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On 27 November 2007 HBJ Gateley Wareing LLP hosted an event to discuss the above inquiry 
with a view to submitting written evidence.  Summarised below are the key points arising from the 
discussion. 
 
Remit of the Inquiry 

The Committee agreed a broad initial remit.  The inquiry is focused on the advantages and 
disadvantages of different actual and proposed models of funding capital investment projects. 
 
The discussions on 27 November 2007 were wider than consideration of the delivery models.  The 
discussions also considered procurement of capital investment projects.  It is suggested that 
procurement and its impact on funding should also be considered by the Committee. 
 
Procurement of capital investment projects 
 
A number of issues were identified in relation to procurement, namely: 
 

1. Competitive Dialogue 
2. Bidder costs 
3. Bidder apathy/competition 
4. Delays 
5. Central procurement vehicle 

 
Taking each point in turn the comments may be summarised as follows: 
 
Competitive Dialogue 
This is a long and expensive process for both the bidders and the procuring authority.  One of the 
reasons for the cost is the relative infancy of competitive dialogue.  The use of competitive dialogue 
is prescribed ultimately by EU Legislation; however, the competitive dialogue procedure does not 
require to be used in all circumstances.  One of the suggestions coming from the discussions was 
the increased use of simpler procurement methods, such as the restricted procedure, where 
appropriate. 
 
Bidder Costs 
Entering into protracted negotiations requires both a financial and time commitment.  In traditional 
PFI projects bidders may factor in the recovery of their bid costs to the unitary charge over the 
project term.  However, unsuccessful bidders will not have this recovery option. 
 
Bidder Apathy/Competition 
In light of the potential bidder costs how does the procuring authority ensure sufficient 
interest/competition?  The Public Accounts Committee stated that a lack of competition meant that 
the procuring authority was not able to get value for money.  So, regardless of the funding model 
used competition was a critical component to ensure value for money.  In order to achieve genuine 
competition at least two strong bidders were required for each project.  Therefore, funding models 
require to be sufficiently appealing to attract strong bidders. 
 
Delays 
There has been little activity in the infrastructure market.  Indeed projects that had been expected 
to proceed, such as the rebuild and refurbishment of five schools in Edinburgh, have been delayed.  
Further delays are expected whilst the mechanics of the Scottish Futures Trust are developed.  
The result of continued delay will be a movement away from the Scottish market place by private 
sector contractors.  In order to ensure competition, infrastructure projects need to begin to come on 
stream to retain sector interest. 
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Central Procurement Vehicle 
The detail of the Scottish Futures Trust and or HUB has not been finalised.  However, it was 
suggested that either model could be used as a central procurement vehicle thus addressing a 
number of the points raised above.  A central procurement vehicle would be able to bundle projects 
as appropriate; regulate project procurements (avoiding flooding the market place thus ensuring 
adequate competition); and determine the most appropriate procurement routes and/ or funding 
options. 
 
Consideration of proposed models of funding capital investment  
 
When considering existing funding models such as PFI, joint ventures and NPDOs it was apparent 
that each model had both positive and negative aspects.  HUB and the Scottish Futures Trust were 
also considered although it was difficult to form any meaningful conclusions in the absence of 
detailed guidance in relation to the mechanics of these funding models.  The general consensus, 
however, was that different models lent themselves to different projects.  For example, the funding 
model for a roads project may not be the best model for a waste project.  There was therefore a 
reluctance to generically categorise any funding option as being “good” or “bad”. 
 
What was apparent from the discussion was a feeling that models had evolved over the years to 
better address funding, political and delivery requirements.  Funders have been involved in the 
evolutionary process and are therefore comfortable with the models.  It would be a retrograde step 
to ignore or dismiss the experience gained by the public and private sectors over the years. 
 
To facilitate the application of “lessons learnt” in the public sector joint working initiatives were 
discussed such as the concordat between COSLA and the Scottish Government and increased 
joint working between health boards and local authorities.  Indeed one of the suggestions, to 
facilitate joint working, was that publicly owned assets could be held by a single procuring entity.   
 
Joint working between the public and private sector was also considered.  It was questioned 
whether there could ever be a true partnership between the public and private sector because of 
the inherent conflict: as the commissioning body the public sector would seek to minimise costs 
and transfer all risks whereas the private sector, as the deliverer, would seek to maximise its profit 
and reduce its risk exposure.   
 
Notwithstanding this conflict it was acknowledged that the private sector expertise proved 
invaluable in terms of project delivery.  The checks and balances of the credit committee were 
praised in terms of providing a deliverable project whilst the time management approach meant 
that projects were not only delivered but delivered on time and budget. 
 
Therefore, it can be seen that there are real advantages for there being a joint approach between 
the public and private sectors.  The advantages are best realised where there is genuine 
engagement between the sectors.  This engagement is not limited to a particular funding model but 
to the attitude and approach of the relevant parties.  The consensus was that the public and private 
sector needed to fully understand the other’s position and desired outcomes to work together to 
find the best funding models.  
 
Conclusions 
 
The funding model used for capital investment projects is part of a wider process that includes 
project planning and procurement.  If the planning and procurement are done 
properly/appropriately then the identification and application of the most efficient funding model will 
follow.  This assumes that different funding models will be available for use on different projects.  It 
is important not to apply a “one size fits all” approach to funding.  Instead the requirements of 
individual projects should be considered and existing models and experience applied as 
appropriate. 
 
There is a need for infrastructure investment.  There is also a need to “re-activate” the market.  
Accordingly existing methods of funding should, where they provide value for money, be used to 
deliver projects in the meantime whilst other delivery models may be developed for more 
complicated/ specialist projects. 
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As well as considering actual funding models consideration should be given to a central 
procurement vehicle: a vehicle that could address procurement, timing and funding issues.  In short 
a holistic and inclusive approach should be taken to the delivery of infrastructure projects in 
Scotland. 
 
Disclaimer 
 
The information contained in this written response is a summary of the discussion on 27 November 
2007.  It is not intended to be a representation of the opinion of any specific individual named and 
should not be construed as such. 
 
List of Participants  
 
Gary Hobbis   AIB 
Gavin Carson   AON 
Sandy Bremner  Bremner Management Services 
Ian Greaves   Currie & Brown 
Graeme Dewar   Currie & Brown 
Trevor Stone   Davis Langdon 
Robert McDowall  DTZ 
Peter Docherty   Docherty Consulting Ltd 
Michael Pryor  Ernst & Young 
Norman Oliver   HBJ Gateley Wareing LLP 
Sandra Hartley   HBJ Gately Wareing LLP 
Tricia Morrison   HBJ Gateley Wareing LLP 
Kate Dewar   HBJ Gateley Wareing LLP 
Heather Pearson  HBJ Gateley Wareing LLP 
Neil Addis   HBJ Gateley Wareing LLP 
Ewan Ogilvie   Lothian & Borders Waste Management Project 
Karen O’Donnell  Marsh 
Catherine Starrs  Marsh 
Robert Ure   Marsh 
Roland Shaw   Mitie 
Juilet Haldane   Shepherd & Wedderburn 
Luca Gatto   SMBC 
Graeme Struthers West Lothian Council 

 


