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1. Introduction and 
conclusion 

  

1.1. PURPOSE AND CONCLUSION 

1. Ths report concerns Centr Denmrk Regon’s1 rsk nd contngency mngement n 
connecton wth the constructon of two new pubc hospts: the New Unversty Hosp-
t n Arhus (DNU) nd the New Hospt West (DNV). The DNU hs  budget of DKK 6,35 
bon nd the DNV hs  budget of DKK 3,15 bon (both n 2009 prces).  
 
2. The Centr Denmrk Regon s responsbe for the constructon of the hospts. The 
government provdes fundng for the hospt constructon works through the Kvtets-
fonden (the Quty Fund). Fundng from the Quty Fund s provded on  fundment 
condton concernng the fnnc frmework set for the constructon works; nether the 
government nor the Centr Denmrk Regon re owed to nect ddton cpt nto 
the proects. Ths mens tht the regon must cover unforeseen expendture ether through 
reevnt budget contngences or by modfyng the constructon pns. t s therefore pr-
tcury mportnt tht rsk nd contngency n the proects re mnged we by the re-
gon.  
 
The regon hs mpemented sever modfctons to the two constructon proects n or-
der to cheve svngs. Mny of the svngs hve been mpemented ether to fnnce un-
foreseen expendture tht coud not be covered through the contngency, or to keep costs 
wthn the budget. Both proects re subect to strct supervson by the Mnstry of Heth. 
Ths mens tht the mnstry hs decded to montor the constructon works nd the re-
gon’s mngement of the proects coser thn normy to support the regon n ts efforts 
to compete the proects wthn the fnnc frmework set.  
 
3. Rgsrevsonen ntted the study n Februry 2016. We hve prevousy exmned work 
done by the mnstry nd regons n preprton for the hospt constructon proects 
funded through the Quty Fund. n ths study, we exmne two of the hospt proects 
durng the constructon phse. n ths phse, the regon s requred to mnge rsk nd 
contngency n order to prevent nd/or reduce ny fnnc consequences of probems 
tht mght emerge durng the constructon phse.  
 
  

                                                                 
1) Denmark is divided into five regions: Capital Region of Denmark, Region Zealand, Region of South-
ern Denmark, Central Denmark Region and North Denmark Region. 

RISK 
A rsk s  thret tht my hve 

n dverse effect on the proect 

ke, for nstnce,  concrete 

foor tht turns out to be of n-

feror quty nd therefore un-

be to crry the pnned od. 

Rsks re ssessed nd pror-

tsed bsed on probbty nd 

consequences.  

FUNDING PROVIDED 
THROUGH THE QUALI-
TY FUND 
The government commts funds 

for the hospt constructon pro-

ects through the Quty Fund. 

The fund supports 16 hospt 

constructon proects n the fve 

regons wth  tot vue of 

DKK 41.4 bon (2009 prces).  

SAVINGS 
Svngs re cheved by mpe-

mentng modfctons to the 

constructon pns n order to 

reese funds for the contngen-

cy, cover unforeseen expend-

ture or n other wys keep wth-

n the fnnc frmework. Mod-

fctons cn ncude decsons 

to reduce the number of foors, 

opertng thetres or prkng 

pces. However, modfctons 

cn so be of n esthetc ntu-

re tht do not necessry hve 

n dverse effect on stff, p-

tents or the operton of the 

budngs. 
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4. The purpose of the exmnton s to determne whether Centr Denmrk Regon, to 
the degree requred, hs mnged rsk nd contngency n the DNU nd DNV proects to 
prevent nd hnde fnnc pressure on the constructon of the two hospts. The re-
port nswers the foowng questons: 
 
• Has Central Region Denmark’s risk management in the two hospital construction pro-

jects been satisfactory? 
• Has Central Region Denmark’s contingency management in the two hospital construc-

tion projects been satisfactory?   

CONCLUSION 
 

t s Rgsrevsonen’s ssessment tht, over, Centr Regon Denmrk’s mngement of 
rsk nd contngency to prevent nd hnde fnnc pressure on the constructon of the 
two hospts hs been unstsfctory.  
 
Centr Regon Denmrk s mngng rsk n the two constructon proects dfferenty. Rsk 
mngement n the DNU proect s ndequte nd unsystemtc nd does not provde  
suffcent bss for the regon’s effort to prevent rsk to the economy of the constructon 
proect. Rsk mngement n the DNV proect s more systemtc nd thus provdng  bet-
ter bss for rsk preventon ctvtes.  
 
The regon so mnges contngency n the two proects dfferenty. However, nether of 
the pproches pped n the two proects ensure tht the regon hs n pproprte b-
ss for ts ssessment of whether the contngency pns cover rsks to the proects. n the 
DNU proect, the regon dd not ncude knowedge of prevous cs on the contngency nd 
constructon rsks n ts contngency forecsts t te n the process. The regon hs yet 
to work out dequte contngency forecsts for the DNV proect. 
 
The need to mprove the mngement of rsk nd contngency n the DNU proect hs been 
brought to the ttenton of Centr Regon Denmrk sever tmes over the pst yers. 
Snce 2015, the regon hs worked on mprovng the contngency forecsts concernng the 
DNU proect nd hs tken  few steps to mprove rsk mngement. However, Rgsrev-
sonen fnds tht bsc probems ssocted wth rsk nd contngency mngement n the 
DNU proect remn unresoved, whch ncreses the rsk tht the regon hs to modfy the 
constructon pns even further. 
 
The regon hs redy mpemented mny svngs through modfctons of the construc-
ton pns for both hospts. Currenty, the regon hs very mted economc opportun-
tes to mnge rsks n the two proects nd t the sme tme, the regon’s opportuntes to 
modfy the constructon pns even further re severey mted. Accordng to the regon’s 
own ssessment, further modfctons of the constructon pns w ffect the quty 
nd future opertng economy of the hospts. Therefore, Rgsrevsonen fnds t essen-
t tht Centr Regon Denmrk mpements pproprte rsk nd contngency mnge-
ment to support the regon n ts efforts to compete the constructon of the hospts wth-
n budget.   
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