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AGENDA

Open to Public and Press

CONSTITUTIONAL MATTERS

1. Apologies for absence and declarations of interest

Guidance on declaring interests is available at
http://tinyurl.com/ccc-dec-of-interests
2, Minutes and Action Log of the meeting held 21st October 2016 5-18

OTHER DECISIONS

3. Highways Depots - Occupational arrangements 19 - 22
4. Finance and Performance Report

- to follow
5. Assets and Investment agenda plan 23 -26
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http://tinyurl.com/ccc-dec-of-interests

6. Exclusion of Press and Public

To resolve that the press and public be excluded from the meeting on
the grounds that the agenda contains exempt information under
Paragraph 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act
1972, as amended, and that it would not be in the public interest for this
information to be disclosed information relating to any individual, and
information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular
person (including the authority holding that information)

7. Programme Status Report

e Information relating to the financial or business affairs of any
particular person (including the authority holding that
information);
The Assets and Investment Committee comprises the following members:

Councillor Roger Hickford (Chairman) Councillor Paul Bullen (Vice-Chairman)

Councillor Chris Boden Councillor Adrian Dent Councillor Lynda Harford Councillor David
Jenkins and Councillor Paul Sales

For more information about this meeting, including access arrangements and facilities for
people with disabilities, please contact

Clerk Name: Dawn Cave
Clerk Telephone: 01223 699178

Clerk Email: dawn.cave@cambridgeshire.gov.uk

The County Council is committed to open government and members of the public are
welcome to attend Committee meetings. It supports the principle of transparency and
encourages filming, recording and taking photographs at meetings that are open to the
public. It also welcomes the use of social networking and micro-blogging websites (such as
Twitter and Facebook) to communicate with people about what is happening, as it happens.
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These arrangements operate in accordance with a protocol agreed by the Chairman of the
Council and political Group Leaders which can be accessed via the following link or made
available on request: http://tinyurl.com/ccc-film-record.

Public speaking on the agenda items above is encouraged. Speakers must register their
intention to speak by contacting the Democratic Services Officer no later than 12.00 noon
three working days before the meeting. Full details of arrangements for public speaking are
set out in Part 4, Part 4.4 of the Council’'s Constitution http://tinyurl.com/cambs-constitution.

The Council does not guarantee the provision of car parking on the Shire Hall site and you
will need to use nearby public car parks http://tinyurl.com/ccc-carpark or public transport
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Agenda Iltem no. 2

ASSETS AND INVESTMENT COMMITTEE: MINUTES

Date: Friday 218t October 2016

Venue: Room 128, Shire Hall, Cambridge

Time: 10.00am — 12.55pm

Present: Councillors Boden, Bullen (Vice-Chairman), Dent, Harford, Hickford

(Chairman) and Jenkins

Apologies: Councillor Sales

40.

41.

42,

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

There were no declarations of interest.

MINUTES AND ACTION LOG OF THE ASSETS AND INVESTMENT
COMMITTEE HELD 16™ SEPTEMBER 2016

The Committee resolved to approve the public minutes of the Assets and
Investment Committee held 16" September 2016, and note the Action Log. It
was agreed that the confidential minutes would be recirculated and
considered for approval at the November meeting, as not all Member had had
the opportunity to read them.

In response to a query from Councillor Jenkins about whether any subsequent
meetings had been arranged with regard to the Cottenham development, it
was agreed that this would be followed up outside the meeting. Action
required.

With regard to the Action Log action relating to the CFO making enquiries
about HDV (Housing Development Vehicle) staffing, it was confirmed that
recruitment consultants had been selected and the work was ongoing. It was
agreed that for clarity, future references to the HDV/Housing Development
Vehicle would instead refer to CHIC.

ELY ARCHIVES BUILDING
A report was presented on the options and updated costs to convert the

former Strikes Bowling Alley in Ely to accommodate an Archives Centre. The
report also included the report and recommendations of the Highways &
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Community Infrastructure (H&CI) Committee that had considered the costs
and options at their meeting on 11" October.

Officers advised that in October 2015, a proposal to convert the bowling alley
to a compliant Archives Centre had been approved, at a cost of £4.2M. Whilst
the project brief and specification from the Service had been clear from the
outset, recent detailed work showed that the original cost estimate fell short of
the amount required, by over £800,000. The reasons for the increase in costs
were detailed in the report. All involved were very frustrated about that
position. A lot of work had been undertaken by the LGSS Property team to
identify why the potential for escalation in costs had not been identified earlier,
and to learn lessons so that this would not happen again. Further design
work had been undertaken subsequently to ensure the archives function
would be compliant with relevant legislation/guidelines, and the County
Council met legal and corporate responsibilities and the building represented
best value for money.

Three options had been presented to the H&CI Committee on 11" October
2016, and that Committee was recommending Option 3 to be progressed by
this Committee. H&CIl Committee had also recommended that the timeline
and programme were clarified, and this was included in the report presented.
The building itself was fundamentally suitable for an Archives Centre, and the
National Archives continued to positively support the scheme. Even at
increased cost, the project represented good value for money, especially
when compared to similar projects across the country.

The Chairman outlined his observations on this issue, how the original cost of
establishing an Archives Centre at this location had been £2.5M, and how this
had increased to £4.2M, but it had been anticipated that the project would
come in below cost. He made specific queries on the following points in the
report:

- queried the “...lack of detailed information about the building, which
resulted in an insufficient amount of money being placed within the budget
to deal with the risk” (para 2.1.2 of the report);

- asked why the cost of removal of equipment from the building was now
included in costs. It was noted that agreeing to remove the equipment had
led to a corresponding reduction in the costs of purchasing the building;

- queried the veracity of the statement “the present data from BCIS
indicates negative inflation over the next periods, and forecast costs to be
only back to present day levels around midpoint of 2020.”;

- noted that the H&CI report stated that new build had been ruled out
because of timescales, yet National Archives appeared to be happy to
extend the current project’s timescales. The Chairman suggested that it
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could have been, and may still be possible, to negotiate an extension with
National Archives on a new build scheme;

- noted that the original report to H&CI in October 2015 had included
options including moving Ely Registration Office and CFA offices to the
new Archives Centre, but Members had rejected that proposal. He sought
assurance that those additions were not trying to disguise extra costs.
Officers confirmed that had other Services been accommodated, a second
storey would have been required, which increased costs significantly, and
was why the Committee had rejected options including those Services.

The Vice-Chairman observed that the project was now over 50% over budget
from the original estimate. He suggested that it required thorough
investigation, and proposed that it should be considered by the Audit &
Accounts Committee as soon as possible. He also suggested that the
Council should cut its losses with the current site, especially as it was on a
floodplain and he was not convinced by the assurances given on flooding
mitigation measures, and look for a new site, preferably a new build site. It
was confirmed that the current site had not been valued recently but would
probably be worth in the region of £1.1M, which was the price the Council had
paid for it.

A Member commented that there were two separate issues which required
the Committee’s attention on this disappointing issue. The first issue was
whether the Archives Centre should be progressed at the current proposed
site, and the second was to carry out a fundamental assessment of the
Council’s ability to manage this type of scheme at all. Whilst the Member did
not like seeing huge amounts of public money spent, he said he would
reluctantly support Option 3, which would provide an Archives Centre that was
built to last, rather than building a second rate archives facility. On the
second issue, he felt there needed a fundamental review of processes of the
development of such schemes, including the decision making and member
involvement. This would be useful if future major development schemes were
evaluated, to ensure such events did not happen again. He added that
fundamentally reviewing processes was always useful, given that practices
change, and lessons could always be learned.

Another Member commented that whilst being extremely disappointed, she
had come to the conclusion that Option 3, despite being the most costly, was
the only way forward. Whilst acknowledging the points raised by the Vice
Chairman regarding flooding risk, she felt that this could be substantially and
satisfactorily mitigated.

A Member commented that the options set out in the report were not
comprehensive as there were at least two other options not included: the “do
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nothing” option, and also the option of the current site being sold on, and the
search for an alternative site commenced. Officers advised that these options
had been explored previously. National Archives would de-approve the
Council as an archive if the “do nothing” option was taken. It was noted that
the original proposal had been for a site in Cambridge, shared with the
University, at a cost of £12M (shared between the two partners), with PFI
funding. Although the original cost of the Ely site was £2.5M, that estimate
had drastically underestimated the actual costs of this specific project.
Despite the increase in costs, the current scheme still represented extremely
good value for money compared to recent archives centres built in Carlisle,
Gwent and Dudley. If the timescales changed beyond the current April 2018
completion date, officers would need to enter into negotiations with the
National Archives.

The Chairman commented that the costs of the Archives Centre had originally
been challenged by the Leader of the Council and reduced significantly in
response to that challenge. Officers replied that initial costs had been based
on estimates from a surveyor, and it was acknowledged that such estimates
needed to be more robust and realistic in future. It was also confirmed that to
start from scratch again, and look for a new site, would take a long time, and it
was possible that the National Archives would look at sanctions, i.e.
withdrawing archives and charging the Council.

Members asked officers if they could bring a report back to the November
Committee on whether it would be feasible to look at alternatives. Officers
advised that it would not be possible for them to bring back a fully developed
report on robust alternative options in such a short timeframe. It was
suggested that a report to the January meeting would be more realistic.
Members noted what would actually be happening between now and January,
which mainly related to the procurement process and finalising the design. It
was confirmed any contracts could be deferred until after the January
meeting, but that this would put pressure on the delivery programme i.e.
completion by April 2018.

Officers confirmed that there was no contingency built into the programme in
terms of timescales. A complete stop on activities at this stage would mean
the delivery date would not be met. As long as the contract was signed
before February, the sums involved would stay the same. In response to a
question from the Chairman, it was confirmed that tens of thousands of
pounds would be spent between now and February, although it was not
possible to be more specific without going back to the cost plan. A Member
suggested that dialogue was needed with the National Archives as soon as
possible, explaining Members’ concerns on the viability of the scheme
currently under discussion, and securing their agreement to extend the
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deadline, if required. Officers confirmed that they had been in regular
dialogue with the National Archives, who had been very supportive. Officers
were happy to discuss with the National Archives the possibility of deferring.
On the subject of de-approval, it was noted that this was unprecedented, no
Council had ever had its archives taken away, and such a scenario would
pose a huge reputational risk, in addition to being very costly.

In response to a Member question on the prospect of identifying suitable
alternative sites, officers advised that the likelihood of finding a cheaper and
more suitable building, which not only fit the archives requirements but also
the accessibility requirements, was very low. The latter had proved a
particular challenge in the original search, and the proximity to public transport
of the current site was a particular advantage.

The Vice-Chairman commented that even in his own Division, he was aware
of sites that would probably be suitable: the basic brief was for a climate
controlled warehouse, which would not be overly expensive.

Another Member commented that although she had strong concerns about
how this situation had been reached, she was keen to proceed with the
proposal. However, there was a very real potential reputational risk, and the
suitability of the current site and building needed to be thoroughly re-
examined. Other Members expressed concerns that putting the current
project on hold could lead to long term delays in the new Archives Centre
being completed.

The Vice-Chairman proposed an amendment, which was seconded by
Councillor Dent:

“Propose that the current proposal is stopped, the current site is sold and
other options are investigated and reviewed.”

On being put to the vote, the amendment was lost.

In discussion, whilst the majority of Members opposed abandoning the current
site and scheme, and did not want to introduce lengthy delays, some voiced
concerns that they should not unreservedly progress with the current scheme
without first double checking that they were on the right track, and it was
suggested that this was achievable before the contract was signed. The
Chairman, seconded by Councillor Jenkins, put forward the following
amendment:

‘request officers investigate and bring back any viable alternative schemes to
the January Assets & Investment Committee”

Page 9 of 26



Agenda Iltem no. 2

On being put to the vote, the amendment was carried unanimously. The
Chief Finance Officer indicated that he would ensure that there was sufficient
officer resource to action this requirement.

The Committee then turned to the H&CI recommendation that Option 3 should
be progressed. Following a show of hands, the majority of Members voted in
favour of that option.

In response to Member questions on what the difference was between the two
funding options put forward in the report, officers advised that the £300,000
Adult Learning Reserve was a revenue balance, not a budget i.e. it was a sum
held on a balance sheet, that was no longer required. Members were very
conscious that Service Committees were currently considering saving
proposals, and many Committee had asked for savings lines to be removed
from the list, so there was a clear need for additional revenue elsewhere.

With this in mind, Members voted on the two funding options, and the maijority
voted in favour of increasing the total borrowing by £860,000, which would
cost £53,000 per year (over 25 years) in debt charges.

Members agreed that it was appropriate for another Committee to scrutinise
the officer processes that had led to this situation, and the internal lessons
learned. A further amendment was proposed by the Vice-Chairman, and
seconded by Councillor Harford:

“refer the issue of officer process to the Audit & Account Committee”.
On being put to the vote, this amendment was carried unanimously.

It was agreed that the report back to Assets & Investment Committee would
be as soon as was practicable, as it could have huge implications on the
decisions of this Committee in future. The Committee also agreed to give the
Chairman discretion to discuss this matter with the Chairman of the Audit &
Accounts Committee as he saw fit.

It was resolved to:

1) agree with the following decision made by the Highways & Community
Infrastructure Committee at their meeting on 11th October 2016:

(a) agree Option 3 should be progressed and recommended to Assets
& Investment Committee;

(b) Request officers work with East Cambridgeshire District Council on
parking issues.
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2) request officers investigate and bring back any viable alternative schemes
to the January Assets & Investment Committee;

3) agree to increase the total borrowing by £860,000, which would cost
£53,000 per year (over 25 years) in debt charges;

4) refer the issue of officer process to Audit & Accounts Committee.

VALUE FOR MONEY FOR EDUCATION CAPITAL PROJECTS

The Committee considered a report on the work undertaken by the Children,
Families and Adults and Property Services teams to make improvements to
the delivery arrangements of the Education Capital Programme.

Issues had been raised in the Education Capital Programme Board about
costs. Benchmarking had shown that Cambridgeshire was well above the
median in some areas, and further analysis had been undertaken. Education
Capital was currently the largest element of the overall capital programme.

It was noted that the recommendation on renewable energy was identified as
an issue form Economy, Transport & Environment (ETE) — it was suggested
that it would be more appropriate for this to be considered by the Assets &
Investment Committee. The Section 151 Officer agreed this was a good
challenge, and advised that Economy & Environment Spokes had recently
received a draft Energy Strategy. It was agreed that some, but not all, of the
Energy Investment team’s work would sit more appropriately with the Assets
& Investment Committee, and this needed to be reviewed. Currently these
issues were raised with the Head of Service (0-19 Place Planning and
Organisation) and the Property team, and reported back to the Education
Capital Programme Board.

With regard to the treatment of contingencies, it was agreed that the
Employers’ contingency should be held in a central pot managed by the
service client, and it was appropriate for the Committee to monitor that pot.

It was suggested that the instruction to “resist extending existing buildings and
build stand-alone new build blocks as an alternative” had broader relevance
e.g. to the Archives centre, where a new build would have been preferable to
adapting an existing building, as did some of the other points raised in the
report.
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A Member commented that given it was the 50" anniversary of the Aberfan
disaster, any shortcuts or efficient from the public sector which could possibly
have implications for safety/risk to children should always be resisted.

It was resolved to note the content of the report.

REVIEW OF THE MEMBER ENGAGEMENT PROTOCOL

The Committee considered a report on the current Member Engagement
Protocol in relation to the work under the Property Portfolio Development
Programme. This report had been requested at the September meeting. A
correction to the report was noted: Freehold disposal (Special Purchaser)
should read “All sales over £500K require GPC approval’.

The Chairman explained that there was anecdotal evidence from Local
Members that they were not being informed of assets and investment related
activities in their Divisions. He agreed with officers’ view that having a fixed
protocol would potentially put Council proposals at risk in some situations, and
that the current discretionary approach should continue. However, it was
more difficult to identify when this approach was not working. Officers
commented that the Programme Status Report gave the Committee an
opportunity to identify potentially sensitive cases. The Chairman agreed,
saying it was the responsibility of committee members to channel information
to their group, and he would additionally feedback to the Independent Group,
who did not have a representative on the Committee.

A Member commented that there appeared to be an unrealistic expectation
among local people that the County Council as a developer should have more
stringent standards applied to it than other developers, so it was vital that the
Council separated out its responsibilities in this regard. All planning guidance
and legislation placed the onus on developers to work as closely as possible
with communities on potential developments at the earliest possible stage. It
was therefore important for each case to be taken on its merits, but the
Council should lead the way in good practice, in terms of consultation. It was
noted that once CHIC was established, the separation would be clearer. In
discussion, the Committee agreed that if officers were uncertain about
whether they should share information with a Local Member, they should seek
the advice of the Chairman.

Noting the proposed Member engagement in the appendix to the report, there
was a discussion as to whether five days’ notice to the Local Member was
sufficient (for freehold disposal on the open market on the open market or to a
special purchaser; leasehold disposal [long lease], granting a short lease,
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lease renewal, granting licences and options). It was agreed that the wording
should be changed to “at the earliest opportunity, and at least eleven working
days”. Members also urged officers to contact Local Members prior to officers
looking around sites in their Divisions.

It was resolved to note the current Protocol and provide guidance as to
whether any revisions to the Protocol are required.

SERVICE COMMITTEE REVIEW OF DRAFT REVENUE BUSINESS
PLANNING

Members considered a report which provided an overview of the draft
Business Plan Revenue proposals for assets and investments which were
within the remit of the Committee.

Members noted the increasing difficulty of delivering a balanced budget each
year. It was also noted that the savings proposals were predicated on a 2%
increase in Council Tax. The only new or changed proposal specific to assets
and investment related to investment in the Telecommunications hosting
policy, specifically exploring the opportunities to generate revenue income
from hosting telecoms equipment on Council land and property assets.

It was also noted that as at the beginning of October 2016, Property and
Strategic Estates functions had been demerged from LGSS back to
Cambridgeshire County Council, and the associated budgets would be
transferring. This would result in an additional significant annual cost of
approximately £150,000 per annum needing to be met from with the Assets &
Investment budgets.

It was resolved that:

a) ltis requested that the Committee note the overview and context provided
for the 2017/18 to 2021/22 Business Plan revenue proposals for the
Service;

b) Itis requested that the Committee comment on the draft revenue savings
proposals that are within the remit of the Assets and Investments
Committee for 2017/18 to 2021/22.

FINANCE AND PERFORMANCE REPORT — AUGUST 2016
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Members received a report setting out financial and performance information
relating to the areas within the Assets & Investment Committee’s remit as at
the end of August 2016. At the end of August, those areas were forecasting a
year-end underspend on revenue of £96,000, and an overspend on capital of
£195,000, the latter due to the phasing of schemes.

It was noted that the demerger of Property and Strategic Estates from LGSS
was not reflected in the report, as the report reflected the situation at the end
of August.

A Member queried the rental income from Bellerbys buildings on the Manor
Schools site, which was being held to offset demolition costs when the lease
expired in 2021. Officers agreed to email the Committee clarification of this
issue. Action required.

It was resolved to:

a) review, note and comment upon the report;

COMMITTEE AGENDA PLAN

The Committee noted the agenda plan, with the following additions raised
under previous items:

Ely Archives Centre (January meeting)
Lesson learned from Ely Archives Centre (November meeting)

It was resolved to note the agenda plan, including the oral updates provided
at the meeting.

St Ives Bridge Chapel — Councillor Bullen, as Vice Chairman and one of the
Local Members for St lves, outlined some recent issues regarding the chapel
on St lves bridge, which was a County Council asset which came under the
responsibility of the Highways team, as it was technically part of the bridge.
Negotiations were taking place with the Norris Museum in St Ives to take over
the day to day running of the chapel. It was agreed that a briefing paper
would be presented to the November Committee meeting. Action required.

EXCLUSION OF PRESS AND PUBLIC

It was resolved unanimously that the press and public be excluded from the
meeting during the consideration of the following reports on the grounds that it
is likely to involve the disclosure of exempt information under paragraph 3 of

10
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Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972 as it refers to information
relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular person (including
the authority holding that information) and information in respect of which a
claim to legal professional privilege could be maintained in legal proceedings.

PROGRAMME HIGHLIGHT REPORT

Members considered a number of information/update papers.

The Committee agreed to note the report.

Chairman

11
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Cambridgeshire
ASSETS & INVESTMENT MinUtes.Action Lo AN | County Council
COMMITTEE g

Introduction:

This is the updated action log as at 3@ November 2016 and captures the actions arising from the most recent Assets & Investment Committee
meeting and updates Members on the progress on compliance in delivering the necessary actions.

Minutes of 16" September 2016

Item | Iltem Action to be | Action Comments Completed
No. taken by
35. Finance & Performance Report | R Moore/ KPIs for November meeting to include a | Will be included in

J Macmillan detailed report on Farm Income. November F&P report

Minutes of 215t October 2016

41 Minutes Clir Hickford | Contact Clir Jenkins about subsequent | Dawn Cave emailed Yes
meetings on the Cottenham Committee and Local
development. Member on 26/10/16.
43. Ely Archives Centre Clir Hickford/ | Refer issue of officer process (costing, Date item is being
Clir Shellens | design, etc) to Audit & Account considered at A&AC tbc.
Committee (A&AC), and receive a report
back.
46. Finance & Performance Report | John Queried the rental income from John Macmillan emailed Yes
Macmillan Bellerbys buildings on the Manor School | Committee on 26/10/16
site, which was being held to offset
demolition costs when the lease expired
in 2021. Officers to email the
Committee clarification of this issue.

Page 17 of 26



49, Programme Highlight Report Roger Update Clir Hickford on the Linton LAC | John Macmillan emailed Yes
Moore? property. Chairman on 21/10/16

49, Programme Highlight Report John Email original IRG paper on County John Macmillan emailed Yes
Macmillan Farms Estate Strategy to Committee Committee on 26/10/16

In addition, the following actions were identified in informal meetings between some Committee Members and officers, relating to actions and decisions

made at Committee meetings:

Date of Action to be Action Comments Completed

mtg taken by

09/06/16 | C Malyon CFO to make inquiries on the CHIC staffing. Recruitment Consultants selected and work | Ongoing
underway

2
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HIGHWAYS DEPOTS — OCCUPATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

To: Assets & Infrastructure Committee

Meeting Date: 11" November 2016

From: Deputy Chief Executive, Chris Malyon

Electoral division(s): ~ March North, Ely South and West, Huntingdon and
Duxford

Forward Plan ref: N/a Key decision: No

Purpose: Leasehold disposal at less than best consideration of four

Highways depots located at March, Witchford, Huntingdon
and Whittlesford

Recommendation: To permit the Head of Strategic Assets to formalise the
occupation of the four Highways depots located at March,
Witchford, Huntingdon and Whittlesford at less than best
consideration.

Officer contact: Officer contact:
Name: Roger Moore Name: Richard Lumley
Post: Head of Strategic Assets Post: Head of Highways
Email: Roger.Moore@cambridgeshire.gov.uk | Email: richard.lumley@cambridgeshire.gov.uk
Tel: 01223 507268 Tel: 01223 703839
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24

BACKGROUND

The County Council Highways Service is currently tendering for a contractor to provide a
county-wide highway maintenance service via the Official Journal of the European Union
(OJEU) competitive dialogue process. The current contract is with Skanska which is due to
terminate on 30 June 2017. The new contract will be awarded, initially for a ten year period,
with the option to extend for a further five years. The County Council is currently in
competitive dialogue with two potential providers: Skanska and Kier.

The new highway contract is worth £900 million over the fifteen year life, comprising both
revenue and capital works. The County’s Highways Service expects the new provider to
save £3 million over the first two years; £800k revenue in year one followed by £2.2 million
by the end of year two. The £2.2million will be a mixture of revenue and capital. From year
three onwards it is expected that there will be efficiencies made year on year.

The new contract will be a step change from the traditional client-contractor set up that
currently exists towards a more partnership based approach. Benefits of the partnership
approach include significant integration of the County Council Highway Service with the
partner, reducing duplication and double handling, increasing efficiency and the ability to
deliver on the ground. A robust set of terms and conditions will be in place to manage and
monitor performance to ensure that the contract is delivering value for money year on year.
In order to drive value for money from day one there is a requirement for the new partner to
integrate seamlessly into the depot environment, working with County Council Highways
staff on a day to day basis. Such an arrangement creates a one-team approach through
shared management and efficient use of time and resource.

Subject to receiving acceptable tenders from the two bidders, a report will go before
Highways & Community Infrastructure committee on 14 February 2017 seeking approval to
award the new contract to the successful bidder. Mobilisation of the contract will
commence 1 March 2017 and run for a four month period.

MAIN ISSUES

Through the competitive dialogue process, both potential contractors have indicated that
they would wish to operate from the four existing highways depots located at March (1.975
hectares/4.88 acres), Whittlesford (0.751 hectares/1.85 acres), Witchford (1.094 hectares/
2.7 acres) and Huntingdon (1.59 hectares/3.928 acres). The four depot sites will also be
occupied by existing County Council’s Highways staff.

In order to protect the County Council, the occupation of these sites by an independent third
party provider for the duration of the contract needs to be formally documented.

If the County Council obtains best consideration, i.e. charges a Market Rent, for the
leasehold interests in these sites, the contractor will recharge the rental cost via their tender
bid price back to the County Council and therefore the rent will become circular monies.
The contractor may also add a management fee to cover the cost of dealing with any
property issues which again may be recharged via the contract.

To meet the requirements of s.123 of the Local Government Act 1972, the Council’s core
policy is that disposals should be at ‘best consideration’ unless authorised by Members.
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41

Disposals are defined as the transfer of a legal interest in land (which could be a freehold
sale, grant of a lease, release of restrictive covenant), other than the grant of a lease of less
than 7 years in duration which are exempt from the requirements of s.123.

The County Council’'s Constitution now provides that the authority for all property
transactions rests with the General Purposes Committee, but there is an agreed delegation
to the Director of Finance (s151 Officer) to exercise that authority for transactions where the
capital value is less than £500,000, or the revenue value is less than £150,000

Disposals at less than best consideration have not generally been delegated to officers, but
there have been a number of different delegations provided for over the years to cater for
special circumstances. The current agreed delegation is as follows:-

Authorisation of disposals of property assets by occupational agreements of less than 7
years to community-based users on School and other County Council sites at less than
best consideration shall be delegated to the Director of Finance, where the annual
market rental value of the site is less than £20,000.

As the contract will be let for a 10 to 15 year period, this means that any occupational
arrangement will be longer than the 7 year term which the Director of Finance has
delegated authority to authorise and collectively the rental value is over the £150,000 limit.

Market Rents for the four depot sites, based on recent comparable data, would suggest that
the depots should achieve between at rate of £0.20 to £0.50 per sq ft for open storage land
and £5 to £8/sq ft for industrial type buildings and higher for office accommodation,
depending on location, standard of accommodation and construction. The comparable data
indicates a pro-rata rate of between £14k to £47k/acre for buildings and land.

In order to simplify matters, it is proposed that the County Council documents the
occupation of these sites via licences, at less than best consideration i.e. at a peppercorn
rent. Furthermore it is proposed that the County Council retains all responsibility for
maintenance and running costs therefore the contractor will incur no cost for their
occupation of the depots and should reflect this in their formal tender submissions.
Member approval for this proposal is required before the County Council can formally
confirm the property arrangements to both contractors.

ALIGNMENT WITH CORPORATE PRIORITIES

Developing the local economy for the benefit of all
There are no significant implications for this priority.

Helping people live healthy and independent lives
There are no significant implications for this priority.

Supporting and protecting vulnerable people
There are no significant implications for this priority.

SIGNIFICANT IMPLICATIONS

The finance implications are contained within the main body of the report.
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4.2

Implications

Officer Clearance

Have the resource implications been
cleared by Finance?

Yes

Name of Officer: Sarah Heywood

Has the impact on Statutory, Legal and
Risk implications been cleared by LGSS
Law?

Report sent 2 November 2016
Yes or No
Name of Legal Officer:

Are there any Equality and Diversity
implications?

Report sent 2 November 2016
Yes or No
Name of Officer:

Have any engagement and
communication implications been cleared
by Communications?

Report sent 2 November 2016
Yes or No
Name of Officer:

Are there any Localism and Local
Member involvement issues?

Report sent 2 November 2016
Yes or No
Name of Officer:

Have any Public Health implications been
cleared by Public Health?

Report sent 2 November 2016
Yes or No
Name of Officer: Tess Campbell

SOURCE DOCUMENTS GUIDANCE

Source Documents

Location

Highway Service Contract 2017 —

\\ccc.cambridgeshire.gov.uk\data\Et Shared\HSC Board

Highways Transformation Board
papers and associated background
documents
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ASSETS AND INVESTMENT Published — 1" November 2016 AAA | Cambridgeshire
COMMITTEE AGENDA PLAN Hpdated =3 Rovember 2015 A | County Council
Notes

Committee dates shown in bold are confirmed.

The definition of a key decision is set out in the Council’s Constitution in Part 2, Article 12.

*

the foot of this document.

Draft reports are due with the Democratic Services Officer by 10.00 a.m. eight clear working days before the meeting.

indicates items expected to be recommended for determination by full Council.
+ indicates items expected to be confidential, which would exclude the press and public. Additional information about confidential items is given at

The agenda dispatch date is six clear working days before the meeting.

Committee Agenda item Lead officer Reference if key | Deadline | Agenda
Date decision for despatch
draft date
reports
11/11/16 + Programme Status Report (to include Chris Malyon/Roger | Not applicable 31/10/16 02/11/16
10.00am (i) Academy Land issues and (ii) County | Moore
Farms Estate Strategy (iii) County Farms
Estate Income Position)
Grant of Depot Leases at less than best Roger Moore/Richard | Not applicable
consideration under Highways Contract Lumley
Finance and Performance Report Chris Malyon Not applicable
Agenda Plan Dawn Cave Not applicable
16/12/16 + Programme Status Report Chris Malyon/Roger Not applicable 05/12/16 07/12/16
10:00am Moore
Cleaning Re-tender of contract for Chris Malyon/ 2016/045
Cambridgeshire Council offices Catherine Kimmet
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Committee | Agenda item Lead officer Reference if key | Deadline | Agenda
Date decision for despatch
draft date
reports
Oasis Centre, Wisbech Chris Malyon/Hazel Not applicable
Belchamber

Asset Management Strategy update Chris Malyon Not applicable

St Ives Bridge Chapel Richard Lumley Not applicable

Finance and Performance Report Chris Malyon Not applicable

Agenda Plan Dawn Cave
2710117 + Programme Status Report Chris Malyon/Roger | Not applicable 16/01/17 18/01/17
10:00am Moore

Older People’s Care Home Development | Richard O’Driscoll 2017/012

Programme

Care Accommodation Business Case Roger Moore Not applicable

Update

Provision of Key Worker Housing Chris Malyon Not applicable

Ely Archives Centre — alternative options | Chris Malyon/ Roger | Not applicable

Moore

Finance and Performance Report Chris Malyon Not applicable

Implications of digital strategy on property | Roger Moore/Noelle | Not applicable

assets (review of Telecoms Strategy; Godfrey

Housing design)

Agenda Plan Dawn Cave Not applicable
24/02/17 + Programme Status Report Chris Malyon/Roger | Not applicable 13/02/17 15/02/17
10:00am Moore

Wisbech Castle Update

Not applicable

Finance and Performance Report

Chris Malyon

Not applicable
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Committee | Agenda item Lead officer Reference if key | Deadline | Agenda
Date decision for despatch
draft date
reports
Agenda Plan Dawn Cave Not applicable
31/03/17 + Programme Status Report Chris Malyon/Roger | Not applicable
10:00am Moore
Finance and Performance Report Chris Malyon Not applicable
Agenda Plan Dawn Cave Not applicable
28/04/17 + Programme Status Report Chris Malyon/Roger | Not applicable
10:00am Moore
Finance and Performance Report Chris Malyon Not applicable
Agenda Plan Dawn Cave Not applicable

To be programmed: Lessons learned from Ely Archives Centre (following consideration by Audit & Accounts Committee), Acquisitions
and Investment Policy Delegations, County Farms Estate Strategy update
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Notice made under the Local Authorities (Executive Arrangements) (Meetings and Access to Information) (England) Regulations 2012 in
compliance with Regulation 5(7)

1. At least 28 clear days before a private meeting of a decision-making body, public notice must be given which must include a statement of
reasons for the meeting to be held in private.

2. Atleast 5 clear days before a private meeting of a decision-making body, further public notice must be given which must include a statement of
reasons for the meeting to be held in private, details of any representations received by the decision-making body about why the meeting should
be open to the public and a statement of the Council’s response to such representations.

Forward Intended Matter in Decision List of Reason for the meeting to be held in private
plan date of respect of maker documents
reference decision which the to be
decision is submitted
to be made to the
decision
maker

Decisions to be made in private as a matter of urgency in compliance with Regulation 5(6)
3. Where the date by which a meeting must be held makes compliance with the above requirements impracticable, the meeting may only be held in
private where the decision-making body has obtained agreement from the Chairman of the Council.
4. Compliance with the requirements for the giving of public notice has been impracticable in relation to the business detailed below.
5. The Chairman of the Council has agreed that the Committee may hold a private meeting to consider the business referred to in paragraph 4
above because the meeting is urgent and cannot reasonably be deferred for the reasons stated below.

Date of Matter in respect of which the decision is to be made Reasons why meeting urgent and cannot reasonably be
Chairman’s deferred
agreement

For further information, please contact Quentin Baker on 01223 727961 or Quentin.Baker@cambridgeshire.gov.uk
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