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Executive Summary 

The Volunteer Estate (VE) Value for Money (VFM) Study was launched in October 2022 to  

determine whether Reserve Forcesô & Cadetsô Associations (RFCA) Hard Facilities Management 

(HFM) requirements could be more cost effectively met by the FDIS Built Estate (BE) suppliers 

than through the existing arrangements. The Study assessed several areas, in particular: 

a. The potential strategic alignment between the HFM services delivered to the regular  

estate through the FDIS BE contracts and the HFM services provided to the VE. 

b. The price and quality of the HFM services being delivered in support of the regular  

estate when compared with the VE. 

c. The impact of the Studyôs recommendations on MOD and RFCA operating models,  

resources and delivery costs. 

d. The impact of the Studyôs recommendations on RFCAôs wider activities delivered in  

support of Defence. 

e. The impact of the Studyôs recommendations on the relationship between RFCAs  

and the single Services. 

Throughout the Study, the Study team consulted with a wide range of stakeholders including the 

13 RFCAs, the Council of Reserve Forcesô and Cadetsô Associations (CRFCA), the single  

Services, RFCA customers, Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) and wider MOD, to gather 

insight into the strengths and issues of the existing HFM operating model and to explore the  

opportunities and risks of aligning the VE with the regular estate in respect of HFM service  

delivery.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For the RFCAs to meet their statutory obligations, stakeholders recognised that the RFCAs and 

CRFCA should retain responsibility for managing future HFM service delivery across the VE. 

Stakeholders also recognised that the adoption of the FDIS BE standard, in terms of the contract 

model and operating environment, presents an opportunity to modernise the provision of HFM 

services on the VE, improve the condition of the VE and the service delivered to Estate users.  
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Implementation of the FDIS BE contracts on the VE will deliver a higher standard of service, 

aligned to the regular estate, based upon industry standard maintenance regimes. The  

introduction of FDIS BE will address the estate compliance reporting issues inherent in the  

existing operating model. FDIS BE will introduce additional capability such as asset condition  

assessments to facilitate effective management of the VE. Leveraging the FDIS BE supply chain 

offers an opportunity to reinvest excess budgetary provision into the VE to address unfunded 

safe and legal remedial works and offset additional future organisation structure costs, moving 

the VE away from the existing fix on fail regime. A full list of the Study recommendations is shown 

at Annex A. 

The adoption of the FDIS BE arrangements across the VE will deliver higher levels of HFM  

capability, delivered through lower contract costs. This has supported the VE VFM Studyôs  

conclusion, evidenced throughout this report, that there is a clear and compelling VFM case to 

adopt the FDIS BE arrangements across the VE.        

James Crosfield  

Senior Responsible Owner 

Jon Hewlett  

Study Team Leader 



VE VFM Study Report  

7  15 December 2023 

Introduction and Background 

Study Purpose 

The purpose of the Volunteer Estate (VE) Value for Money (VFM) Study was to determine  

whether RFCA (Reserve Forcesô and Cadetsô Associations) Hard Facilities Management (HFM)
1
 

requirements could be more effectively met by the FDIS Built Estate (BE) suppliers than through 

the existing arrangements. The VFM Study has provided the evidence base for the Commercial 

and Procurement strategy to address the RFCA HFM requirement. The Studyôs  

recommendations apply to the Council of RFCAs (CRFCA), each of the 13 RFCAs, and to the 

wider Defence Infrastructure enterprise.  

Study Process 

The Study was launched on 3 October 2022. It was carried out by a Study Team led by Jon 

Hewlett, a senior member of the DIO Major Programmes and Projects Delivery Continuity Team 

(DCT). The Senior Responsible Owner (SRO) was DIO Regional Delivery SW Region & RFCA 

Head (James Crosfield).  
 

The Team split the Study into three phases: 

a. Phase 1 (Statement of Requirement (SoR) and Delivery Model Long List) 

b. Phase 2 (Delivery Model and Investment Appraisal) 

c. Phase 3 (Study Report) 

 

The Study team identified key stakeholders, including all 13 RFCAs, CRFCA and the RFCAôs 

customers. In addition, the Study ran a series of workshops with stakeholders to better gain  

insight into the existing RFCA HFM operating model, the VE HFM requirement and to  

develop an awareness of the RFCAôs wider responsibilities. Further detail on engagement will be 

provided throughout the report. The Study Team would like to take this opportunity to thank all 

stakeholders for their open and honest contributions to the Study. 

1. HFM is defined as the provision of Planned Maintenance (routine inspection and servicing of assets ensuring all 
statutory and mandatory obligations are met), Reactive Maintenance (the repair of assets), Planned Preventative 
Maintenance (additional maintenance to maximise the availability and life cycle of assets), Grounds Maintenance 
and all injected works up to a value of ú5m (incl. VAT) per task. 
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Background 

The maintenance of the VE was  

included in the scope of the FDIS  

Programme. It was decided by the  

MOD Investment Approval Committee 

(IAC) at Initial Gate (IG) that the VE 

HFM aspects should be de-coupled 

from the main FDIS procurement on the 

basis that there were potentially wider 

issues to be taken into consideration 

noting the RFCAs other responsibilities 

in support of Defence. It was therefore 

determined at FDIS IG that a VE VFM 

Study should be conducted post FDIS 

delivery to enable wider issues to be 

taken into account in determining 

whether the responsibility for  

maintaining the VE should be moved to 

align more closely with the maintenance 

of the Regular estate. The IAC stated 

that the Study should commence six 

months post In-Service Date of the final 

FDIS region (South East 1 April 2022) 

on 1 October 2022, and that it should 

report nine months later (30 June 2023). 

The tender documentation that was  

developed to support the FDIS BE  

procurement made it clear that other  

elements of the Defence estate may be 

brought into the arrangements during 

the term of the contracts. Legal advice 

sought at the time, specifically with  

regard to the VE, confirmed that should 

the Study recommend FDIS BE as the 

most appropriate delivery model that 

amending the FDIS BE contracts would 

be an appropriate course of action.  
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The FDIS BE Programme 

The FDIS Programme procured four regional contracts to provide HFM services to the MODôs 

built estate across the UK. The FDIS BE contracts entered service in December 2021 (Scotland 

& Northern Ireland), February 2022 (Central and South West) and April 2022 (South East),  

management of the contracts and assurance of the services provided is undertaken by the DIO.  

FDIS BE was a procurement enabled change project responsible for the delivery of the next suite 

of HFM arrangements to support the UK Defence estate. The project has put in place  

arrangements that are an enabler for the Defence Infrastructure Model Review (DIMR) and the 

arrangements include mechanisms to respond to any change in size or shape of the UK Defence 

estate in support of the Better Defence Estate Strategy. The project delivers non-discretionary 

services ensuring the estate remains legally compliant, as well as providing a range of bespoke 

discretionary services, capable of adapting and responding to the changing needs and  

expectations of stakeholders to transform infrastructure service provision to the Defence  

community, ensuring innovations and advances are fully embraced, with first class operational 

delivery, enhanced quality, reduced supplier costs and that industry norms and best practice are 

delivered where possible.  

Overview of the RFCAs 

There are 13 RFCAs which cover the United Kingdom and are established by Act of Parliament. 

In addition to overseeing the maintenance of the VE, RFCAs provide wider estate management 

functions, advice and support on behalf of the UKôs volunteer reserve forces and cadets to the 

single Services, maintain links to the community, and deliver employer engagement on behalf of 

Defence. The CRFCA provides central coordination and focus in support of the individual  

associations to fulfil the requirements of their customers as governed through Service Level 

Agreements.  

 

 

 

Established as part of the Haldane Reforms in 1907 (as Territorial, Auxiliary and Volunteer  

Reservesô Associations) the RFCAs were designed to provide local support to the Armyôs  

Territorial Force in every county. The name and number of associations has changed during the 

intervening years, and the remit of the RFCAs has grown to encompass Reserves and Cadets of 

all three Services and key Defence outputs. Their legal status is enshrined under the Reserve 

Forces Act 1996 (RFA96), defining their duties as: 

 

a. To give advice and assistance to the Defence Council in respect of the state  

of the Reserves for their area.  

b. To conform to the Defence Plan.  
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RFA96 granted the RFCAs power to create a Joint Committee of two or more of the RFCAs as 

they deem necessary. Through this power, they created the CRFCA to provide central internal 

coordination and a focus to enable the associations to fulfil the requirements of their customers 

within resources. The RFCAs work through, but are not accountable to, the CRFCA. The Council 

represents the RFCAs externally and provides guidance on the discharge of their responsibilities.  

The Defence Council assigned nine key duties to the RFCAs, which the RFCA Regulations 2014 

capture in five broad headings (six, including the recruitment task):  

a. Advice and Assistance 

b. VE and Infrastructure 

c. Employer engagement 

d. Cadets and Youth 

e. Establish and Maintain links with the Civilian Community 

 

 

 

 

 

Under the CRFCA Corporate Plan, the three primary pillars of support to Defence provided by the 

RFCAs are:  

a. Delivery and stewardship of a compliant VE. 

b. Delivery of end-to-end support to Defenceôs Cadets and Youth programme. 

c. Delivery of engagement on behalf of Defence and the chains of command through  

networks, covering employer engagement and wider community engagement. 

 

The RFCAsô regional footprint and close ties to their respective communities is seen by RFCA 

customers as a key strength, with regional variance and nuance in delivery and engagement. For 

example, political, security and legislative factors in Northern Ireland (NI) condition the level and 

nature of both single Service (sS) and MOD engagement within the devolved nation.  
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The Volunteer Estate 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The VE exists to support the activities of the Volunteer Reserve and the Cadets. It comprises the 

Royal Naval Reserve (RNR), Royal Marine Reserve (RMR), Army Reserve (AR) and to a lesser 

extent, the Royal Auxiliary Air Force (RAuxAF) estate, together with the facilities used by the 

MOD Sponsored Cadet Forces and Recognised Youth Groups which consist of the Sea Cadet 

Corps (SCC), Volunteer Cadet Corps RN/RM (VCC RN/RM), the Army Cadet Force (ACF), the 

RAF Air Cadets (RAF AC), the Combined Cadet Force (CCF RN, Army and RAF), which provides 

cadets organisations for schools, and RN Recognised Sea Scouts and RAF Recognised Air 

Scouts.  

From a HFM perspective, the RFCAs source local contractors, with a main focus on estate 

maintenance, but with capital projects delivered also, seeking to develop and maintain strong  

relationships with their regional customers. Over 500 HFM contracts support the VE, which is 

comprised of 2,010
2
 sites, containing 8,166 Level 2 assets

3
. The majority of sites in each RFCA 

are cadet huts, which are typically occupied only in the evening and weekends, and which are 

geographically dispersed across each RFCAôs area of responsibility. Reserve Centres are  

typically located in towns and cities and are supported by a permanent staff. In addition, each 

RFCA includes at least one Cadet Training Centre. 

2. Number of sites and assets taken from CRFCA data extract dated 04 Aug 22. 
3. A Level 2 asset is a Built, Infrastructure, Maritime, Ground or Extensive Lead and Property Feature that fits the  
definition of a Level 2 Asset, e.g., a hanger or sports pitch. 

Figure 1 - RFCA Regions 
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RFCA 
Number of 
Level 2  
Buildings 

Number of 
Sites 

Number of 
Reserve 
Centres 

Number of  
Cadet Training 
Centres 

Number of 
other 
sites

4
 

East Anglia 384 176 16 4 156 

East Midlands 311 135 17 2 116 

Greater London 369 153 42 4 111 

Highland 382 134 23 6 104 

Lowland 346 128 30 7 91 

North of England 283 72 25 1 46 

Northern Ireland 185 47 15 2 30 

North West 639 198 33 6 159 

South East 803 327 30 7 290 

Wales 403 147 23 5 119 

West Midlands 426 149 30 4 115 

Wessex 577 220 24 7 189 

Yorkshire & the Humber 427 124 26 2 96 

Total 5,535 2,010 334 57 1,622 

4. Includes caretaker accommodation, cadet facilities and Armed Forces Careers Offices. 
5. https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/874779/
FINAL_RFCA_Review_2019_Report-OFFICIAL_SENSITIVE.pdf  

Table 1 - Laydown of VE assets 

The RFCA 2019 Review 

The RFCA 2019 Review
5
 (also known as The Sullivan Review) was tasked with identifying  

activities conducted across Defence that could be undertaken by the RFCAs more effectively 

and/ or at less cost and to consider ways to optimise the management of the RFCAs. The  

Sullivan Review made two headline strategic recommendations:  

a. On the RFCA Side - Regularise and streamline the CRFCA and 13 RFCA Arms Length 

Bodies (ALBs) into a Single Executive Non-Departmental Public Body - as part of the  

Armed Forces Act 2021. 

b. On the Customer Side - ACDS(R&C) to become the Single Departmental Sponsor for the 

RFCA Non-Departmental Public Body (NDPB) to provide tri-Service direction and oversight 

of Governance, Strategy and Performance (in alignment with the new Defence Operating 

Model). 

In addition, The Sullivan Review made a number of detailed recommendations, comments and 

observations pertaining to the VE. The VE VFM Study has fully taken into consideration all  

aspects of The Sullivan Review concerning the provision of HFM services to the VE  

(see Annex B).  
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RFCA Reform Programme 

The VE VFM Study liaised with the RFCA Reform Team to inform the development of the primary 

legislation drafted in respect of RFCA HFM responsibilities to support the outcome of the Sullivan 

Review, noting that any change to the functions of the RFCAs could have significant implications 

for the RFCA Reform Programme and the overall NDPB proposition. Development of the primary 

legislation was paused during the period of the Study. The Studyôs recommendations are  

consistent with RFA96 and agnostic to the creation of a single NDPB and the governance  

arrangements for the recommended future HFM delivery model have been designed to support 

the current organisational structure of the RFCAs and to accommodate the establishment of the 

NDPB.    

 

Study Objectives 

The Study Terms of Reference are shown at Annex C. The key objectives of the VE VFM Study 

as agreed by the MOD IAC were to assess:  

 

a. The potential strategic alignment between the HFM services delivered to the regular  

estate through the FDIS BE contracts and the HFM services provided to the VE.  

b. The price and quality of the HFM services being delivered in support of the regular  

estate when compared with the VE. 

c. The commercial implications of the price and quality comparison. 

 

d. The impact of the Studyôs recommendations on MOD and RFCA operating models,  

resources and delivery costs. 

e. The impact of the Studyôs recommendations on RFCAôs wider activities delivered  

in support of Defence. 

f. The impact of the Studyôs recommendations on the relationship between RFCAs  

and the single Services.  

g. The impact of the Studyôs recommendations on the legislation and regulations  

governing RFCA. 

h. Any TUPE implications of the recommendations made by the Study. 
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Study Governance 

The VE VFM Study was undertaken in accordance with the governance structure described in 
the VE VFM Study Governance Management Plan at Annex D, reporting to MOD IAC via the 
Study Sponsor Board. A range of Working Groups were established to manage specific 
workstreams throughout the duration of the Study, including:  
 

a. Communications Working Group 

b. Combined Operational Effectiveness and  
Investment Appraisal Working Group (COEIA WG) 

c. Information Systems Working Group (ISWG) 

d. Study Delivery Group 

 

The SRO provided clear top-level direction throughout the study and represented the VE VFM 
Study at a number of other executive committee meetings as appropriate. The VE VFM Study 
Team Leader undertook day to day management of the Study, reporting to the Study SRO and 
DIO DCT Portfolio Director.  

VE VFM Sponsor Board 

The VE VFM Sponsor Board provided strategic direction and was the decision-making body for 
the Study, an escalation route for issues and risks that could not be managed at Study level and 
endorsed recommendations to MOD IAC on the most effective arrangement to meet VE HFM  
requirements. Membership of the Sponsor Board included key VE stakeholders including ACDS 
(RF&C), DD FMC (Infra), TLB Infrastructure Heads, CE CRFCA and DIO Chief Operating Officer. 
The membership ensured that other RFCA and Infrastructure related bodies were engaged  
appropriately, including: 
 

a. RFCA Sponsor Board 

b. RFCA Reform Sponsor Group 

c. Infrastructure Joint Committee 

 

Terms of Reference for the Study Sponsor Board are included at Appendix 2 to Annex D. 
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Stakeholder Engagement 

Prior to the formal commencement of the Study in October 2022, a programme was put in place 
to engage with each of the 13 RFCAs. Running throughout August 2022, the engagement  
sessions presented an opportunity to understand the RFCAôs existing operating model,  
concerns and challenges faced by the RFCAs. Issues raised during the sessions included:  
 

a. Degradation of the estate, due to operating in a ófix on failô environment. Historic levels of 
funding provided by the Department have not allowed any Pre-Planned Preventative 
Maintenance to be undertaken across the VE. Funding levels barely cover the costs  
associated with Reactive Maintenance and do not allow for higher value remedial works, 
identified as a result of statutory and mandatory inspections, to be completed. This has led 
to the closure of a number of assets across the VE, including the Rochester Row Reserve 
Centre in the Greater London RFCA area of responsibility. 

b. Adherence to an obsolete óHFM Standards and Tasksô maintenance standard, which was 
used to support the now expired Next Generation Estate Contracts on the regular estate. 
This maintenance regime is no longer maintained by MOD and therefore runs a high risk of 
not being aligned to current legislation nor MOD policy. This creates a significant Health 
and Safety compliance risk. The MOD SFG20 maintenance regime has been adopted 
across the regular estate.  

c. Difficulty providing accurate and up to date Health and Safety estate compliance  
information. Over the last financial year CRFCA reports to the RFCA Delivery Board  
indicated that, on average, in any one month only some 66% of all assets were  
documented as compliant. This compares with some 98% mitigated compliance being  
reported across the regular estate. While many RFCAs indicated that their monthly  
compliance was far better than reported it was not possible for the Study Team to validate 
this, though the documented whole year position for FY22/23 was at least 73.5%  
compliance. Reported compliance of an average of 66% of assets is not an acceptable  
position and exposes the Secretary of State for Defence to a significant level of risk.  

d. A low level of estates change funding when compared to the regular estate, resulting in a 
lack of improvement being delivered across the VE. It was noted that in Financial Year 
(FY) 21/22 some Ã285m of Resource Departmental Expenditure Limit (RDel) was  
committed across the regular estate. By contrast, during the same period, only Ã18.1m 
was committed to the VE. On any measure this would appear to represent under funding 
of the VE, noting that the VE comprises some one sixth of the assets of the regular estate 
and that the Reserve comprises some one third of the strength of the Army. 

e. Outdated Information Systems (IS) and poor access to MOD systems. The óSymphonyô IT 
system that is used to support VE activity has been in place since 2006. By definition, it is 
now becoming increasingly outdated and does not provide the functionality that would be 
expected of modern Computer Aided Facilities Management (CAFM) systems. The  
Symphony IT system restricts the ability of the RFCAs to adopt more modern working 
practices.  

f. An inefficient commercial model, with over 500 HFM contracts in place across the VE to 
support the delivery of HFM services, resulting in a high admin burden within the RFCA 
Estates Team

6
 and inconsistency of service delivery across the UK. 

6. Estates Teams spend much of their time dealing with invoices, placing low value orders to instruct reactive  
maintenance tasks, and obtaining evidence that mandatory and statutory tasks have been completed and loaded  
to the IS.  
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g. Difficulty attracting and retaining professionally qualified estates staff due to pay bands  
offering below market rate compensation. The number and grades of staff employed within 
the RFCA Estates Teams are significantly lower when compared with other benchmark  
organisations. This has led to recruitment and retention issues and directly impacts the  
ability of the RFCAs, despite all best efforts, to satisfactorily deliver all estates services.  

h. Difficulty attracting qualified supply chain to support HFM delivery to some of the more  
geographically remote VE assets. The current operating model relies on local suppliers to 
prioritise VE activity, noting that higher volumes of activity from other clients sometimes  
take precedence over the VE. This can lead to reactive maintenance not being delivered in 
a satisfactory timeframe and in some cases impact upon the timely completion of statutory 
and mandatory inspections of assets.  

 
In addition to the initial engagement programme, the Study ran a number of workshops to gain 
insight into the VEôs requirements and the options available to address them. Further detail on 
that engagement is provided throughout the report.  
 

Requirements Setting 

An initial review of the FDIS BE Statement of Requirements (SOR) was undertaken by CRFCA 
Director Volunteer Estate. This review concluded that the SOR would meet the overall  
requirements of the VE. This was followed by a workshop that was held to undertake a  
line-by-line review of the FDIS BE SOR with each of the 13 RFCA Heads of Estates to ensure 
that the FDIS BE SOR met the VE need and that any detailed VE requirements not catered for in 
the FDIS BE SOR were captured.  

At the workshop the RFCAs reviewed and confirmed that the FDIS BE SOR did meet the VE 
need, with few additional requirements identified. As a result of the workshop the SOR was 
amended to include maintenance of 25m indoor firing ranges and the addition of Cadet Training 
Centres (CTC) and caretakersô accommodation within the Enhanced Reactive Maintenance

7
  

arrangements. Following the workshop, the RFCAs identified any additional regional specific  
requirements (such as the Sedum Roof at Alt House, NW RFCA) for inclusion in region-specific 
annexes within the SOR. The SOR review also identified services not required on the VE, such 
as maintenance of airfield ground lighting and the provision of snow and ice clearance, which 
were removed from the SOR. Due diligence of the SOR will continue throughout the mobilisation 
phase to ensure that any new requirements are captured prior to In Service Date (ISD). Any 
changes identified will be addressed as Day 1 change. The adoption of the FDIS BE SOR would 
ensure the strategic alignment of the delivery of FM services across the VE with the regular  
estate and also ensure the same quality benchmarks are applied.  

7. Enhanced Reactive Maintenance provides priority response to ensure that the health, safety and welfare of  
Occupants is maintained as a priority and that any low value works required during silent hours are completed  
without the requirement to seek prior approval from RFCAs.  
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Combined Operational Effectiveness  

and Investment Appraisal 
 

Methodology 

The VE VFM Study reviewed previous methodologies adopted by DCT to establish the basis and 
approach to be used to develop the COEIA. The Study adopted the following staged approach as 
the basis of its COEIA method, which was agreed with Defence Economics. This is also shown in 
Figure 2.  

Phase 1 - SOR and Delivery Model Long List 

The preparatory phase of the Study identified any changes required to the FDIS BE SOR and 
through engagement with a wide range of stakeholders established a long list of potential future 
delivery options. As outlined at page 16, the FDIS BE SOR was reviewed to confirm that it met or 
exceeded the VE HFM requirement, and any additional requirements bespoke to the VE were 
identified. The SOR defined the service levels against which each option was assessed. Asset 
data to support consideration of the options was also obtained and verified.  

Informal engagement took place with the FDIS BE suppliers to understand their appetite for  
potentially delivering HFM services to the VE. Subsequently an indicative planning price was  
obtained from the suppliers which provided an early indication to the Study Team whether it 
would be more cost effective to adopt the FDIS BE when compared with the existing baseline 
costs of the RFCA delivery model. The outcome of this initial strategic review determined that the 
RFCAs did not need to provide costings to align with the FDIS BE SOR because the costs from 
the suppliers were lower than existing RFCA baseline costs, which in of themselves provide a 
lower level of capability than is provided through the FDIS BE contracts because they deliver 
against the NGEC specification. The long list of delivery model options was assessed by the 
COEIA Working Group to down select and establish a short list of options for consideration at 
Phase 2. 

Phase 2 - Delivery Model and Investment Appraisal 

Delivery Model 
The shortlist of delivery options were analysed, taking into account organisational and estate  
factors. The impact on wider RFCA activities and their relationships with the single Services were 
also taken into consideration. 

Investment Appraisal  
The evidence gathered in Phase 2 together with all associated FM delivery costs were cost  
modelled (in accordance with JSP 507) to demonstrate value for money. The outcome of the  
cost modelling, together with all other evidence gathered during the Study, formed the basis of 
the recommendations in this report. 
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Phase 3 - Study Report 

The phase of the Study devoted to the production of this report, to provide a record of all activity 
undertaken by the Study and to outline the rationale for the recommended course of action.  
 

Phase 4 - Engagement with MOD IAC 

The Study Team has remained in close contact with MOD Scrutiny throughout the course of the 
Study. The approach to, and outcome of, the options down select was discussed and agreed with 
Defence Economics and the Study Lead Scrutineer is a member of the VE VFM Study Sponsor 
Board. A Review Note was submitted to MOD IAC seeking approval to take the appropriate  
procurement activity to implement the findings of the Study. 
 

Figure 2 - VE VFM Study COEIA 
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Options Considered 

Through engagement with a wide range of stakeholders a long list of potential options to enable 
the future delivery of HFM services to the VE was established. This resulted in the following short 
list of options:  
 

Option 1 ï Status Quo/Do Nothing. 
 

Option 2 ï CRFCA to procure or amend contractual arrangements to enable adoption of SFG20. 
 

Option 3 ï CRFCA procure new contractual arrangements to the full FDIS standards. 
 

Option 4 ï FDIS Built Estate contractual arrangements are adopted with CRFCA managing four 
amended regional contracts in respect of VE. 
 

Option 5 ï FDIS Built Estate contractual arrangements are adopted with RFCAs becoming  
additional Service Delivery Areas (SDA) reporting to one of the four DIO Regional Delivery  
(RD) regions. 
 

Option 6 ï FDIS Built Estate contractual arrangements are adopted with RFCAs becoming  
additional SDA reporting to a single DIO Regional Delivery region. 
 

Option 7 ï FDIS Built Estate contractual arrangements are adopted with 13 RFCAs managing 
four amended regional contracts in respect of VE. 
 

Option 8 ï FDIS Built Estate contractual arrangements are adopted with the delivery of HFM  
to VE removed in totality as a function from the RFCAs, becoming a DIO responsibility. 
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a. Empowerment of NDPB (CRFCA) ï Sullivan compliant. 

b. Infrastructure System Operating Model Compliance. 

c. Alignment of VE with the regular estate (e.g., to common quality standards). 

Down Selection of Options 

Workshops were held on 31 October 2022 and 18 November 2022 to identify the Strengths, 
Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) against each of the eight potential delivery  
options. The workshops were attended by stakeholders from the Study, DIO, CRFCA and the 
RFCA Reform Team. Separately each of the RFCAs were requested to identify relevant SWOT 
and TLB Infrastructure Teams were also invited to review the outcome of the analysis and  
provide comment. Each option was assessed against the following scoring criteria and resulted in 
the outcome shown in the table below:  

d. The impact of the option on the RFCAôs wider activities delivered in support of Defence 

e. The impact of the option on the relationship between CRFCA/RFCAs and the single  

Services. 

f. The impact of the option on organisational structures (incl. CRFCA, RFCAs, DIO  

and TLBs). 

g. Practical implementation issues. 

h. Commercial considerations. 
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Criteria 
Option 
1 

Option 
2 

Option 
3 

Option 
4 

Option 
5 

Option 
6 

Option 
7 

Option 
8 

Empowerment of 
NDPB (CRFCA) 

4 4 4 4 1 1 1 1 

ISOM Compliance 2 2 3 4 4 4 3 4 

Alignment of VE 
with the Regular 
estate 

1 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 

The impact of the 
option on the 
RFCAôs wider ac-
tivities delivered in 
support of De-
fence. 

4 4 4 4 3 3 4 1 

The impact of the 
option on the rela-
tionship between 
C/RFCAs and the 
single Services. 

3 3 3 4 1 1 1 1 

The impact of the 
option on organi-
sational structures 
(incl. CRFCA, 
RFCAs, DIO and 
TLBs). 

3 3 3 3 1 1 2 1 

Practical Imple-
mentation Issues 

4 3 1 2 2 1 2 1 

Commercial con-
siderations 

1 1 2 4 2 1 1 1 

Total Score 22 22 24 29 18 16 18 14 

Ranking =3 =3 2 1 =4 5 =4 6 

Table 2 - Option Down Select Scoring Matrix  

The highest scoring option was Option Four ï FDIS BE contractual arrangements are adopted 

with CRFCA managing four amended regional contracts in respect of the VE.  
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a. Strategic alignment. The recommended option offers the opportunity to transform the  
approach to maintaining the VE whilst ensuring statutory and mandatory compliance, 
providing a safe place for Reserves and Cadets to work and train. It also allows for the  
strategic alignment of the VE with the regular estate, generating a óone Defence Estateô 
ethos. The option reinforces the close relationship between CRFCA/RFCAs and the single 
Services and their role as the Intelligent Customer to TLBs for VE matters. Adopting the 
FDIS BE HFM contracts will move the VE away from delivering to a model aligned with the 
now superseded Next Generation Estates Contracts (NGEC). This move will apply a  
qualitative improvement in the delivery of HFM as has been experienced on the regular  
estate, including a move from a largely reactive ófix on failô maintenance approach, towards 
an approach where planned and predictive methods, supported by instrumentation and a 
forward life-cycle replacement programme, become the norm.  

b. The FDIS BE HFM environment will lead to innovation and the adoption of industry best 
practice across the VE and will enable a collaborative relationship with suppliers in  
accordance with ISO 44001.   

c. The recommended option is not a like for like replacement.  If it were to be, we would  
continue to see increasing rates of asset failures, further degradation of condition and  
increasing levels of asset non-compliance and unacceptable safety risks. 

d. The recommended option offers the opportunity to transform our approach to VE  
maintenance. It goes beyond delivery of a safe and compliant estate baseline. FDIS BE 
HFM suppliers will employ digital technology to ensure investment decisions are more data 
driven, thereby enabling better targeted VE management and evidence-based balance of 
investment decisions. The FDIS BE HFM approach shifts service delivery from the current 
ófix on failô approach to a preventative maintenance and life cycle replacement regime and it 
offers CRFCA and the RFCAs options to purchase additional services above and beyond 
the core contract with opportunity to build towards a full planned preventative maintenance 
regime.   

e. The Sullivan Report states, óThe Health and Safety on the VE presents significant legal,  
financial, health, and reputational risk to Defence.ô (Para 5.5.2). The level of service  
provision, through statutory and mandatory tasks and planned preventative maintenance, 
included in the FDIS BE HFM specification, together with the improved reporting and data 
provision provided through these contracts, will help to address the Health and Safety  
compliance risks present on the VE.  

f. The core FDIS BE contracts will deliver improved services for CRFCA and the RFCAs by 
introducing the industry standard maintenance regime, SFG20, to the VE for the first time. 
The recommended option will improve the efficiency of the delivery of the Billable Works 
programme by introducing a light-touch 'Trust with Consequences' approvals process with 
associated retrospective assurance and benchmarking mechanisms for low value works  
(up to Ã25k excluding VAT). This will greatly increase the speed of delivery and improve  
delivery capacity. Contract performance mechanisms will be adopted to incentivise and  
improve levels of performance and the quality of service delivery by tiered profit levels 
based on attainment of deliverables. 

g. The recommended option is a key enabler for the Defence Infrastructure Operating Model 
(DIOM) and includes mechanisms to respond to any change in size or shape to the UK VE 
in support of the Reserve Estates Optimisation Programme (REOP). Adoption of the FDIS 
BE HFM contracts on the VE enables the use of pricing arrangements structured to give the 
full benefit of reduced operating costs when sites are released for disposal under the REOP, 
or where individual assets on core sites are identified for closure or disposal.  



VE VFM Study Report  

23  15 December 2023 

h. The use of the existing FDIS BE suppliers takes advantage of the helpdesks, CAFM  
systems and processes to support the delivery of Billable Works, to name but three, that 
have already been mobilised to deliver HFM services to the regular estate. Not only does 
this de-risk service delivery across the VE but it also minimises the cost and the other  
significant resource impacts, for both DIO and the RFCAs, of mobilising a new suite of  
HFM arrangements to the VE. 

i. CRFCA managing the performance of the suppliers across the VE, supported in this role  
by the RFCAs, ensures that the option aligns to the NDPB model recommended in the  
Sullivan Report (noting that the establishment of the NDPB has been paused) and enables 
effective discharge of the existing CRFCA/RFCA statutory Estates Management function. 

Implementation of this option represents significant organisational change for CRFCA and the 
RFCAs, new ways of working and cultural change and will therefore require a comprehensive 
change management approach to effectively implement the option. The Studyôs review of, and 
recommendations, in relation to Estates Team structures are described at page 32 and  
mobilisation approach is at page 40. This option requires any system incompatibility issues to be 
addressed to enable data flows between CRFCA and the RFCAs, the Suppliers and DIO. Work is 
in hand through the Studyôs Data and IS Working Group to enable access to all relevant systems. 
The benefits of adopting option 4 were assessed as substantially outweighing the benefits of all 
other options.  
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Other Options 

Full detail of the SWOT analysis in respect of each of the options considered is shown at  
Annex E. The primary reasons for the non-selection of the remaining options are shown below.  

Option One  

Status Quo / Do Nothing. 
 

The current model generates Health and Safety compliance risks that cannot be tolerated by  
Defence as there is a lack of full compliance with some MOD policies such as JSP 375

8
. There 

are also wider compliance risks as maintenance carried out by the RFCA supply chain is  
conducted in accordance with DIO's previous HFM Standards and Tasks standard, which is no 
longer maintained and is not to current industry standard (i.e. SFG20). The provision by the  
existing supply chain of certification of statutory and mandatory tests is often delayed by two to 
three months after the test has taken place. Demonstration of compliance is problematic. Under 
the current model some 500 suppliers are employed to deliver compliance and/or reactive 
maintenance tasks. The disaggregated nature of the contracts do not generate economies of 
scale and/or efficiencies and managing multiple suppliers results in management inefficiency and 
a high admin burden for the RFCA Estates Teams. The RFCAs operate a bespoke infrastructure 
IS (Symphony), built by a SME supplier, which is not consistent with the IS used by DIO to  
manage the regular estate, nor compatible with latest industry standards. It is resource intensive 
to capture information from suppliers to keep the IS up to date, the flow of data into DIO is  
hampered by a lack of MODnet connectivity and DIOôs infrastructure asset management  
taxonomy is inconsistently applied across the RFCAs. The existing model does have some  
benefit, primarily through the use of SMEs to deliver services, supporting both Cabinet Office and 
wider government initiatives, and the RFCAs role of engaging with local communities on behalf of 
Defence. This model is aligned to the NDPB model recommended by the Sullivan Report but due 
to the use of outdated maintenance schedules and an inability to report asset compliance data in 
an accurate and timely manner it does not enable the RFCAs and CRFCA to fully discharge their 
statutory estates management function.  

Option Two 

CRFCA to procure or amend contractual arrangements to enable adoption of SFG20. 
 

This option begins to address the risks inherent in the existing model through the adoption of the 
industry standard maintenance regime (SFG20) which is a live standard and develops in  
accordance with changes to law and regulation. Procurement activity would be required to  
facilitate the adoption of SFG20 thereby beginning the standardisation of maintenance between 
the VE and regular estate and providing the opportunity to consolidate the supply chain.  
However, CRFCA and the RFCAs do not have the necessary suitably qualified and experienced 
resource to carry out the procurement. Additionally, whilst not tested formally by the Study it is 
understood that there would be limited market interest in this approach. Regardless, the relatively 
small scale of the offer to the market is unlikely to attract the same level of cost efficiency as 
achieved through the FDIS BE procurement. This option does not address wider compliance with 
MOD policy, nor issues relating to IS, data and asset management, generation of economies of 
scale, etc. It also does not offer the level of FM capability delivered through the FDIS BE  
arrangements.  

Option Three 

CRFCA procure new contractual arrangements to the full FDIS standard. 
 

This option ranked second when scored due to alignment of the VE with the regular estate. The  

8. Management of Health and Safety in Defence.  
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level of capability delivered by this option would align to the capability delivered to the regular  
estate. This would include the adoption of SFG20, the use of common standards for data, IS, 
technical compliance, Health & Safety and quality assurance across the VE and regular estate. 
Contract management and performance management would also be common across the VE and 
regular estate. Additionally, adoption of the Inclusive Repair Threshold (IRT) ensures all repairs 
up to a given value are completed by the Supplier as they are included in the core price, and it 
provides access to Trust With Consequences and Supplier professional services and design core 
teams, improving service flexibility and response times. Procurement activity would be required to 
facilitate the adoption of this option. However, CRFCA and the RFCAs do not have the necessary 
suitably qualified and experienced resource to carry out the procurement. Additionally, whilst not 
tested formally by the Study it is understood that there would be limited market interest in this  
approach. Regardless, the relatively small scale of the offer to the market is unlikely to attract the 
same level of cost efficiency as achieved through the FDIS BE procurement, it is highly unlikely 
that this option would generate best value for money when compared to Option Four. There 
would be a high probability that the existing FDIS BE suppliers would be successful and in such 
circumstances, nugatory effort would have been expended in conducting a separate  
procurement. Should other suppliers be successful, this would require a full mobilisation of their 
operating model, including the establishment of new helpdesks, the connectivity of CAFM  
systems etc, this would have a significant resource impact on both DIO and the RFCAs, as well 
as increased mobilisation costs for suppliers.  

The remaining four options adopt the FDIS BE arrangements and consider different management 
and assurance regimes. The focus for the SWOT analysis was to determine the viability and  
efficiency of the different management regimes.  

Options Five and Six 

FDIS BE contractual arrangements are adopted with RFCAs becoming additional SDA  
reporting to the four DIO RD regions. 
 

FDIS BE contractual arrangements are adopted with RFCAs becoming additional SDA  
reporting to a single DIO RD region. 
 

Although these options include the adoption of the FDIS BE contracts and the associated  
benefits and risk mitigation discussed in relation to Option Four, by not aligning with the NDPB 
model recommended in the Sullivan Report, these options would undermine CRFCAôs ability to  
discharge its statutory Estates Management function. Adopting either of these options may also 
move the decision-making focus to tasks perceived to have a higher priority by DIO and the  
single Services  at the expense of the VE. Significant organisational change would be required 
for the RFCAs to adopt the business process and culture required within DIO. These options 
would break the close relationship between CRFCA (future NDPB) and the single Services.  

Option Seven 

FDIS BE contractual arrangements are adopted with 13 RFCAs managing four amended 
regional contracts in respect of VE. 
 

As with options five and six, this option does bring the benefits of the FDIS standards and FDIS 
supply chain thereby improving the maintenance standard on the VE and increasing flexibility of 
service and response through mechanisms such as Trust With Consequences. This option does 
not align with the NDPB model recommended in the Sullivan Report and undermines CRFCAôs  
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ability to discharge its statutory Estates Management function, in an NDPB construct. In addition, 
this option does not align to the FDIS BE model of four regional contracts and from a commercial 
perspective it would not be possible to break the 4 FDIS BE regional contracts into 13 smaller 
contracts. This option also breaks the close relationship between CRFCA (future NDPB) and the 
single Services.  

Option Eight 

FDIS BE contractual arrangements are adopted with the delivery of HFM to VE removed in 
totality as a function from the RFCAs, becoming a DIO responsibility. 
 

As the lowest scoring option, the weaknesses and threats presented by this option far outweigh 
the benefits brought by adopting the FDIS BE contracts. By removing the management of HFM 
from CRFCA and the RFCAs, this option undermines CRFCA and the RFCAôs ability to discharge 
their statutory Estates Management function, does not align with the recommendations made in 
the Sullivan Report and undermines the RFCAs role as the Intelligent Customer to the TLBs, as 
their ability to foster a close relationship with estate users and local stakeholders would be  
removed. This option would also bring significant risk to DIO through the subsummation of the 
RFCA Estates Teams which would require significant changes to the DIO RD organisational 
structure.  

Wounded and Injured Service Personnel Adaptations 
(WISPA) 

Adaptations to private homes for wounded and injured Service personnel are funded by Defence 
and predominantly delivered by respective RFCAs. This responsibility is not part of the RFCA 
core service delivery, nor has it been resourced as such. RFCAs in their desire to ensure that 
veterans are supported appropriately agreed to deliver this task at a point in time when MOD 
HFM delivery arrangements were neither sufficiently agile nor responsive, to meet the needs of 
veterans. The FDIS Accommodation contracts have been designed to deliver minor new works in 
a much more responsive manner than the predecessor arrangements,  making use of a light 
touch approval process (Trust with Consequences) to ensure projects are delivered at pace.  
Delivering WISPA consumes significant amounts of RFCA resource, sometimes to the detriment 
of ensuring a safe and compliant VE. The FDIS Accommodation contracts already require  
suppliers to execute adaptations for Service Families Accommodation and with a minor contract 
amendment to include adaptations on private homes, present the appropriate delivery vehicle for 
WISPA on private homes. This would allow the RFCA Estates Teams to focus upon their core 
task of ensuring a safe and compliant VE. To enable the contract amendment to be enacted, this 
change in delivery responsibility should be effective from 1 November 2023. All in-flight WISPA 
on private homes should remain the responsibility of RFCAs until completion.   



VE VFM Study Report  

27  15 December 2023 

Supply Chain Engagement 

Indicative Pricing 

An indicative planning price was obtained from the Suppliers which provided an early indication 
to the Study Team whether it would be more cost effective to adopt the FDIS BE arrangements 
when compared with the existing baseline costs of the RFCA delivery model. An initial supplier 
engagement brief was held on 8 August 2022 to provide the FDIS BE suppliers with an overview 
of the VE and RFCA operating environment. An industry day was held at Coldhams Lane Army  
Reserve Centre, Cambridge in order for the FDIS BE Suppliers to hear first-hand the purpose 
and role of the RFCAs, the challenges and issues experienced through the current service  
provision and the RFCAsô aspirations for the VE, and to visit a range of VE assets (including a 
Reserve Centre, Cadet Training Centre and Cadet Hut) representative of the design, construction 
and condition of assets across the VE. As a potential amendment to the FDIS BE contracts, the 
FDIS BE Suppliers were instructed to construct their indicative pricing in line with the FDIS BE 
SOR and contract terms and conditions. The FDIS BE suppliers were provided with asset data to 
allow the development of accurate indicative pricing for the delivery of HFM services to the VE. 

The FDIS BE suppliersô indicative pricing proposals noted cost drivers including the geographical 
spread of RFCA sites (in rural areas on the British mainland and Northern Ireland, as well as the 
Scottish islands) in terms of both labour costs arising from travel time and access due to there 
being no permanent staff on site, as well as the requirement for 4Cs

9
 and other health and safety 

briefings to be delivered to suppliers operatives attending such locations. Whilst those cost  
drivers may have delivered upward pressure on supplierôs pricing, it was noted that this was  
off-set by the VEôs nature as a simpler, less technical, estate to maintain when compared to the  
regular estate, requiring a less specialised supply chain to be employed.  

The indicative prices received from the FDIS BE Suppliers confirmed that the FDIS BE  
specification and standard was a viable option and could be delivered within the current funding 
envelope. Of note, the indicative prices provided were below the baseline contract cost of the 
RFCAs existing HFM operating model. 

9. Coordinate, Cooperate, Communicate, Control. The methodology for managing visiting workers and contractors on 
the Defence estate.  
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a. Indicate any changes made to the indicative price previously provided, including  

an explanation of any changes to the underpinning assumptions.  

b. Provide details of the account management structure to be put in place to support  

delivery of HFM services to the VE.  

c. Provide details of the Supplierôs proposed delivery model.  

Formal Quotations 

Once the preferred delivery model had been determined, i.e. Option 4 page 21, quotations for the 
delivery of HFM services to the VE were formally requested from the FDIS BE Suppliers. In  
addition to the Level 2 and Level 4

10
 asset data previously provided, the Suppliers were provided 

with the revised SOR, updated following the SOR workshop (see page 16), as well as details of 
caretakerôs accommodation. All information was provided to enable the development of the  
indicative price into a formal quotation. In submitting their formal quotations Suppliers were also 
required to:  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The FDIS BE Supplier quotations were assessed to ensure that the VE requirement had been 
priced in accordance with the FDIS BE contract pricing mechanism

11
, including the application of 

the agreed levels of overhead and profit, and an assessment of additional resourcing required to 
manage the volume of work to be delivered to the VE. The formal quotations were subsequently 
validated and verified by an independent Quantity Surveyor to confirm that the prices submitted 
not only were in line with the FDIS BE pricing mechanism, but also that they were fair and  
reasonable.  

A deliverability assessment of the FDIS BE Supplierôs proposed delivery models for the provision 
of HFM services to the VE was conducted to provide assurance that any operational delivery risk 
arising from the incorporation of the VE into the FDIS BE contracts is manageable and would not 
adversely affect delivery of HFM services to the regular estate and that a satisfactory level of  
service would be delivered to the VE. 

10. A Level 4 sub-element is a sub-component of a level 3 element which forms part of a Level 2 asset. For example, 
a pump (Level 4 sub-element) in a boiler (Level 3 element) within an office block (Level 2 asset)  
11. FDIS BE Call-Off Schedule 5 ï Call-Off Pricing  
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As part of the deliverability assessment, the FDIS BE Suppliers confirmed that: 
 

a. Sufficient resource is included in their account management structures to absorb the  
delivery of HFM to the VE without detriment to their account management of the FDIS  
BE contracts or their relationships with DIO Regional Delivery and the TLBs.  

b. The account management structures include sufficient resource to deliver Billable Works to 
the VE, based on current estimates, without impacting delivery of the regular estate Billable 
Works programme.  

c. The account management structures include sufficient dedicated Authorised Engineers and 
Authorised Persons resource to discharge responsibilities in accordance with JSP 375 on 
the VE. 

d. Supply chains, separate to those supporting the regular estate, shall be stood up to support 
the VE requirement. Where the Suppliers intend to use their existing regular estate supply 
chain (e.g., to carry out specialist maintenance tasks) they have confirmed that there is  
sufficient capacity within their supply chains to deliver the services without adversely  
affecting either the VE or the regular estate.  

 
Table 3 shows the FDIS BE Supplierôs formal quotations compared to the contract costs that  
support the current RFCA delivery model. The figures demonstrate that adopting the FDIS BE 
generates year on year financial savings, noting that the FDIS BE contracts deliver a higher level 
of FM capability than the existing RFCA HFM delivery model. Due to the position of the FDIS BE 
suppliers in the market they are able to leverage financial efficiencies that are not available to the 
suppliers currently delivering HFM services to the VE. Noting that labour is the main cost driver in 
an FM environment the FDIS BE ways of working generate financial efficiencies when compared 
with the existing RFCA HFM model.  

Supplier Quotes vs. RFCA HFM Contract Costs ÃM  

Year 1  2  3  4  5  

Total  

FY 24/25 25/26 26/27 27/28 28/29 

Supplier Quote RDEL 21.285 24.520 24.728 25.232 21.843 117.608 

RFCA HFM Contract 
Costs  

RDEL 

  
25.562 

  
27.885 

  
28.156 

  
28.697 

  
23.148 

  
133.448 

Variance 
(Negative repre-

sents excess in provision)  
RDEL -4.277 -3.365 -3.428 -3.465 -1.305 -15.840 

Table 3 - Supplier Quotes vs. RFCA HFM Contract Costs  
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Benefits 

In addition to the financial benefits shown at table 3 above, incorporation of the VE into the FDIS 
BE contracts will leverage several benefits improving the levels of service received by users of 
the VE, the standard of maintenance delivered, and through the introduction of an asset  
management approach and provision of access to improved IS. 

Within the core FDIS BE service, multi-channel helpdesks will be stood up to receive fault  
reports, complaints and compliments in a consistent manner, implementing a common user  
experience for users of the VE across the UK. Maintenance will be delivered to the SFG20  
industry standard, with servicing and consumables up to the value of the IRT as well as  
statutory and mandatory inspections and tests, included within the core service price. Reactive 
maintenance response times and fix first time rates will be aligned to the regular estate and  
delivered to industry standard.  

Adoption of FDIS BE will address key Health and Safety risks arising from the current VE  
operating model, mitigating a lack of demonstrable compliance with JSP 375 and Safe Systems 
of Work in accordance with MOD policy and industry best practice, with associated management 
information to provide insight where risks remain. Adoption of FDIS BE will also align Estate  
Management assurance activity with the regular estate

12
. A summary of FDIS BE service delivery 

benefits is shown at Annex F. 

Estates Team Structures 

Each of the 13 RFCAs operates an Estates Team to discharge its statutory responsibility to  
manage and maintain the VE. In addition to the management of the HFM supply chain, the  
Estates Teams also undertake tasks that are not in scope of the Study, including managing lease 
negotiations; disposals and acquisitions; and Soft FM

13
. A small team within CRFCA coordinates 

the activities of the RFCA Estates Teams, and manages the relationship with DIO, TLBs and the 
MOD, in relation to the Service Level Agreements for VE management. The recommended  
delivery model (page 21) does not impact upon the structures of the TLBs nor the wider MOD. 
The Study Team noted that separate consideration is being undertaken to ascertain the most  
effective means of allocating funding to the VE. The outcome of this work, which is being led by 
MOD HQ (Financial Military Capability), may impact upon the TLB structures however, this is out 
of scope of this Study and is not considered further.  

The majority of the Estates Teamôs tasks relate to HFM, in particular the administrative burden 
caused by the current operating model, which requires the RFCAs to manage in the region of 
over 500 suppliers. A substantial element of Estates Team resource is focused on the  
preparation of maintenance task schedules, obtaining and loading records of inspections and  
certification into the Symphony IS, tendering for low value remedial tasks, and the payment of 
HFM related invoices. In the FDIS BE environment the administrative burden is transferred to the 
supplier to provide increased headroom for Estates Teams to undertake value-add tasks such as 
assurance of contract deliverables, the assurance of the Billable Works programme, performance 
management and developing and maintaining open, honest and collaborative working  
relationships with site users, industry partners and other stakeholders.  

The RFCAs experience difficulty attracting and retaining professionally qualified estates staff. 
This is due to pay bands offering below market rate compensation. The number and grades of 
staff employed within the RFCA Estates Teams are significantly lower when compared with other 
benchmark organisations. The review of the estates structures, as part of this Study, offers an 
opportunity to address this position.  

12. Through the adoption of Practitioner Guide Estate Management 02 ï Estate Management Assurance Regime.  
13. Workplace services such as cleaning and waste management.  
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Methodology 

In order to recommend appropriate Estates Team structures for CRFCA and  RFCAs for the 
management of HFM services in an FDIS BE environment, the Study considered several factors: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The DIO Regional Delivery South West (RD SW) region was used as a baseline comparator for 
the VE. The RD SW region contains some 6000 Level 2 assets compared to 8,166 across the 
VE, and 70 Establishments compared to 325 reserve centres across the VE. Ratios of the  
number of Level 2 Assets and Establishments per RD SW Full Time Equivalent (FTE) post were 
calculated and applied to the quantity of Level 2 Assets and Reserve Centres within each RFCA 
region, to determine the baseline number of FTE Senior Estate Managers, Estate Managers,  
Estate Officers and Admin Officer roles required within a RFCA region.  

This initial output was reviewed by the Study to ensure that sufficient numbers of all roles were 
included in the proposed structures to undertake effective contract and performance  
management, and compliance and assurance activities in an FDIS BE environment. The Study 
noted the requirement to enable proactive stakeholder engagement with Reserve Centre  
permanent staff and that for Cadet facilities a great deal of the stakeholder interaction would take 
place internally within each RFCA headquarters with the respective Cadets staff. The frequency 
of visits to Cadet facilities by Estates Team staff would be much lower than to Reserve Centres 
as the Cadet Admin Officers, employed by RFCAs, typically act as the direct link with Cadet  
principal estate users.  The resulting baseline team structures were discussed with the Chief  
Executive and Heads of Estate of each RFCA

14
 to confirm that they met the need of the RFCA 

and were adjusted where required. 

For CRFCA, the same methodology was applied using the functional activities discharged by the 
DIO RD SW Headquarters (such as Technical Support and Billable Works Planning) as the  basis 
to establish a baseline team structure, subsequently confirmed to be suitable by CRFCA.  

14. This engagement took place between 27 Feb and 04 May 23, see Annex G. 

a. The geographical lay down of assets across each RFCA region. 

b. The number of Level 2 Assets managed by each RFCA.  

c. The number of Reserve Centres within each RFCA. 

d. The roles and responsibilities of an Estates Team in a FDIS BE environment. 
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Recommended Structure 

To effectively manage the VE within the FDIS BE environment, the Study recommends uplifting 
both the number of posts and grades within the CRFCA and RFCA Estates Teams. Doing so  
will ensure that there is sufficient resource available to undertake contract assurance and  
performance management, relationship management activities, manage the Billable Works  
programme and to allow sufficient capacity to enable the Estate Teams to contribute to the 
RFCAs wider activities delivered in support of Defence. Uplifting the number of posts at SEO  
and HEO grades reflects the grading structure in the comparator organisation and acknowledges 
the level of professionalisation required to manage the VE. A summary of the recommended 
HFM Estates Teams posts is shown at table 4. The proposed CRFCA/RFCA future HFM Estates 
Team structures are shown at Annex H. Through the provision of additional staff capacity and  
improved remuneration the recommended approach addresses the inherent recruitment and  
retention risks present in current Estates Team structures.  
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Estates Team 

FDIS Structure 

(Number of posts per grade) 

Grade 6 Grade 7 SEO HEO EO AO Total 

 EA RFCA 0 1 1 4 2 2 10 

 EM RFCA 0 1 1 3 2 2 9 

 GL RFCA 0 1 2 5 2 2 12 

 HI RFCA 0 1 1 4 2 2 10 

 LO RFCA 0 1 1 4 2 2 10 

 NE RFCA 0 1 1 4 2 2 10 

 NI RFCA 0 1 1 3 1 1 7 

 NW RFCA 0 1 2 5 2 2 12 

 SE RFCA 0 1 2 5 2 2 12 

 WA RFCA 0 1 1 4 2 2 10 

 WM RFCA 0 1 1 4 3 1 10 

 WX RFCA 0 1 1 4 3 2 11 

 YH RFCA 0 1 1 4 2 2 10 

 CRFCA 1 1 5 3 3 1 14 

 Total 1 14 21 56 30 25 147 

Table 4 - Number of posts, by Civil Service grade, per Estates Team 

Uplifting the Estates team liability as recommended, in terms of both numbers of posts and  
grading, generates an annual increase in cost as shown in table 5. These additional costs will be 
met from the excess budgetary provision that the recommended option creates (see page 35).  

Existing Estates Team  
Funding (ÃM) 

FDIS Estates Team  
Funding 

Variation 

Ã4.812 Ã6.902 Ã2.090 

Table 5 - Estates Team Funding 
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Value for Money 

The FDIS BE HFM contracts prioritise  
quality over price to ensure real value for 
money is delivered through a robust  
approach to pricing and price security, the 
adoption of best practice and industry 
norms and the application of Learning from  
Experience (LFE). By adopting the FDIS 
BE HFM contracts to deliver HFM services 
this approach will be applied to the VE.    

The FDIS BE HFM contract performance 
mechanisms will be adopted to incentivise 
and improve levels of performance and the 
quality of service delivery by tiered profit  
levels based on attainment of deliverables 
by the suppliers. 

Additional VFM outcomes to be delivered 
by the preferred option will be the  
establishment of long term collaborative  
relationships with Suppliers; high levels of 
customer satisfaction; excellent standards 
of service delivery; compliance with  
statutory and mandatory requirements; 
service innovation and continuous  
improvement; use of emergent technology 
in the delivery of services; support to asset 
management maturity; demonstrable  
contribution to corporate social  
responsibility and sustainability targets;  
insightful reporting and effective  
mobilisation of sites. 

  HFM Services Cost 
(ÃM) 

HFM Estates Team 
Cost (ÃM) 

Total Cost (ÃM) 

Current 133.448 22.207 155.655 

Future 117.608 31.942 149.550 

Variation -15.840 9.735 -6.105 

Table 6 - Summary of VE HFM Service and Staff Costs  

Table 6 below shows a comparison of the current cost of staffing and delivering HFM services  
to the VE, compared to the recommended option. This shows an overall input cost saving to  
Defence of Ã6.528m over and above the Ã9.312m required to fund the revised Estates Team 
structures. Additionally, there are a number of services included in the FDIS BE supplier price 
that RFCAs currently pay for outside of their HFM contract costs. An example of this is  
Professional Services and Design for all Billable Works up to Ã1m in value. This initiative alone 
generates a minimum annual cost efficiency of Ã1.5m assuming 10% Professional Services & 
Design Fees against a Billable Works annual spend of Ã15m.  
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Affordability 

Table 7 shows the formal supplier quotations, together with a sum to take into account  
anticipated in service delivery risk, which when taken together comprises the Approved  
Budgetary Level (ABL). This is the sum that will be used in the business case to seek approval 
from the MOD IAC to adjust the FDIS BE contracts to enable HFM service delivery to the VE. 
The approach to risk is in line with that adopted on the FDIS BE. The overall risk values used to 
inform the revised ABLs have been calculated in accordance with Departmental policy. It also  
includes the additional staff costs to support the recommended structures for the CRFCA / RFCA 
Estates Teams. Also shown in the table is the Annual Budget Cycle (ABC) 23 outcome in  
respect of the RFCA HFM budget.  

The table demonstrates overall affordability of the recommended outcome of the Study, together 
with the additional associated staff costs, to support the effective management and assurance of 
the new arrangements, when compared to ABC 23 Control Totals, noting the minor cost pressure 
in year 1. As already noted in this report, there is generally a lack of funding provided to the VE to 
support both remedial and change works. The excess provision provides an early opportunity to 
address the highest priority outstanding safe and legal remedial works.  

Affordability (ÃM) 

Year 1  2  3  4  5  
Total  

FY 24/25 25/26 26/27 27/28 28/29 

Supplier Quote  RDEL 21.285 24.520 24.728 25.232 21.843 117.608 

Risk RDEL 1.220 1.220 1.220 1.220 1.220 6.101 

Revised ABL RDEL 22.504 25.740 25.947 26.450 23.063 123.704 

Staff Additional Cost RDEL 1.636 2.090 2.090 2.090 1.830 9.736 

Total RDEL 24.140 27.830 28.037 28.540 24.893 133.440 

ABC 23  RDEL  23.884  30.041  31.881  33.754  30.842  150.402 

Variance 
(Negative represents 
 excess in provision)  

RDEL 0.256 -2.211 -3.844 -5.214 -5.949 -16.962 

Table 7 - Affordability 



VE VFM Study Report  

36  15 December 2023 

Information Systems 

The introduction of FDIS BE will align the VE with the DIO Digital Strategy, introducing an Asset 
Management approach aligned to ISO 55001. DIOôs Master Asset Hierarchy will be introduced to 
appropriately classify assets in accordance with NRM3

15
 and Uniclass

16
, aligning with the  

approach adopted for the rest of the regular estate. Virtual real time transfer of data between the 
FDIS Supplier CAFMs and Defence IS for the management of infrastructure (DIO CAFM, IMS 
and Asset Information Portal) will improve access to management information for the  
management of the VE and align the VE with approaches adopted on the regular estate.  

 

 

 

 

CRFCA / RFCA Estates Team Roles 

The Study found a high degree of variation in job title and tasks carried out by employees at the 
same grade in the existing Estates Team structure. Adoption of the FDIS BE contracts offers an 
opportunity to instil a consistency of approach to Estates Team roles across the RFCAs. The 
Study has undertaken a thorough assessment of the duties discharged by the Estates Teams in 
the FDIS BE context, cross checked against equivalent DIO roles. A suite of standard job  
descriptions have been produced that reflect the recommended team role, with greater focus on 
ensuring compliance of HFM deliverables with Defence policies and procedures, assuring the  
delivery of service and undertaking contract management activities. The job descriptions are 
aligned to the job families

17
, core roles and practitioner levels described in the Government  

Property Profession (GPP) Career Framework
18
, clearly setting out a pathway for career  

progression within the RFCA and CRFCA Estates Teams.  

 

 

 

 

Aligning to the GPP Career Framework will signpost Estates Team members to suitable  
professional accreditation for their roles, building on the professionalism and technical expertise 
already present in the CRFCA/RFCA Estates Teams. By aligning job descriptions and learning 
and development pathways to the GPP, Estates Teams members will be equipped with 
knowledge and skills transferable into other Government departments and the wider public  

15. New Rules of Measurement 3, a standard set of measurement rules for cost estimating and cost planning for 
building maintenance works published by the Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors (RICS). 
16. Uniclass is a classification system for the construction industry used for organising information throughout all  
aspects of the design and construction process. 
17. There are five job families described in the GPP Career Framework: Property Leadership, Strategic Asset  
Management, Workplace and Facilities Management, Property and Construction Projects, and Technical Specialisms 
and Assurance.  
18. https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1083390/
GPP_Career_Framework.pdf  
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sector. Similarly, aligning to the GPP Career Framework clearly articulates the requirements of 
the roles required to manage the VE and benchmarks those roles to the suitable Civil Service 
grade, improving the attractiveness of CRFCA and RFCA Estate Team roles to potential  
applicants. It is anticipated that this will help to address the recruitment and retention issues  
currently being experienced.  

RFCA Estates Team roles principally align to the Workplace and FM job descriptions, while  
CRFCA roles align to other specialisms within the framework. It is proposed that two CRFCA 
roles (the HEO Billable Works Planner and EO Billable Works Project Support Officer) are more 
suitably aligned to the Government Project Delivery Profession Project Delivery Capability 
Framework

19
. Detailed job descriptions for each grade can be found at Annex I.  

 

 

 

 

Contract / Performance Management 

The FDIS BE contracts have been designed to incentivise all suppliers to demonstrate  
continuous improvement throughout the contract duration and in so doing propose innovative 
ways of delivering the contracted HFM services. As a part of this process supplier profits are only 
paid on the satisfactory delivery of services. Both RFCAs and CRFCA have an important role to 
play in ensuring that the contracts are managed effectively and that performance related profit 
payments are discharged on a consistent basis.  

On a day-to-day basis it will be the responsibility of the RFCA Estates Teams to work with the 
FDIS BE suppliers within their respective region to ensure and assure that services are being  
delivered to the correct contract standards. On a monthly basis the FDIS BE suppliers will  
provide a monthly service delivery report to each RFCA to confirm the delivery of services. RFCA 
Estates Teams, through the effective discharge of their assurance activities, will be in a position 
to corroborate the service delivery outcomes noted in the report. Any variance between the two 
will be discussed and resolved at the lowest level possible.  

On a quarterly basis the FDIS BE suppliers will produce their formal performance report, by  
region. The report will be presented by region on the basis that the FDIS BE contracts are  
regional. It is important that a level of consistency is applied to the judgement of supplier  
performance as payments of profit are directly associated with this consideration. If these  
judgements were made at individual RFCA level there would a high level of risk of inconsistency, 
which ultimately could impact how profits are paid to the suppliers, noting that in Central region 
the supplier will support  seven RFCAs. Notwithstanding, it is vitally important that each RFCA is 
involved in the decision making regarding the payment of supplier profits. 

Throughout the Study a number of representations have been made to the Study Team about 
how, and by whom, performance judgements could be reached. These views have ranged from 
nominating a lead RFCA per region, through to establishing a new RFCA Estates Team structure 
aligned to the FDIS contract structure. The Study Team has carefully considered all views that 
have been offered, however, taking into consideration the Departmental intent outlined in the  
Sullivan Review that governance of the CRFCA/RFCAs should be established under a single  

19. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/project-delivery-capability-framework-for-civil-servants  
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NDPB and noting the importance of the consistency of decision making in the payment of  
supplier profits, it has been concluded that Director VE, CRFCA is best placed to cohere this  
activity, ensuring at all times that the views of each RFCA are taken into consideration before  
decisions regarding payment of supplier profits are made. Noting that the establishment of the 
recommended CRFCA NDPB has been paused, this approach would not need to be re-visited 
once the primary legislation has been enacted. This offers the advantage of future proofing  
ways of working.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
The FDIS BE contract will be amended to incorporate the VE; the amended contract will be  
treated as a separate account from the BE, thus preserving the independence of all performance 
and other related contract data. There will be no relationship between the VE and BE account  
excepting that as an MOD contract it will be for DIO to determine any contract extensions to be 
awarded to suppliers and/or when the contracts are terminated, consulting as appropriate with 
CRFCA . The two accounts (VE and BE) would be co-terminus. Each amended contract will  
require a óBuyerôs Representativeô to be nominated. Taking into consideration the strategic intent 
outlined in the Sullivan Review to focus Reserves and Cadets decision making through a NDPB, 
it is deemed appropriate that the designated óBuyerôs Representativeô for the future amended 
contracts should be Director VE, CRFCA supported on a day to day basis by Director  
Commercial, CRFCA whom it is noted is already in receipt of a letter of delegation issued by  
Director General Commercial, MOD. The detailed split of commercial responsibilities in relation to 
the FDIS BE contracts between CRFCA and DIO Commercial should be agreed between the two 
parties before the Contract Amendment is awarded to the FDIS BE suppliers. An illustration of 
the relationships between the FDIS BE suppliers, RFCAs, CRFCA and DIO is shown at Annex J. 
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The Service Level Agreement (SLA) that governs the relationship between CE DIO and CE  
CRFCA for estate matters will be subject to a comprehensive review to ensure that the roles,  
responsibilities, accountabilities and liabilities between the two parties are clearly defined.  
This work will be led by the VE VFM Study Team and  should be completed prior to the  
ISD.  

TUPE 

Throughout the Study, CRFCA Head of  Human Resources has been engaged to monitor the  
potential for CRFCA and/or RFCA TUPE

20
 to the incoming suppliers. The Study has not  

identified any roles in scope for TUPE.  

20. Transfer of Undertakings (Protection of Employment) Regulations 2006. 


