexibility makes it a valuable asset within the SA1 estate, particularly for projects that require collaboration with external partners.

[bookmark: _Toc223447515]6.9 IQ Building
The IQ Building is one of the most modern facilities on the SA1 campus. It provides high‑quality teaching and learning spaces, strong digital infrastructure and excellent energy performance. Its flexible layout supports a wide range of academic activities, and it is well aligned with the University’s long‑term strategy. The building requires minimal intervention and represents a low‑risk, high‑value asset.

[bookmark: _Toc223447516]6.10 Fforwm
Fforwm is a modern, multi‑purpose building that supports teaching, collaboration and public engagement. It has good accessibility, reliable building services and a flexible internal layout. The building is well used and aligns strongly with the University’s ambitions for a vibrant, outward‑facing campus. It is one of the more efficient and adaptable assets within the estate.

[bookmark: _Toc223447517]6.11 Summary Table
	Building
	Condition
	Suitability
	Key Issues
	Strategic Value

	Swansea Business Centre
	Good
	Admin/enterprise
	Limited specialist space
	Medium

	Llys Glas
	Fair
	Public/cultural
	Accessibility, layout
	Medium

	Alex Building
	Fair
	Creative teaching
	Ageing services
	Medium–High

	BBC Building
	Good
	Digital/media
	Few issues
	High

	Dynevor
	Fair–Poor
	General teaching
	Accessibility, energy performance
	Medium

	Dylan Thomas Centre
	Poor
	Cultural/public
	Major DDA issues
	High (heritage)

	Technium 1
	Good
	Enterprise
	Minimal issues
	High

	Technium 2
	Good
	Enterprise
	Minimal issues
	High

	IQ Building
	Excellent
	Teaching/learning
	None significant
	Very High

	Fforwm
	Excellent
	Teaching/public
	None significant
	Very High



[bookmark: _Toc223447518]7. DDA Compliance Assessment: Dylan Thomas Centre
The Dylan Thomas Centre is one of the most distinctive heritage buildings within the SA1 estate, but it also presents the most significant accessibility challenges. Its age, layout and listed status mean that many of its features fall short of modern expectations for inclusive design. A detailed assessment of its compliance with the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA) and current accessibility standards highlights several areas where improvement is essential if the building is to remain usable for students, staff and the wider community.
The building’s main entrance is one of the most immediate issues. The existing steps, narrow thresholds and lack of a compliant ramp make it difficult for wheelchair users and people with limited mobility to enter independently. Although there are alternative entrances, these are not always clearly signposted or convenient, and they do not provide the same sense of arrival as the main entrance. This creates an unequal experience for users and does not meet the expectations of modern accessibility guidance.
Circulation within the building is also problematic. Many of the internal corridors are narrow, and changes in level occur frequently throughout the ground floor. These features are typical of heritage buildings but create barriers for people who use mobility aids. Handrails, tactile indicators and visual contrast are inconsistent, making the building harder to navigate for people with visual impairments. Wayfinding is also limited, with signage that does not meet current standards for clarity, contrast or positioning.
Vertical access is one of the most significant shortcomings. The existing lift is small, slow and located in a position that does not serve all key areas of the building. It does not meet modern standards for size, door width or turning space, which restricts its use for larger wheelchairs or mobility scooters. In some parts of the building, there is no lift access at all, meaning that certain rooms and exhibition spaces are effectively inaccessible to some users.
Sanitary provision is another area where the building falls short. The number of accessible toilets is limited, and the existing facilities do not fully meet current requirements for layout, grab rails, turning space or emergency alarms. Changing facilities are also inadequate, particularly for users who require additional support or equipment. These shortcomings restrict the building’s ability to host inclusive events and limit its suitability for public use.
The building’s listed status adds complexity to any refurbishment. Many of the features that contribute to its character—such as staircases, doorways and internal partitions—are also the features that create accessibility barriers. Any intervention must therefore balance the need for improved access with the requirement to preserve the building’s historic fabric. This often means exploring creative solutions, such as discreetly integrated ramps, sensitively designed lift installations or the reconfiguration of non‑original spaces to improve circulation.
Despite these challenges, the building has strong potential for improvement. Many heritage buildings have successfully incorporated modern accessibility features without compromising their character. The key is to approach the refurbishment with a clear understanding of both the regulatory requirements and the building’s historical significance. Early engagement with conservation officers, access consultants and specialist contractors will be essential to developing solutions that are both compliant and sensitive to the building’s heritage.

[bookmark: _Toc223447519]8. Key Accessibility Issues at the Dylan Thomas Centre
The Dylan Thomas Centre presents a series of accessibility barriers that affect how easily people can move through, use and experience the building. These issues stem from its age, original layout and listed status, all of which make it difficult to meet modern standards without targeted intervention. The following sections outline the main areas where the building falls short and where improvements are most urgently needed.

[bookmark: _Toc223447520]8.1 Entrances and External Access
The main entrance is one of the most significant obstacles. The stepped approach, narrow thresholds and lack of a compliant ramp mean that wheelchair users and people with limited mobility cannot enter independently. Although there are alternative entrances, they are not well signposted and do not offer the same sense of arrival. This creates an unequal experience and does not meet current expectations for inclusive access.
External lighting and surface finishes also contribute to the problem. Uneven paving, limited tactile indicators and inconsistent lighting levels make the approach difficult for people with visual impairments, particularly during evening events.

[bookmark: _Toc223447521]8.2 Internal Circulation and Wayfinding
Once inside, circulation becomes challenging due to narrow corridors, frequent changes in level and tight turning spaces. These features are typical of heritage buildings but create barriers for users who rely on mobility aids. Handrails, visual contrast and tactile cues are inconsistent, making the building harder to navigate safely.
Wayfinding is another weakness. Signage is limited, lacks visual contrast and is not positioned at accessible heights. This affects not only visitors with visual impairments but also those who are unfamiliar with the building, particularly during public events.

[bookmark: _Toc223447522]8.3 Vertical Access and Lift Provision
Vertical access is one of the most serious shortcomings. The existing lift is small, slow and does not meet modern standards for door width, internal space or turning radius. It also does not serve all key areas of the building, meaning that some rooms and exhibition spaces are effectively inaccessible.
In several parts of the building, there is no lift access at all. This restricts the use of upper floors for teaching, events or exhibitions and limits the building’s ability to host inclusive activities.

[bookmark: _Toc223447523]8.4 Sanitary Facilities
Accessible sanitary provision is limited and does not meet current requirements. Existing facilities lack adequate turning space, correctly positioned grab rails and compliant emergency alarm systems. There are no enhanced changing facilities for users who require additional support or equipment.
These shortcomings restrict the building’s ability to host inclusive public events and limit its suitability for educational use.

[bookmark: _Toc223447524]8.5 Lighting, Acoustics and Sensory Accessibility
Lighting levels vary significantly throughout the building. Some areas are dimly lit, while others have strong glare, both of which can be challenging for people with visual impairments. Acoustic conditions are also inconsistent, with hard surfaces creating echo and background noise that can be difficult for people with hearing impairments or sensory sensitivities.
There is limited provision for hearing loops or other assistive listening systems, which restricts accessibility during talks, readings and public events.

[bookmark: _Toc223447525]8.6 Emergency Egress
Emergency evacuation routes are not fully accessible. Some exits rely on stairs, and there is no clear provision for refuge areas or evacuation chairs. This poses a significant safety risk for users with mobility impairments and does not meet modern standards for inclusive emergency planning.

[bookmark: _Toc223447526]8.7 Heritage Constraints
Many of the building’s accessibility issues are linked to its listed status. Features such as staircases, doorways and internal partitions contribute to its character but also create barriers. Any intervention must therefore balance accessibility improvements with the need to preserve the building’s historic fabric.
This often requires creative solutions, such as:
· Discreetly integrated ramps
· Sensitively designed lift installations
· Reconfiguring non‑original spaces to improve circulation
· Using reversible interventions where possible
These approaches allow the building to become more inclusive without compromising its heritage value.

[bookmark: _Toc223447527]8.8 Summary of Key Issues
	Issue Area
	Main Problems
	Impact

	Entrances
	Steps, no compliant ramp, poor signage
	Limits independent access

	Circulation
	Narrow corridors, level changes
	Difficult for mobility‑aid users

	Vertical Access
	Small, outdated lift; limited coverage
	Some areas inaccessible

	Sanitary Facilities
	Non‑compliant layouts, limited provision
	Restricts inclusive use

	Sensory Accessibility
	Poor lighting, acoustics, limited hearing support
	Affects visually/hearing‑impaired users

	Emergency Egress
	Non‑accessible routes, no refuge areas
	Safety risk

	Heritage Constraints
	Protected features limit alterations
	Requires sensitive design



[bookmark: _Toc223447528]9. Procurement, Tendering and Contract Strategy for the Refurbishment of the Dylan Thomas Centre
Refurbishment of listed buildings introduces heightened uncertainty and design sensitivity. In such contexts, retaining client control over design development is critical (Orbasli, 2013). Accessibility interventions must be carefully justified and coordinated with conservation officers in accordance with Historic England guidance (Historic England, 2019).


[bookmark: _Toc223447529]9.1 Procurement Route
A Traditional procurement route is therefore appropriate. This allows the University’s design team to develop a detailed and conservation-sensitive solution before contractor pricing. It reduces ambiguity in scope and supports clearer cost benchmarking.
Unlike Design and Build, Traditional procurement retains design responsibility with the client’s consultants, which is advantageous where aesthetic and heritage considerations dominate (Morledge and Smith, 2013).

[bookmark: _Toc223447530]9.2 Tendering Strategy
A single-stage competitive tender via a Minor Works or heritage-capable framework provides:
· Competitive pricing
· Pre-vetted contractor capability
· Reduced procurement duration
Restricted tendering is widely recommended for technically sensitive projects requiring specialist experience (CIOB, 2018).

[bookmark: _Toc223447531]9.3 Contract Form
The JCT Intermediate Building Contract 2016 (JCT, 2016b) provides a suitable contractual framework. It accommodates projects of moderate complexity while maintaining consultant design responsibility.
Refurbishment risk requires careful contingency planning. RICS guidance highlights that refurbishment projects typically require higher contingency allowances due to uncertainty in existing conditions (RICS, 2014).
Clear variation procedures and extension of time mechanisms under JCT help manage unforeseen discoveries without disproportionate dispute risk.

[bookmark: _Toc223447532]10. Risk Analysis
Effective risk management requires systematic identification, assessment and allocation in accordance with recognised principles such as ISO 31000 (ISO, 2018). A fundamental principle of procurement strategy is that risk should be allocated to the party best able to manage it (Hughes et al., 2015). The differing nature of the two projects justifies the adoption of distinct procurement routes to optimise risk distribution.
The two projects—the new construction teaching facility and the refurbishment of the Dylan Thomas Centre—carry different types of risk, shaped by their scale, complexity and the condition of the existing estate. A clear understanding of these risks helps the University choose appropriate procurement routes, allocate responsibilities effectively and plan mitigation measures that protect cost, quality and programme outcomes. The analysis below groups the main risks into categories and considers how they apply to each project.

[bookmark: _Toc223447533]10.1 Main Risk Categories
Several broad categories of risk are relevant across both projects:
· Design risk — relating to incomplete, uncoordinated or technically complex design elements.
· Cost risk — including inflation, market volatility, unforeseen conditions and scope changes.
· Programme risk — delays caused by design development, supply‑chain issues or site constraints.
· Heritage and compliance risk — particularly relevant to the Dylan Thomas Centre.
· Operational risk — relating to disruption to teaching, events or public access.
· Health and safety risk — especially in workshop environments or during refurbishment.
· Sustainability and performance risk — ensuring the buildings meet environmental targets.
· Stakeholder risk — managing expectations of staff, students, conservation officers and the public.
Each of these risks affects the two projects differently, which is why the procurement strategies diverge.

[bookmark: _Toc223447534]10.2 Risk Profile: New Construction Teaching Facility
The new build carries several risks typical of technically complex educational facilities:
· Integration of specialist workshop systems — ventilation, extraction, power distribution and safety systems must be coordinated early to avoid clashes.
· Digital infrastructure complexity — BIM suites, VR/AR spaces and high‑capacity networks require careful design and installation.
· Market volatility — construction inflation and supply‑chain pressures can affect cost certainty.
· Buildability issues — if the design is not coordinated with contractor input, late‑stage redesign may be required.
· Sustainability targets — achieving high energy performance may require specialist materials or systems.
These risks justify the choice of a two‑stage Design and Build route, which allows early contractor involvement to reduce uncertainty.

[bookmark: _Toc223447535]10.3 Risk Profile: Dylan Thomas Centre Refurbishment
The refurbishment carries a different and more unpredictable set of risks:
· Unforeseen conditions — hidden defects, structural issues or outdated services may only become apparent once work begins.
· Heritage constraints — listed‑building requirements limit the range of acceptable interventions.
· Accessibility challenges — integrating ramps, lifts and compliant sanitary facilities into a historic layout is technically demanding.
· Operational continuity — the building may need to remain partially open for events or exhibitions.
· Stakeholder sensitivity — conservation officers, community groups and cultural partners may have strong views on proposed changes.
· Cost uncertainty — refurbishment projects often require contingency allowances due to unknowns.
These risks support the use of a Traditional procurement route with a JCT Intermediate Building Contract, giving the University strong control over the design before tendering.

[bookmark: _Toc223447536]10.4 Risk Matrix
	Risk Category
	New Build
	Dylan Thomas Centre
	Likelihood
	Impact
	Notes

	Design coordination
	High
	Medium
	Medium–High
	High
	Workshops and M&E complexity drive risk in new build

	Heritage constraints
	Low
	Very High
	High
	High
	Major factor for refurbishment

	Unforeseen conditions
	Low
	High
	Medium–High
	High
	Typical of heritage buildings

	Cost inflation
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium–High
	Affects both projects

	Programme delays
	Medium
	High
	Medium
	High
	Refurbishment more vulnerable

	Accessibility compliance
	Medium
	Very High
	High
	High
	Central to refurbishment scope

	Operational disruption
	Low
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium
	Dylan Thomas Centre hosts events

	Sustainability targets
	High
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium–High
	New build must meet modern standards




[bookmark: _Toc223447537]10.5 Risk Allocation
Risk allocation differs between the two projects:
· New Build
· Contractor takes on design and buildability risk after Stage 2.
· University retains strategic and scope‑related risks.
· Shared responsibility for sustainability outcomes.
· Dylan Thomas Centre
· University retains design risk due to Traditional procurement.
· Contractor takes on construction‑phase risks but not design responsibility.
· Unforeseen conditions are shared, with contingency allowances built into the budget.
Clear allocation helps avoid disputes and ensures that each party manages the risks they are best equipped to handle.
[bookmark: _Toc223447538]10.6 Mitigation Measures
Several mitigation strategies apply across both projects:
· Early engagement with specialists — including access consultants, heritage officers and M&E engineers.
· Thorough site investigations — particularly for the Dylan Thomas Centre to reduce unknowns.
· Robust design development — ensuring coordinated drawings before tendering.
· Realistic contingencies — especially for refurbishment works.
· Clear communication protocols — to manage stakeholder expectations.
· Phased planning — to minimise operational disruption.
· Sustainability assessments — to ensure environmental targets are achievable.
These measures help reduce uncertainty and support smoother project delivery.

[bookmark: _Toc223447539]11. Sustainability and Social Value
Environmental performance benchmarking frameworks such as BREEAM provide structured mechanisms for assessing new construction sustainability (BRE, 2021). The RIBA Plan of Work 2020 integrates sustainability considerations throughout all project stages, reinforcing the importance of early design decisions in achieving long-term carbon reduction (RIBA, 2020). The UK Green Building Council defines net zero carbon buildings as those achieving high energy efficiency and addressing residual emissions (UKGBC, 2021).
Sustainability and social value are central to public‑sector projects in Wales, and both the new construction teaching facility and the Dylan Thomas Centre refurbishment must demonstrate clear contributions to environmental performance, community benefit and long‑term well‑being. Welsh Government policy places strong emphasis on the Well‑being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015, which requires public bodies to think about the long‑term impact of their decisions, work collaboratively and support a more resilient, prosperous and healthier Wales. These principles shape how the University approaches both projects, from design decisions to procurement and delivery.



[bookmark: _Toc223447540]11.1 Environmental Sustainability
Both projects offer opportunities to reduce carbon emissions and improve energy performance, but the strategies differ due to the nature of the buildings.
New Construction Teaching Facility The new build can incorporate sustainability from the outset. Key opportunities include:
· High‑performance building envelope to reduce heat loss and improve energy efficiency.
· Low‑carbon materials, such as responsibly sourced timber or recycled content.
· Efficient mechanical and electrical systems, including heat recovery, LED lighting and smart controls.
· Renewable technologies, such as solar PV or air‑source heat pumps, where feasible.
· Designing for adaptability, allowing the building to evolve with future teaching needs rather than requiring major refurbishment.
Because the building will be used to teach construction students, it can also act as a live learning tool, with exposed services, energy‑monitoring dashboards and demonstrable sustainability features.
Dylan Thomas Centre Refurbishment Improving sustainability in a listed building is more challenging, but still achievable. Opportunities include:
· Upgrading building services to more efficient systems without altering historic fabric.
· Improved insulation in roof spaces or non‑original walls where permitted.
· LED lighting and smart controls to reduce energy consumption.
· Sensitive window improvements, such as secondary glazing, where allowed by conservation officers.
· Reducing operational carbon through better zoning, ventilation upgrades and efficient heating.
The focus here is on incremental improvements that respect the building’s heritage while reducing long‑term energy use.




[bookmark: _Toc223447541]11.2 Social Value and Community Benefit
Social value is a major requirement in Welsh public procurement, and both projects can deliver meaningful benefits.
Employment and Skills Contractors can support:
· Local employment and apprenticeships
· Work placements for UWTSD students
· Training opportunities linked to construction, heritage conservation and digital technologies
The new teaching facility provides a strong platform for integrating student learning with live construction activity.
Community Engagement The Dylan Thomas Centre already plays a cultural and community role, and the refurbishment can strengthen this by:
· Making the building fully accessible to all visitors
· Supporting inclusive events, exhibitions and educational programmes
· Enhancing the building’s role as a public cultural asset
Local Supply Chains Both projects can prioritise:
· Welsh SMEs
· Local materials where feasible
· Regional specialist contractors, particularly for heritage works
This supports the local economy and aligns with the Welsh Government’s focus on community wealth‑building.

[bookmark: _Toc223447542]11.3 Long‑Term Value and Well‑Being
Sustainability and social value are not limited to environmental performance or employment. They also relate to how the buildings contribute to long‑term well‑being.
· The new teaching facility strengthens the University’s ability to train future construction professionals, supporting economic resilience.
· The Dylan Thomas Centre refurbishment ensures that a culturally significant building remains usable, inclusive and relevant.
· Both projects contribute to a more vibrant SA1 campus, encouraging collaboration, creativity and community engagement.
· Improved accessibility at the Dylan Thomas Centre supports equality and inclusion, ensuring that all users can participate fully in cultural and educational activities.
· 
[bookmark: _Toc223447543]11.4 Summary Table
	Theme
	New Build
	Dylan Thomas Centre
	Long‑Term Benefit

	Environmental Sustainability
	High-performance design, renewables, low-carbon materials
	Incremental upgrades, efficient services
	Reduced carbon footprint

	Social Value
	Apprenticeships, student engagement, local supply chain
	Inclusive access, cultural engagement
	Stronger community links

	Economic Impact
	Supports construction skills pipeline
	Protects heritage asset
	Regional economic resilience

	Well Being
	Modern, adaptable learning environment
	Fully accessible public building
	Improved equality and inclusion


[bookmark: _Toc223447544]12. Conclusion
The two projects examined in this report—the new construction teaching facility and the refurbishment of the Dylan Thomas Centre—represent very different challenges for the University, but together they illustrate the importance of choosing procurement, tendering and contract strategies that genuinely reflect the nature of the work. A single approach would not have been appropriate for both, and the analysis shows why tailoring the strategy to each project leads to better outcomes in terms of cost, quality, risk and long‑term value.
The new construction teaching facility is a forward‑looking project that supports the University’s ambition to strengthen its construction education offer. Its specialist workshop spaces, digital infrastructure and technical complexity make early contractor involvement essential. A two‑stage Design and Build route, procured through a restricted framework tender, provides the right balance of collaboration, cost control and buildability. The JCT Design and Build Contract 2016 reinforces this by offering clear responsibility for design and construction while still allowing the University to shape the project during the pre‑construction phase. This approach reduces design risk, supports sustainability goals and ensures that the building can adapt to future teaching needs.
The Dylan Thomas Centre, by contrast, is a heritage building with significant accessibility shortcomings. Its refurbishment requires careful, sensitive design work that must be fully developed before a contractor is appointed. A Traditional procurement route, supported by a single‑stage competitive tender through a Minor Works framework, gives the University the control it needs to ensure that accessibility improvements are compliant, appropriate and respectful of the building’s character. The JCT Intermediate Building Contract 2016 provides a suitable structure for managing the refurbishment, particularly given the likelihood of unforeseen conditions and the need for clear change‑control mechanisms.
Across both projects, the analysis highlights the importance of understanding risk. The new build carries risks related to technical coordination and sustainability, while the refurbishment faces uncertainties linked to heritage constraints and existing conditions. By aligning procurement routes with these risk profiles, the University can allocate responsibilities more effectively and reduce the likelihood of delays, disputes or cost escalation.
Sustainability and social value also play a central role. Both projects contribute to the University’s long‑term goals, whether by improving energy performance, supporting local employment or enhancing community engagement. The new teaching facility strengthens the construction skills pipeline, while the refurbished Dylan Thomas Centre ensures that a culturally significant building remains inclusive and accessible.
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