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Welcome and Introduction
Jenna Serfontein:
Kia ora koutou and welcome.
My name is Jenna Serfontein, and I work in the infrastructure procurement team in the Northern Region. Over the past few months, I have been acting in our manager's role while she has been away. This is my final week with NZSBA, so unfortunately I will not be around to see the long-term impact of the changes we are discussing today. However, I am very hopeful these changes will provide schools and kura with greater flexibility and enable them to make procurement decisions that are right for their individual circumstances. 
Today's session focuses on two key topics:
1. Changes to school-led procurement and the guidance provided by NZSBA.
2. Updates to school-led project forms.
I'm joined by Anthea Morrell, who will take you through the form changes later in the presentation. 
We'll address questions at the end of the session through the Q&A function. Please feel free to submit questions as we go. We do recommend listening to the entire presentation first, as many questions may be answered along the way. 
It's important to note that everything covered today applies specifically to school-led property projects, where the school is the contracting party. NZSBA's approach to procurement for other project delivery models may differ. 

Background to the Changes
Jenna Serfontein explained that NZSBA became operational on 1 October following the ministerial inquiry into school property. These procurement reforms are among the first significant changes to systems and processes introduced under the new organisation. 
NZSBA's Board has directed a move away from the highly prescriptive procurement framework previously administered by the Ministry of Education. The previous approach was characterised by extensive rules, mandated processes and compliance requirements. Under the new model, schools and kura will have significantly greater discretion in determining how procurement is undertaken, while still being able to access guidance and support from the Infrastructure Procurement Team when needed. 
The purpose of this transition is to empower schools to make decisions that best suit their individual projects and communities, rather than requiring them to follow a rigid, one-size-fits-all process. NZSBA acknowledges this represents a substantial change and intends to continue providing advice and support through the school-led procurement channels. 

The Previous Procurement Approach
Under the previous Ministry-led framework, schools and kura were required to comply with:
· Government Procurement Rules.
· Mandatory procurement thresholds.
· Prescribed procurement methodologies.
· Detailed approval requirements.
· Extensive documentation and templates. 
To support compliance, schools were required to use a large suite of procurement documents, including:
· Procurement plans.
· Conflict of interest declarations.
· Requests for Proposal (RFPs).
· Requests for Tender (RFTs).
· Requests for Quote (RFQs).
· Evaluation workbooks.
· Recommendation reports. 
Project managers and property advisors were also responsible for ensuring these documents were prepared and completed correctly.
In addition, significant approval and oversight functions sat with the Infrastructure Procurement Team, including:
· Approval of exemptions.
· Oversight of procurement processes.
· Management of GETS tender releases.
· Various procurement checkpoints and approvals. 

The New School-Led Procurement Model
The new model is built on a fundamentally different philosophy.
Instead of prescribing exactly how procurement must be conducted, NZSBA is focusing on outcomes and good procurement principles. Schools and kura will have greater autonomy to determine how procurement is undertaken, provided they can demonstrate sound decision-making and appropriate governance. 
NZSBA will continue to provide guidance and support, but will not dictate exact procurement processes.
Key changes include:
Greater Local Decision-Making
Schools and kura can determine procurement approaches that best suit their projects, circumstances and risk profiles. 
Reduction in Mandatory Templates
The extensive suite of procurement templates currently available will be replaced by a small number of optional templates. Schools may:
· Use the new templates.
· Continue using archived versions of previous templates.
· Develop their own documentation. 
Reduced Administrative Requirements
Project managers are no longer required to ensure schools complete procurement plans, conflict declarations and other procurement documentation in prescribed formats. The only procurement information captured centrally will be limited information within the revised school-led project forms. 
Advisory Rather Than Approval-Based Support
NZSBA's role shifts away from approving procurement processes and toward providing advice, guidance and support when requested. Procurement-specific approvals and sign-offs will largely be removed. 

Implementation Timeline
The new procurement guidance and associated resources were scheduled to go live on 2 November.
Changes include:
· A single consolidated school-led procurement webpage.
· A new procurement guidance document.
· New optional procurement templates.
· Archived access to historical procurement templates.
· Updated school-led project forms. 
Rather than maintaining multiple webpages covering separate procurement stages, procurement guidance will now be consolidated into a single location, making the information easier to access and understand. 

The Four Fundamentals of Good Procurement
Although many procedural requirements are being removed, Jenna Serfontein emphasised that four key procurement principles remain central to NZSBA's expectations. 
1. Proportionality
Procurement processes should reflect the value, risk and complexity of the project.
For larger, higher-risk projects, schools should consider:
· More detailed planning.
· More formal market engagement.
· Stronger commercial evaluation.
· Appropriate contract structures.
· Robust contract management arrangements. 
2. Value for Money
Value for money does not automatically mean selecting the lowest-priced supplier.
Schools should assess:
· Competitive quotes.
· Quantity surveyor estimates.
· Previous project information.
· Scope differences between bids.
· Qualifications and exclusions proposed by suppliers. 
3. Conflict of Interest Management
Conflicts of interest must continue to be identified, declared and appropriately managed.
While formal declaration processes are no longer prescribed, schools must still be able to demonstrate how conflicts were addressed. This information will continue to be captured on project forms. 
4. Good Record Keeping
Schools must maintain sufficient records to demonstrate:
· Why projects were required.
· Why a particular procurement approach was chosen.
· How suppliers were identified.
· How evaluations were undertaken.
· What due diligence was completed.
· Why final decisions were made. 
These records may be required for auditing purposes or in response to Official Information Act requests.
The New Procurement Guidance Document
Jenna Serfontein explained that one of the most significant changes is the introduction of a single consolidated procurement guidance document. Rather than navigating multiple webpages and process documents, schools and kura will have access to one central resource that brings all key procurement information together. 
The guidance has been designed to support schools in making informed procurement decisions without prescribing a mandatory process. It outlines procurement good practice, highlights key considerations, and provides examples of approaches that may be suitable for different project circumstances. 
Importantly, the guidance is intended to support decision-making rather than act as a compliance document. Schools can choose how much of the guidance they adopt, provided they remain able to demonstrate sound procurement practices and appropriate stewardship of public funding. 

What Happens to Existing Templates?
Under the previous framework, numerous procurement templates were required, often creating a substantial administrative workload for schools and project managers. These included:
· Procurement plans.
· Conflict of interest declarations.
· Requests for Tender (RFTs).
· Requests for Proposal (RFPs).
· Requests for Quote (RFQs).
· Evaluation templates.
· Recommendation reports.
· Exemption requests. 
Under the new approach, these documents are no longer mandatory. 
Schools may continue to use them if they find them useful, but there is no longer an expectation that every project must follow the same documentation pathway. Archived versions of existing templates will remain available so that schools, project managers and consultants can continue using familiar documents where appropriate. 

New Optional Templates
A smaller set of new templates has been developed to assist schools that want additional structure or support.
These templates are intended to be:
· Easier to use.
· More flexible.
· Adaptable to different project scales.
· Available as optional tools rather than mandatory requirements. 
Schools can choose to:
1. Use the new optional templates.
2. Continue using existing archived templates.
3. Develop and use their own procurement documentation. 
This flexibility reflects the broader objective of enabling procurement approaches that are proportionate to the size and complexity of a project. 

Removal of Procurement Thresholds
One of the questions frequently raised during consultation concerned procurement thresholds.
Jenna Serfontein confirmed that mandatory procurement thresholds are being removed. Under the previous model, different procurement processes were triggered when project values crossed specified dollar thresholds. These thresholds often dictated whether schools were required to seek quotes, conduct formal tenders, or advertise through GETS. 
Under the new framework, those prescribed thresholds will no longer determine procurement requirements. Instead, schools are expected to apply judgement based on factors such as:
· Project value.
· Risk profile.
· Complexity.
· Market conditions.
· Available supplier options.
· Value for money considerations. 
A higher-value or higher-risk project will generally justify a more structured procurement process, while a low-risk project may not require the same level of formality. The emphasis shifts from compliance with thresholds to demonstrating that the procurement approach was appropriate for the circumstances. 

What About GETS?
The removal of prescribed thresholds does not mean that schools can no longer use GETS.
Jenna Serfontein explained that GETS remains available as a procurement option where schools consider it appropriate. However, schools will no longer be automatically required to advertise through GETS solely because a project exceeds a particular dollar value. 
Instead, schools should consider factors such as:
· Whether broader market participation would add value.
· The level of competition available locally.
· Project scale and complexity.
· Risk and probity considerations. 
Where an open market process remains the best option, schools may continue to use GETS as part of their procurement strategy. 

Changing Role of the Procurement Team
Another major reform involves the role of the Infrastructure Procurement Team.
Under the previous model, procurement staff were responsible for numerous approval and oversight functions, including:
· Processing exemptions.
· Reviewing procurement documentation.
· Managing procurement approvals.
· Supporting GETS publication requirements.
· Confirming compliance with procurement rules. 
Many of these approval functions are being removed.
The team's future role will focus primarily on:
· Advice.
· Guidance.
· Capability building.
· Responding to procurement queries.
· Supporting schools with complex procurement situations. 
The intention is to shift responsibility and decision-making authority closer to the schools undertaking projects while still ensuring expert support remains available when required. 

Record Keeping Remains Essential
Although many formal process requirements have been removed, Jenna Serfontein emphasised that record keeping remains critically important. 
Schools should maintain records documenting:
· The need for the project.
· Procurement decisions made.
· Options considered.
· Suppliers approached.
· Evaluation outcomes.
· Conflict management actions.
· Reasons for final selections. 
These records provide transparency and accountability and may be required in the future for:
· Audit reviews.
· Funding assurance processes.
· Official Information Act requests.
· General governance purposes. 
The difference is that NZSBA will no longer prescribe exactly what form those records must take. 

Transition Arrangements
A number of attendees asked how existing projects would be affected by the changes.
Jenna Serfontein advised that projects already underway are not required to restart their procurement processes. Schools may continue using existing procurement approaches and documentation where procurements have already commenced. 
For projects beginning after implementation, schools are encouraged to use the new guidance and forms, but there is flexibility to continue using older documentation if that better suits their circumstances. 
This transitional approach is designed to minimise disruption while enabling schools to benefit from the new, more flexible arrangements. 

Introduction to the Forms Changes
Having completed the procurement section, Jenna Serfontein handed over to Anthea Morrell to discuss changes to the school-led project forms. 
Anthea Morrell explained that the forms have been redesigned to align with the new procurement framework. The revised forms reduce duplication, streamline information requirements, and remove many procurement-specific fields that are no longer needed under the new model. 
The objective is to make project administration simpler while retaining the information required for project oversight and funding assurance.
Introduction to the Form Changes
Anthea Morrell:
Following the procurement update, Anthea Morrell introduced the changes being made to the school-led project forms. She explained that the forms have been reviewed and amended to align with the new school-led procurement framework and to reduce administrative burden on schools and project managers. 
The overall objective of the review was to simplify project administration while still retaining the information NZSBA requires to support project governance, funding approvals and assurance activities. 
The two forms most significantly affected are:
· The School-Led Project Opening Form.
· The School-Led Project Closing Form. 

Changes to the School-Led Project Opening Form
Anthea Morrell explained that much of the detailed procurement information previously requested in the opening form is no longer required. Under the previous model, schools were often required to provide substantial detail about procurement methodologies, tender processes, approvals and supporting documentation. 
As procurement requirements have been simplified, the opening form has also been streamlined.
The revised form focuses on:
· Essential project information.
· Key procurement decisions.
· Conflict of interest declarations.
· Confirmation that appropriate procurement processes have been undertaken.
· Funding and project approval information. 
The intent is to collect enough information to enable oversight without requiring schools to complete extensive procurement reporting. 

Procurement Information Requirements
Although most mandatory procurement documentation has been removed, the forms still ask schools to provide a summary of how procurement was undertaken. 
This information helps NZSBA understand:
· The procurement approach selected.
· Whether appropriate market testing occurred.
· How suppliers were selected.
· Whether any conflicts of interest were identified. 
Rather than attaching multiple procurement documents, schools are expected to provide concise information describing their decision-making process. 
The emphasis moves away from compliance with prescribed procedures and toward demonstrating good judgement and sound procurement practice. 

Conflict of Interest Reporting
One area that remains particularly important is conflict of interest management.
Anthea Morrell noted that while formal conflict declaration templates are no longer mandatory, schools are still expected to identify, disclose and manage any conflicts that arise throughout the project lifecycle. 
The forms continue to capture information about:
· Whether conflicts exist.
· The nature of any identified conflict.
· Actions taken to manage or mitigate the conflict.
· Governance decisions relating to the conflict. 
Maintaining transparency in this area remains a key expectation under the new procurement approach. 

Evidence of Value for Money
The revised forms also continue to seek evidence that value for money has been achieved.
Anthea Morrell explained that schools may demonstrate this in a variety of ways, depending on the nature and complexity of the project. These may include:
· Competitive quotations.
· Market testing.
· Professional cost estimates.
· Quantity surveyor advice.
· Benchmarking against comparable projects.
· Other evidence supporting procurement decisions. 
There is no longer a prescribed mechanism for demonstrating value for money. Instead, schools are expected to provide evidence appropriate to the circumstances of their project. 

Procurement Approvals and Sign-Offs
A significant theme throughout the presentation was the reduction of procurement-specific approvals.
Under the previous process, numerous procurement checkpoints required review and approval, either by procurement specialists or through formal escalation processes. 
Many of these approval requirements have now been removed. Schools retain responsibility for making procurement decisions and documenting the rationale behind those decisions. NZSBA's role increasingly focuses on guidance and support rather than approval and compliance monitoring. 
This change is intended to:
· Reduce delays.
· Streamline project delivery.
· Improve local decision-making.
· Remove administrative effort that adds limited value. 

School-Led Project Closing Form
The revised closing form has also been simplified.
Historically, closing forms often required schools and project managers to provide large amounts of procurement documentation and detailed project information before projects could be formally closed. 
Under the updated approach, the closing form focuses on:
· Confirmation project works have been completed.
· Financial reconciliation.
· Final contract outcomes.
· Lessons learned and key project information.
· Confirmation that conflicts of interest have been appropriately managed.
· Evidence that project records have been retained. 
The objective is to provide assurance that public funding has been appropriately managed without requiring excessive documentation. 

Record Retention Expectations
A recurring theme during the presentation was that reduced reporting does not mean reduced accountability.
Anthea Morrell reiterated that schools are still expected to retain appropriate project records, including procurement information and supporting documentation. 
Examples of records that should continue to be retained include:
· Quotes and tender submissions.
· Evaluation information.
· Procurement decisions.
· Contract documents.
· Variations and approvals.
· Conflict management records.
· Financial records. 
These records may be needed for future audit or assurance purposes even though they are no longer routinely submitted as part of project form processes. 

Question: What Happens to Projects Already Underway?
One of the first questions concerned projects that had already started procurement activities before the new arrangements came into effect. 
Response
Jenna Serfontein advised that schools are not required to stop or restart procurement activities that are already in progress. Existing projects can continue under the procurement approach they originally commenced with. 
Schools also have flexibility to adopt elements of the new framework where that is beneficial. The transition is intended to be practical rather than disruptive. The priority is ensuring projects continue progressing efficiently rather than forcing a change in approach midway through a procurement process. 
For many schools, this means:
· Continuing to use procurement documentation already prepared.
· Completing procurements under existing market processes.
· Introducing the new forms or guidance when it makes practical sense to do so. 

Question: Can We Still Use the Existing Templates?
Attendees asked whether procurement templates currently used by project managers would remain available. 
Response
The presenters confirmed that archived versions of existing procurement templates will continue to be available.
Schools may:
· Continue using previous templates.
· Use the new optional templates.
· Develop their own procurement documentation. 
The critical point is that templates are becoming optional rather than mandatory. What matters is the quality of procurement decision-making and record keeping, not strict adherence to a particular template. 

Question: How Should Schools Approach Procurement Without Thresholds?
A number of attendees sought clarification about how procurement decisions would be made in the absence of mandatory thresholds. 
Response
Jenna Serfontein reiterated that schools should apply proportionality when determining procurement approaches. The size, risk and complexity of the project should influence the level of procurement effort undertaken. 
For example:
Lower-Risk Projects
A relatively small and straightforward project may only require:
· Limited market testing.
· Several supplier quotes.
· Simple evaluation processes.
· Brief documentation of decision-making. 
Larger or Higher-Risk Projects
A significant capital project may justify:
· Formal market engagement.
· Structured procurement planning.
· More detailed evaluations.
· Independent professional advice.
· Enhanced contract management arrangements. 
The focus is no longer on reaching a dollar threshold but on demonstrating that the chosen procurement process was appropriate to the circumstances. 

Question: Is a Procurement Plan Still Required?
Several project managers asked whether procurement plans would still need to be completed. 
Response
The presenters confirmed that procurement plans are no longer mandatory requirements under the new framework. 
However, they emphasised that schools may still choose to use procurement plans where they add value to project planning and governance. Procurement plans may remain particularly useful for:
· Larger projects.
· Complex delivery programmes.
· Multi-stage procurements.
· High-risk projects requiring stronger governance controls. 
In these circumstances, a procurement plan may continue to be regarded as good practice even though it is not a compulsory document. 

Question: Will GETS Still Be Used?
A common area of interest concerned the future use of the Government Electronic Tenders Service (GETS). 
Response
Jenna Serfontein advised that GETS remains available as a procurement option. Schools are still able to advertise opportunities through GETS where they consider it appropriate to do so. 
The difference is that schools are no longer automatically required to use GETS because a project exceeds a prescribed procurement threshold. 
Instead, schools should consider:
· Market conditions.
· Supplier availability.
· Competition requirements.
· Project value.
· Complexity and risk. 
If wider market engagement is likely to improve outcomes, using GETS may still be the most appropriate procurement strategy. 

Question: What Is the Future Role of Project Managers?
One attendee asked whether the changed procurement framework altered the expectations placed on project managers. 
Response
The presenters advised that the fundamental role of project managers remains unchanged. Schools should continue to engage appropriate professional expertise to assist with project delivery. 
Project managers continue to provide support in areas such as:
· Procurement planning.
· Project governance.
· Contract administration.
· Budget management.
· Risk management.
· Stakeholder engagement. 
However, project managers will no longer be required to ensure that schools complete specific procurement templates or comply with a rigid procurement documentation framework. 
This is expected to reduce administrative effort and allow greater focus on achieving successful project outcomes. 

Question: How Will Procurement Advice Be Accessed?
Attendees also sought reassurance that support would continue to be available for complex procurement issues. 
Response
Jenna Serfontein confirmed that the infrastructure procurement team will continue to provide specialist advice and guidance. Schools and project managers can still contact the team where they require support in relation to:
· Procurement strategy.
· Market approaches.
· Commercial considerations.
· Supplier engagement.
· Complex or unusual procurement scenarios. 
The significant change is that the team's involvement will increasingly be advisory rather than approval-based. 

Key Message Emerging from the Discussion
Throughout the first part of the Q&A session, the presenters repeatedly returned to a central theme:
Schools are being given greater freedom and flexibility, but they continue to carry responsibility for demonstrating good decision-making, value for money, sound governance and appropriate record keeping. 
The reforms are intended to reduce compliance burden, not remove accountability. Schools retain responsibility for ensuring public funds are used appropriately and for maintaining sufficient records to support their decisions. 

Question: What Happens to Design Fee Release Processes?
Several attendees asked whether the procurement changes would affect design fee release approvals and other funding controls. 
Response
The presenters clarified that procurement reform does not change the core project funding approval framework. Schools will still be required to obtain the relevant project approvals and funding authorisations before proceeding with project delivery. 
The reduction in procurement approvals should not be interpreted as a reduction in project governance requirements. Funding approvals, project approvals, and other established financial controls remain in place and continue to operate independently of procurement process changes. 
In practical terms:
· Procurement approvals are decreasing.
· Project funding approvals remain.
· Financial governance requirements remain.
· Schools continue to be accountable for expenditure decisions. 

Question: How Should Consultant Procurement Be Managed?
Participants asked whether consultant procurement should continue to follow similar market engagement principles even though formal requirements had been relaxed. 
Response
The advice provided was that schools should continue to apply sound commercial judgement when appointing consultants.
Factors that should still be considered include:
· Relevant experience.
· Technical capability.
· Previous performance.
· Value for money.
· Availability and capacity.
· Suitability for the project's complexity. 
While there is no longer a prescribed process requiring specific documentation or market testing thresholds, schools should be able to explain why a consultant was selected and demonstrate that the decision represented an appropriate use of public resources. 

Question: Do We Still Need Multiple Quotes?
The removal of procurement thresholds prompted questions about whether multiple quotations would still be expected. 
Response
The presenters emphasised that there is no longer a mandatory number of quotations required under a formal procurement rule. However, schools should continue to consider how they can demonstrate value for money. 
In many situations, obtaining multiple quotations may remain the most sensible way to:
· Understand market pricing.
· Increase competition.
· Improve confidence in cost estimates.
· Support procurement decisions. 
Where schools choose a different approach, they should retain records explaining the rationale for that decision. 
The presenters consistently reinforced the principle that flexibility does not remove the obligation to make robust procurement decisions. 

Question: How Should Conflicts of Interest Be Managed?
A number of attendees sought clarification on conflict management in the absence of mandatory declaration forms. 
Response
Both presenters stressed that conflict management remains a critical expectation.
Schools should continue to:
1. Identify actual, potential, or perceived conflicts.
2. Record relevant information.
3. Implement mitigation measures.
4. Document governance decisions relating to conflicts. 
Although the prescribed forms may no longer be mandatory, schools must still be able to demonstrate that conflicts were appropriately managed if questions arise later through audit, review, or assurance processes. 
The revised project forms continue to include declarations relating to conflicts of interest, ensuring this topic remains visible throughout project delivery. 

Question: Will Documentation Expectations Reduce?
Many project managers wanted to understand how much documentation should still be retained under the new procurement environment. 
Response
The presenters were careful to distinguish between:
· Reduced submission requirements.
· Reduced record-keeping obligations. 
While schools no longer need to submit extensive procurement documentation to NZSBA, they should still maintain sufficient records to justify key decisions. 
Examples include:
· Supplier quotations.
· Tender responses.
· Evaluation notes.
· Cost estimates.
· Consultant recommendations.
· Contract documentation.
· Board decisions.
· Conflict management records. 
The expectation is not that every project maintains a large compliance file, but rather that sufficient evidence is retained to explain major procurement and project decisions if queried in the future. 

Question: What if a School Wants More Structure?
One attendee asked whether schools could continue using the older procurement framework if they preferred having more formal processes. 
Response
The presenters confirmed that schools are free to continue using more structured approaches where they consider this beneficial.
For example, schools may continue using:
· Procurement plans.
· Evaluation workbooks.
· Recommendation reports.
· Detailed quotation assessments.
· Existing procurement templates. 
Nothing within the new framework prevents schools from adopting stronger controls or more documentation than the minimum expected level. The objective is to remove unnecessary requirements, not restrict good practice. 

Question: What Is the Procurement Team's Future Focus?
Participants also asked what role the infrastructure procurement team would play now that approval functions were being reduced. 
Response
Jenna Serfontein explained that the team would increasingly focus on:
· Guidance.
· Capability building.
· Advice.
· Problem solving.
· Support for unusual or high-risk procurement situations. 
Rather than acting primarily as approvers and reviewers, procurement specialists would focus more on helping schools make good procurement decisions while maintaining flexibility. 
This reflects the wider objective of moving responsibility closer to project delivery while still retaining specialist support when required. 

Closing Remarks
As the session concluded, the presenters returned to several key messages:
Schools Have More Flexibility
Schools and kura are being entrusted to choose procurement approaches appropriate to their circumstances rather than following mandatory processes. 
Accountability Remains
The reduction in mandatory procurement requirements does not lessen accountability for public expenditure and project outcomes. Schools remain responsible for ensuring decisions are reasonable, transparent and defensible. 
Good Procurement Principles Still Apply
The four principles discussed earlier remain central:
· Proportionality.
· Value for money.
· Conflict management.
· Good record keeping. 
Support Remains Available
Schools, project managers and consultants continue to have access to assistance from the procurement team and can seek guidance whenever they face uncertainty or unusual procurement circumstances. 

Webinar Conclusion
Jenna Serfontein thanked attendees for participating and acknowledged the significant change represented by the reforms. She encouraged schools and project managers to review the new guidance materials, familiarise themselves with the updated forms and contact the procurement team if further assistance was required. 
The session concluded with confirmation that the updated guidance documents, templates and forms would be available through the NZSBA procurement webpages and project resources.
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