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	1. Recommendation and Key Points Summary 


Recommendation

1.1. It is recommended that:

· The GLA and TfL enter into an arrangement for the discharge by TfL of the GLA’s Internet Connectivity functions to the GLA, as permitted by section 401A of the Greater London Authority Act 1999, as amended by section 52 of the Greater London Authority Act 2007.

1.2. Summary of Key Points

· TfL, through its contracts with Fujitsu, Easynet and Virgin Media, currently provides internet provision to all of its sites and offices;

· The GLA has a contract for Internet provision with a third part supplier and a backup Internet link via a separate supplier. The cost of these services are £35,980 per annum. 

· The GLA (working with TfL) proposes to delegate the discharge of its Internet connectivity functions to TfL, thereby gaining the benefits of higher capacity (see section 5 below) at a lower cost (see sections 2, 4 and 7 below).  The project will deliver savings of £57,749 over 5 years (£145,271 over 10 years)

· No customer disruption will be required to make this change but as the Internet bandwidth increases growth can be accommodated

· No staffing changes will be required

	2. Introduction and Business Context


2.1. Current Internet provision at the GLA 

· Similar to every other organisation the GLA relies on the internet to conduct a large proportion of its activities (emails, access to external services and systems, web access)

· The GLA IT unit provides this internet connectivity to all GLA staff and services that require it within City Hall

· To enable this the GLA has contracted for a 8mb internet connection at a cost of £21,240 per annum

· For resiliency (if the main leased line fails) the GLA also has a back-up Internet link for 8mb from a separate supplier at a cost of £14,740 per annum. We have not had a necessity to invoke the backup Internet line.
· Currently the GLA has no automatic resilience in the internet links and if the main link fails the technicians will need to switch over to the backup link manually and this may take up to an hour to implement. 

3. Strategic Imperatives for Change

· The GLA does not operate in isolation; it has four functional bodies; MPA LFEPA, TfL and LDA; 

· Section 401A of the GLA Act 1999 allows the GLA and functional bodies to enter into arrangements for the shared provision of administrative, professional or technical and functions;   

· The GLA Group is delivering to a Mayoral priority to lower the cost of the GLA group to Londoners and the need to deliver and measure efficiencies was emphasised in the Group Budget Guidance;

· A Shared Services Strategy was presented to BMAC in April 2009.  This summarised the Delivering More Together programme and identified four areas for the initial development of shared services:

· Finance;

· Procurement;

· Human Resources;

· Information Communications Technology.

· The GLA and TfL information technology units have been working together to explore potential ways to utilise shared services to bring about a better, more efficient and effective service to our respective customers.

	4. Value Proposition - Internet Connectivity from TfL


· Following detailed discussions between the GLA and TfL, it has been determined that TfL’S discharge of the GLA’s Internet provision function can improve service (in terms of capacity, resilience, business continuity) and lower the cost of standard services (see section 7 below)

· The sharing of Internet services would also provide the basis for further shared services between the users for example, including services relating to firewalls, email scanning and security    

· TfL have established a relatively new internet service with much higher capacity and increased resilience (see section 5 below) 

· TfL have spare capacity they are able to discharge the GLA’s Internet provision function and the GLA has two direct and diverse links to TfL’s site allowing access to this internet connectivity

· The cost of the Internet provision through TfL is £48,248.51 (Setup and first year costs) and ongoing £18475.61 per annum. This compares to an existing annual GLA cost of £35,980

· A costed proposal has been developed which works from both teams’ perspectives and supports the desire to lower the cost to the GLA group without compromising any existing services. The cost analysis is set out in section 6. The detailed TfL proposal is attached as appendix A.

	5. Benefits


5.1 The Main benefits identified are:

· the increase of the bandwidth available to the GLA for internet connectivity to 45mb from the currently contracted 8mb 

· the elimination of the risk of the GLA exceeding contracted bandwidth and incurring extra charges in this regard

· increased resilience by putting in two diverse routes out to the internet and having two providers of internet connectivity (through TfLs provision) 

· the achievement of instant switch over in the event of an incident

· the reduction of the yearly cost of provision of the service from £35,980 to £18,475 (initial setup costs will apply but payback period is less than two years)

· the provision of the basis for further shared services that will flow from shared internet connectivity (Firewalls, email scanning, security)

	6. Risks


4.1 The Main Project risks initially identified are:

· The Internet provision maybe harder to implement than currently planned, this will result in the timescale being extended.  This risk is being managed by agreeing the specification in advance; this is fairly easy to do, as it is a utility type service. The GLA team have seen and agreed (as part of TfL’s procurement process for their internet service providers) the service levels provided and these are at least equal to those we currently achieve. The existing services will not be terminated until the new services have been fully tested and embedded, there is a three-month notice period on both existing contracts and the GLA will ensure the appropriate notices are given at the relevant time to ensure that service provision is guaranteed. 

· Resources required for the project are not available and this will result in the project taking longer to deliver. The outsourcing of the development by TfL to their subcontractors Fujitsu will mitigate the majority of this risk. In addition internal staff resources will be planned in advance and the project has been spread over a reasonable time frame

	7. Investment Evaluation


6.1 The cost of this proposal has been set out below. 

· The project will be funded from the IT Units existing budgets associated with running the current service.
· The actual cost of implementation will be subject to an ‘open book’ arrangement and savings may be achieved on this figure.  A contingency budget has been allocated to the project. This may not all be realised as TfL have recently completed a similar project with no complications that effected contingency

	TfL Rough Order of Magnitude  (ROM) Costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Element
	One off costs
	Cost Per Year (year 1-5)
	Comments
	 

	Fujitsu and network (delivery including patching, provision of IP addresses and testing
	£12,846.00
	 
	Fujitsu costs
	 

	Installation 
	£5,000.00
	 
	Fujitsu costs
	 

	Fujitsu Support costs
	 
	£1,800.00
	 
	 

	Network (ISP)
	 
	£14,265.75
	 
	 

	Delivery Costs
	£17,846.00
	£16,065.75
	 
	 

	15% Contingency
	£2,676.90
	£2,409.86
	 
	 

	Project Delivery Costs (PgM,PM,BA,  SA time)
	£9,250.00
	 
	
	 

	Total delivery costs
	£29,772.90
	£18,475.61
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	GLA - Current Costs with Main Supplier
	One off costs
	Cost Per Year 
	Comments

	10mb link burstable to 25mb
	 
	£21,240
	Will need to give 3 months notice

	Backup line
	 
	£14,740
	3 year term starting in 2008 annual cost just over £14,000pa. Will need to see out remaining contract at half rate

	Total
	 
	£35,980
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Cost Comparison
	Current costs (GLA)
	TfL Costs for ISP Provision
	Difference in payment for GLA
	Net cost

	Year 1 
	£35,980
	£48,249
	-£12,269
	-£12,269

	Year 2
	£35,980
	£18,475.61
	£17,504
	£5,236

	Year 3
	£35,980
	£18,475.61
	£17,504
	£22,740

	Year 4
	£35,980
	£18,475.61
	£17,504
	£40,245

	Year 5
	£35,980
	£18,475.61
	£17,504
	£57,749


	Payback period = 
	2 years

	Total saving over 5 Years = 
	£57,749

	Total saving over 10 Years = 
	£145,271


	8. Alternative Options


8.1. Do Nothing

· The GLA could continue, “as is” and negotiate a higher bandwidth and a new payment.  The GLA would need to initiate a proper procurement to comply with procurement guidelines

· This would be less risky in the sense there would be no physical connection and routing changes

· This would not negate the issues of full resiliency as the current setup is not very resilient (the backup line is a manual link at a lower capacity)

· The cost would still be higher than the TfL option 

· Options for further savings resulting from a shared Internet connection would be limited.

8.2. Go to the market

· The GLA could initiate and go to the market for a resilient service

· Initial informal costings have shown that this would cost more than the TfL option. This is due to the fact that any supplier would need to physically lay two  diverse routed lease lines into the building (negotiating way leave agreements, road works etc). The option of using the TfL lease lines does not exist as these belong to TfL’s private network The costings were obtained through web based research, informal contact with a number of ISPs and examining costs for previous leased lines that were implemented at the GLA.     
· This would be more risky as new lines have to be laid 

· It would take longer to implement due to the procurement timetable and the physical work with laying the lines

	9. Rationale for Recommendation 


9.1. It is recommended therefore, that:

· The GLA and TfL enter into an arrangement for the discharge by TfL of the GLA's Internet Connectivity function, as permitted by section 401A of the Greater London Authority Act 1999, as amended by section 52 of the Greater London Authority Act 2007.

9.2. Rationale for the recommendation:
· The solution meets the current and future requirements of the GLA (in terms of bandwidth capacity and resiliency) 

· The solution makes significant savings over current provision and is cheaper than alternatives on the market, reducing the yearly cost of provision of the service from £35,980 to £18,475 

· The solution lays another foundation layer for greater shared services and efficiencies. It provide the basis for further shared services that will flow from shared internet connectivity (Firewalls, email scanning, security)

	10. Implementation timetable


10.1. A project plan has been developed and is included within the TfL Proposal document (Appendix A). Please note although this timetable is now out of date the timings and tasks remain valid (the proposal was developed in August)
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Introduction

Background

The Greater London Authority (GLA) is at the centre of strategic decisions and long-term plans for the capital's transport, economy, housing, police, and fire and emergency services.  The GLA plays a key role in helping to deliver the Mayor’s vision and priorities in London.

The Mayor’s Shared Services agenda aims to reduce total cost of ownership of IT infrastructure through greater convergence and rationalisation across the GLA family. This has resulted in discussions with the GLA in order to seek opportunities for TfL to offer IT services based on sharing and re-using its own infrastructure and facilities.

In line with the Shared Services initiative, over the past months, TfL and the GLA have forged a working relationship charged with investigating the services required by GLA and how these might be addressed by services TfL provide.

Purpose

The purpose of this document is to provide Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) costs and high-level plan for the GLA’s requirements for Internet connectivity.

Audience

This document is intended to be reviewed and signed off by key business users at the GLA.

Scope

The scope of this project is limited to the GLA’s requirements for the provision of Internet Service Provider (ISP) connectivity from existing TfL Internet bandwidth.

In scope

The following items are considered within scope of the managed network service required by GLA:
· Internet access from existing TfL bandwidth

Out of Scope

The following items are considered out of scope of the data centre hosting and managed Internet service required by GLA:
· Any provision of service other than that directly related to bandwidth access
Executive Summary

In line with the Mayor’s shared services agenda the GLA have approached TfL to provide costs for providing Internet connectivity. The GLA have a number of other IM initiatives that they intend to implement prior to the 2012 Olympics and the implementation of Internet provision and future-hosting space is intended to give stability to GLA systems and infrastructure as a precursor to future projects.
Costs have been based upon similar in flight projects for hosting and connectivity.
The timeframe for delivery is expected to be 4 months, based on a worst-case scenario, taking into account lead times for delivery of hardware. The current delivery plan is based upon this proposal being approved by 13th August and PO being received and accepted by TfL by 20th August.

Support arrangements and Service Level Agreements (SLA’s) for 3rd party hosting are currently being documented, however it has been agreed that the SLA’s that TfL currently has with the business will apply to 3rd parties. Following internal agreement, SLA’s for specific change requirements will be communicated to the GLA.

Next Steps

Following acceptance of this proposal a PO must be received for TfL to continue work on this project. A High Level Design will be produced, whilst legal, procurement and technical teams are engaged. Further detailed planning will be done at each stage to confirm schedule and costs.

Proposal Overview

Key Milestones Achieved

URS, Cost Model and Detailed Plan created.
High Level Cost Review

A cost breakdown has been provided below and is based on a 4-month delivery plan, which is the worst-case scenario, based on lead times for hardware delivery and procurement activities. Resource costs have been based on the standard Your IM Rate Card

	Aspect
	Description
	Costs
	
	

	ISP COST MODEL FOR GLA
	
	

	ISP Delivery Costs
	
	

	Fujitsu and Network
	Delivery including patching, provision of IP addresses, testing
	 £      12,846.00 
	
	

	Fujitsu
	Installation
	 £        5,000.00 
	
	

	 
	Delivery Costs
	 £     17,846.00 
	
	

	 
	Contingency 15%
	 £       2,676.90 
	
	

	 
	ISP Delivery Costs Total
	 £      20,522.90 
	
	

	Ongoing ISP Support Costs
	
	

	Fujitsu
	Support costs
	 £        1,800.00 
	
	

	Network
	Annual Rental and Support (2x45Mb)
	 £      14,265.75 
	
	

	 
	On Going Support Costs
	 £     16,065.75 
	
	

	 
	Contingency 15%
	 £       2,409.86 
	
	

	 
	ISP Annual Support Costs Total
	 £      18,475.61 
	
	

	 
	Yr - 1 Total
	 £      38,998.51 
	p/a +4%
	 £    18,475.61 

	NB:  No other services are covered in the costs noted above, only ISP access and transit.  
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Project Management / Labour
	
	

	Project delivery costs
	PgM; PM; SA; costs
	 £     9250
	
	

	 
	Labour Delivery Costs Total
	 £      9250
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Total Project Costs
	
	

	
	Delivery Costs Total
	 £      29,772.90 
	
	

	
	Annual Support Costs Total
	 £      18,475.61
	
	

	
	Total
	 £     48,249 
	
	


Risks and Assumptions

Risks 

	ID
	Title
	Description
	Mitigating Actions
	Awareness Level
	Owner

	001
	Delay in procurement / delivery of hardware / patch cables
	Due to a 6-8 week lead time for delivery there is a risk that the project could be delayed if this lead time is not met or is exceeded
	PO for procurement activities to be provided by GLA in order to start these activities as soon as possible. Investigate use of cables from existing stock
	Project
	Tara Crombie


Assumptions
	ID
	Title
	Description
	Actions to Confirm
	Impact of Invalid Assumption
	Awareness Level

	001
	Approval of Proposal
	The current timeframe for delivery is based upon the proposal being approved and a PO received and accepted by TfL by 20th August 2010
	PO to be received and accepted by 20th August to meet proposed timeframe
	Acceptance of a PO later than 20th August would result in a delay to the elapsed timeframe for delivery
	Programme

	002
	ROM Costs
	The costs have taken into account all work that TfL anticipate is required to deliver this project, however any unexpected costs will be reviewed later and a new cost model submitted to GLA for approval
	Confirm costs to GLA following completion of Design stage on 1st November
	If unexpected costs are not reviewed and accepted by GLA this could result in delay or cancellation of the project
	Project

	003
	CIMM Delivery
	For the purposes of planning it has been assumed that the CIMM stages 1 & 2 can run concurrently, provided a PO has been received from GLA for this work. Any other overlap of other stages is purely to engage teams involved in the next stage
	Confirm stages 1 & 2 can run concurrently whilst sizing project
	If Stages 1 and 2 are not run concurrently this would result in a delay to the elapsed timeframe for delivery
	Programme


High Level Plan

	
	
	
	
	20/08 PO received & accepted
	
	
	
	
	01/11 Confirm schedule & costs
	15/12 Go live
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	wk3
	wk4
	wk1
	wk2
	wk3
	wk4
	wk1
	wk2
	wk3
	wk4
	wk1
	wk2
	wk3
	wk4
	wk1
	wk2
	wk3
	wk4
	wk1
	wk2
	wk3
	wk4
	wk1
	wk2
	wk3
	wk4
	wk1
	wk2
	wk3

	July
	August
	September
	October
	November
	December
	January
	February

	0 - Pre Startup
	1 - Startup
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Proposal (costs & plan)
	CIMM Sizing
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	URS
	Project set up docs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	RAID, Costs, Plan
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	2 - Definition
	Governance & QA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Tech design & wshop
	3 - Design / Procure
	Governance & QA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Service Rq's Rel Strategy
	Service Model, Implementation. plan
	4/5 - Develop / Build
	6 - Deliver / Close
	Governance & Closure

	
	
	
	
	RAID, Costs, Plan
	SR, PO & lead time for Fujitsu
	Service Model, Handover plan
	UAT, Sign off, Go Live
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Rack allocation, cab layout
	Cabling work, patching
	Warranty Period
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Sub lease agreement
	Fujitsu installation, connectivity
	End of Project report
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	RAID, Costs, Plan
	GLA installation, QA & testing
	Lessons Learned Report
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	RAID, Costs, Plan
	Post Project Review Plan
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Governance & QA
	Finance & SharePoint Closure
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		From

		Mistry Manesh IM

		To

		Crombie Tara IM; Scott Nick IM

		Recipients

		TaraCrombie@TfL.gov.uk; NickScott@tfl.gov.uk











Approved to proceed. Please up-issue the document to version 1.0

and cc Satishan.






 






Thx






 














From: Crombie Tara IM 


Sent: 06 August 2010 12:01


To: Mistry Manesh IM; Scott Nick IM


Subject: GLA ROM Proposal.docx
















 






Hi

Chaps






 






I

have updated the GLA ROM proposal based upon feedback received from you both

this morning. Please confirm that you are happy for this proposal to be sent to

the customer.






 






Thanks






 






Tara






 






 






Tara Crombie | Project

Manager | Your IM






Transport for London


TfL | 6th Floor, blue zone (6B3), 14 Pier Walk,

North Greenwich, London, SE10 0ES 


T: 020 3054 3606 / auto 83606


Email: tara.crombie@tube.tfl.gov.uk
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		TaraCrombie@TfL.gov.uk; ManeshMistry@tfl.gov.uk











Tara,






 






I’m happy for it to be sent.






 






Regards






Nick
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Hi

Chaps






 






I

have updated the GLA ROM proposal based upon feedback received from you both

this morning. Please confirm that you are happy for this proposal to be sent to
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Tara






 






 






Tara Crombie | Project

Manager | Your IM






Transport for London


TfL | 6th Floor, blue zone (6B3), 14 Pier Walk,

North Greenwich, London, SE10 0ES 


T: 020 3054 3606 / auto 83606


Email: tara.crombie@tube.tfl.gov.uk






 






 












