EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – 29 OCTOBER 2007

  

  LEISURE AND COMMUNITY POLICY PANEL –   9 OCTOBER 2007
PART   I - NOT DELEGATED 
7b.
  PROPOSED NEW BUILDINGS IN THE AQUADROME TO PROVIDE A SHOP AND RESTAURANT AND, PUBLIC TOILETS, AN APARTMENT AND AN INFORMATION CENTRE

(  DLE)  

  
1.
Summary
1.1
  A report informing Members of progress with The Aquadrome project and presenting the Project Initiation Document (PID) for consideration and referral to the Executive Committee.
2.
Details

2.1
  Members will be aware that the Council has been in discussion with Mr and Mrs Trisk-Grove, trading as Joie de Vivre Ltd., with respect to developing modern facilities in The Aquadrome. Members are requested to consult the agenda and minutes of the Executive Committee meeting held on the 21 May 2007 for the details of their resolution (Minute EX14/07 refers).
2.2
There has been intensive discussion between the various interested parties and, as a consequence, it has been determined, following consultations, to construct two separate buildings in The Aquadrome.  It was felt that two separate buildings met the Council’s and Joie de Vivre’s aspirations more satisfactorily than a shared building. However, these two buildings will share the same utility services. (Power supply, drainage etc.)
2.3
The proposed location of these two buildings is not well served by services and,

as the detail of the project has developed, there are concerns over the utilities infrastructure. 

The tendering process has not started but the resulting tenders are anticipated to come in over budget. However we don't know by how much at the moment and won't until the tender adjudication process is completed. It's therefore recommended that the savings on the pavilions’ project is "earmarked" for this project. Further reports are to be made, when the tender adjudication results are known.
2.4
The attached map (appendix 1), shows the location of the proposed facilities. Building A is to face the lake and contain a restaurant and a separated part which is to be a retail facility. Joie de Vivre are to own the fabric of building A, but not the land under it, and are expected to rent out the retail facility to another trader.  

The retail area, within building A, will accommodate an information centre run by Three Rivers District Council. 

The information centre will be stocked with leaflets provided by the Landscape Section. 

The land on which building A will stand is to be leased to Joie de Vivre. It is planned that TRDC will pay a nominal £1.00 per annum for a licence to operate the information centre from building A.
2.5
Building B is to stand at right angles to building A and is to accommodate public toilets, and a residential apartment. Building B is to be wholly owned and maintained by The Council. As reported to The Executive Committee on the 21 May 2007, the residential accommodation is intended to be occupied by a member of the grounds’ staff who will provide a security / caretaker presence. The status of the flat with respect to the stock transfer to Thrive is to be investigated and will be the subject of further reports.
2.6
The infrastructure for these two buildings is to be provided by The Council. (Footpaths, utilities etc.)

2.7
The Council will be handling the Planning Application for the entire scheme. Joie de Vivre will deal with facilities A’s Building Regulation application, as will The Council for facility B.

2.8
A project initiation document has been drawn up and Members are requested to consider this document, appended to this report, and to refer it to the Executive Committee.
3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1
  Resolution EX14/07 requires the Leisure and Community Policy Panel to be informed of progress with this project, prior to referral to the Executive Committee.
4.
Policy/Budget Implications
4.1
The recommendations in this report are within the Council’s agreed policy. However, until the completion of the tendering process and investigation of the works required to the infrastructure supporting the two buildings, the true costs can not be established with a reasonable degree of certainty.  
4.2
Links to the Council’s Strategic Plan are as set out in the report of 21 May 2007, to The Executive.
4.3
The original scheme envisioned a partner funding arrangement with Joie de Vivre. Now that there are to be two separate buildings, the funding arrangements between Joie de Vivre and the Council have been reappraised with Joie de Vivre funding building A and TRDC funding building B. A further report will be prepared setting forth the budget detail once the tendering exercise is completed.
5.
Financial Implications
5.1
  The approved capital programme for 2007/08 includes £678,000 for the new public restaurant, accommodation, club facilities and accessible toilets in the Aquadrome. This expenditure was to be funded equally by the Council and Joie de Vivre.

5.2 The capital bid for this project stated that there would be no revenue implications for the Council. The proposal for two separate buildings will not incur additional net revenue expenditure.
5.3
As mentioned in 4.1 above, although the project is currently within budget, there may be an unexpected expenditure due to unknown factors. It is therefore recommended that the anticipated savings in the Pavilions project be vired to this project.
6.
Legal Implications
6.1
  The arrangements reflected in the report are achievable by the drafting of a ground Lease, arrangements for which have been put in hand.

7.
Equal Opportunities Implications

7.1
Relevance Test

	Has a relevance test been completed for Equality Impact?
	Yes / 

	Did the relevance test conclude a full impact assessment was required?

The buildings will be constructed to current standards relating to access by persons with a disability.
	 No 


7.2
Impact Assessment
  

No impact assessment is required.
8.
Staffing Implications
8.1
  As reported to the Executive Committee on 21 May 2007.
9.
Environmental Implications
9.1
As reported to the Executive Committee on 21 May 2007.

10.
Community Safety Implications
10.1
As reported to the Executive Committee on 21 May 2007.

11.
Customer Services Centre Implications
11.1
As reported to the Executive Committee on 21 May 2007.

12.
Website Implications
12.1
As reported to the Executive Committee on 21 May 2007.

13.
Risk Management Implications
13.1
As reported to the Executive Committee on 21 May 2007 and as indicated in 
the attached PID.

14
Recommendation
14.1
That   Members of the Leisure and Community Policy Panel note this report and recommend to the Executive Committee that the anticipated savings in the Pavilions’ project be vired to this project. (The Aquadrome project)
14.2
That Members of the Leisure and Community Policy Panel note this report &  
Project
Initiation Document and refer them to the Executive Committee.


Report prepared by:
  E M O’Neill 
Policy Manager 




C Hope

Head of Leisure





A Power

Accountancy Manager

Background Papers


  Report to the Executive Committee on 4 September 2006 and 21 May 2007


  
APPENDICES / ATTACHMENTS
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GIS extract showing location of new buildings.


2.
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3. 
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Appendix 2

Relevance Test

 Form A – Relevance Test

	Function/Service Being Assessed:


1. Populations served/affected:

( FORMCHECKBOX 
 Universal (service covering all residents)?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Targeted (service aimed at a section of the community –please indicate which) ?

2. Is it relevant to the general duty? (see Q and A for definition of ‘general duty’)

Which of these three aspects does the function relate to (if any)?:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 1 – Eliminating Discrimination  

( FORMCHECKBOX 
 2 – Promoting Equality of Opportunity

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 3 – Promoting good relations   

Is there any evidence or reason to believe that some groups could be differently affected?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 


( FORMCHECKBOX 
 No
   

Which equality categories are affected?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Race

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Age

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Sexual Orientation

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disability

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Gender

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Religion

3. What is the degree of relevance?

In your view, is the information you have on each category adequate to make a decision about relevance?

( FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes (specify which categories)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No (specify which categories)

Are there any triggers for this review (for example is there any public concern that functions/services are being operated in a discriminatory manner?) If yes please indicate which:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes

( FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

4. Conclusion 

On the basis of the relevance test would you say that there is evidence that a medium or high detrimental impact is likely? (See below for definition)


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes


( FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Note: if a medium or high detrimental impact has been identified then a full impact assessment must be undertaken using Form B.

Completed forms should attached as an appendix to the relevant report and a copy sent to the Community Partnerships Unit in Corporate Development, Strategic Services.

Definition of Low, Medium or High detrimental impact.
For any one (or more) equality group the following evidence is found:

	
	Evidence may come from one or more of the following sources:

· Local service data

· Data from a similar authority (including their EIA)

· Customer feedback

· Stakeholder feedback

· National or regional research

	High Relevance
	There evidence shows a clear disparity between different sections of the community in one or more of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.

	Medium Relevance
	The evidence is unclear (or there is no evidence) if there is any disparity in terms of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.

	Low Relevance
	The evidence shows clearly there is no disparity in terms of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.
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Project Initiation Document
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Project Initiation Document (PID)
New Buildings Within The Aquadrome, Rickmansworth
	Description


	  Page

	1.
	Project Definition


	

	2.
	Project Scope


	

	3.
	Initial Business Case


	

	4.
	Project Management Structure and Responsibilities


	

	5.
	Exception Process


	

	6.
	Method of Approach


	

	7.
	Project Deliverables and Outcomes


	

	8.
	Project Quality and Control


	

	9.
	Quality Assurance


	

	10.
	Exclusions


	

	11.
	Constraints


	

	12.
	Assumptions


	

	13.
	Communications


	

	14.
	Risk Assessment and Appendices 1 and 2


	

	15.
	Project Plan


	

	16.
	Project Documentation


	

	17.
	Post Project Review


	


	1.
	Project Definition



	1.1
	To, in conjunction with a trader, construct two buildings within The Aquadrome, to replace dilapidated and life expired buildings there.

	
	

	2.
	Project Scope



	2.1
	Building A to contain a restaurant, retail outlet and an Information Centre. 

Building B to contain public toilets and a residential apartment.

The existing toilet block and café to be demolished.



	
	

	3.
	Initial Business Case



	3.1
	The current buildings in the aquadrome are life expired. The public toilets are shabby, dilapidated and present a poor image of TRDC to the public. New toilets are required.

One WC has been upgraded for unisex disabled access.
The present owners of the business operating the restaurant facilities (Joie de Vivre ltd.) plan to expand their business by way of providing a better service to the public in a more agreeable and modern environment.

The Council wishes to have a residential presence on site to deter would be vandals and to alert the relevant authority to any situation that requires a police, fire service or other emergency service response.  

The Council wishes to provide a facility for users of The Aquadrome, especially young people, to develop an interest in the green environment, to draw users’ attention to the nature trails there, and the flora and fauna to be found in The Aquadrome.

	
	

	4.
	Project Management Structure & Responsibilities



	4..1
	Project Executive/Sponsor –

The  Leisure and Community Policy Panel  

The Leisure and Community Portfolio Holder



	4.2
	Project Board 

Peter Brooker
 Director of Leisure and Environment

Chris Hope





Head of Leisure

Ted O’Neill





Policy Manager (DLE)
Roland Childerhouse




Chief Valuer

Nick Dimbleby





Property and Facilities Manager

Karl Murdoch





Head of Environment

Julie Hughes





Principal Landscape Officer

Mary Fraser





PA to Peter Brooker

Stephen Exton





Finance 
James Baldwin




Solicitor 

Mr & Mrs Trisk _Grove



Owners of Joie de Vivre





	4.3
	Project Team

As above



	
	

	5.
	Exception Process



	5.1
	Unexpected occurrences, outside the tolerance of the plan, are to be reported to the Management Board and, if necessary, The Leisure and Community Policy Panel for referral to the Executive Committee.

	
	

	6.
	Method of Approach



	6.1
	The Council will deal with the Planning Application in respect of both buildings

Joie de Vivre will deal with the Building Control Application for building A

The Council will deal with the Building Control Application for building B

Joie de Vivre will be responsible for erecting building A

The Council will be responsible for erecting building B

The Council will be responsible for the infrastructure (Paths etc)
The Council will be responsible for services (Rain water drainage, electric, water and sewage)

	
	

	7.
	Project Deliverables and Outcomes



	7.1
	The project will deliver two buildings providing services as detailed in Section 2.1 of this document.



	
	

	8.
	Project Quality and Control 



	8.1
	PFM will  carry out supervision of the construction of Building B and infrastructure works

 

	8.2
	The Project Board shall meet as often as required to review progress and to monitor expenditure.

	
	

	9.
	Quality Assurance



	9.1
	PFM will arrange for the inspection of works to building B in progress

PFM will arrange for the inspection of the infrastructure works (Paths, landscaping, services etc.)



	
	

	10.
	Exclusions



	10.1
	This PID does not include the relocation of other resident users of The Aquadrome.

	
	

	11.
	Constraints



	11.1
	It is known that the vehicle access to The Aquadrome is constrained by a hump back bridge with a maximum load capacity of 7.5 tonnes gross (The bridge’s span is 10.5 m)

	
	

	12.
	Assumptions



	12.1
	It is assumed that the trader, Joie de Vivre, have the resources to fund their building (building A).



	
	

	13.
	Communications



	13.1
	The Project Board will meet as often as deemed necessary to review progress and costs.

Joie de Vivre has set up a shared pool of data on a private Internet site, with access limited to Joie de Vivre and TRDC officers.



	
	

	14.
	Risk Assessment



	14.1


	The Council has agreed its risk management strategy which can be found on the website at:

http://www.threerivers.gov.uk/Default.aspx/Web/CouncilPoliciesPlans
or in the shared folder:

Grp Share on File and Print Server 1 / Risk Management / Risk Management Strategy – Current – July 2006

The risk management implications of this project initiation document are detailed below.



	14.2
	This project is included in  Appendix F of the Leisure, Service Plan.

Any risks resulting from the project will be included in the risk register and, if necessary, managed within this service plan. 



	14.3
	The following table gives the risks that might prevent the delivery of this project, together with their impact and likelihood.


	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	1
	The Council’s contractor ceases to trade
	IV
	E

	2
	The contract over runs its estimated cost
	III
	C

	
	
	
	


	14.4
	Of the risks detailed above none are already managed within a service plan.




	14.5
	The above risks are plotted on the matrix below depending on the scored assessments of impact and likelihood, detailed definitions of which are included in the risk management strategy. The Council has determined its aversion to risk and is prepared to tolerate risks where the combination of impact and likelihood are plotted in the shaded area of the matrix. The remaining risks require a treatment plan.


	Likelihood
	A
	
	
	
	
	
	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	B
	
	
	
	
	
	V = Catastrophic
	A = >98%

	
	C
	
	
	2
	
	
	IV = Critical
	B = 75% - 98%

	
	D
	
	
	
	
	
	III = Significant
	C = 50% - 75%

	
	E
	
	
	
	1,
	
	II = Marginal
	D = 25% - 50%

	
	F
	
	
	
	
	
	I = Negligible
	E = 2% - 25%

	
	
	I
	II
	III
	IV
	V
	
	F =  <2%

	
	Impact


	
	


	14.6
	In the officers’ opinion none of the new risks above, were they to come about, would seriously prejudice the achievement of the Strategic Plan, and are therefore operational risks. The effectiveness of treatment plans are reviewed by the Audit Committee annually.



	
	


	15.
	Project Plan



	15.1
	A project plan is to be prepared when the details are agreed.



	
	

	16.
	Project Documentation



	16.1
	All relevant documentation will be retained by the Project Manager .


	17
	Post Project Review

	
	

	17.1
	To be carried out following completion of the project.


APPENDIX 1

RISK REGISTER
	Service Plan : Policy Manager (DLE)


	Risk

Ref
	Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood
	Risk Tolerance

Requires Treatment

Yes/No
	Next

Milestone

Date
	Next

Review

Date

	1
	The Council’s contractor ceases to trade
	IV
	E
	Yes
	TBA
	TBA

	2
	The contract over runs its estimated cost
	III
	C
	Yes
	TBA
	TBA

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	
	
	


APPENDIX 2
RISK IDENTIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT FORM

	Service Plan
	Leisure


	
	Risk
	Vulnerability
	Cause/Trigger
	Impact
	Impact Classification
	Likelihood Classification

	
	Describe the Risk
	What can go wrong? 

How can it go wrong?

Has it gone wrong before?
	What happens to bring the risk into being?
	How serious would it be if the risk comes into being?
	See Impact Table
	See Likelihood Table


	1
	The Council’s contractor ceases to trade
	The Council’s selected contractor could cease to trade, during the course of the contract.
	Market factors
	Service Disruption
	
	E

	
	
	
	
	Financial Loss
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Reputation
	IV
	

	
	
	
	
	Legal Implications
	
	

	
	
	
	
	People
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Note: Insert here rationale for assessment

A company credit search will be carried out on all potential contractors to ascertain their level of risk.



	2
	The contract over runs its estimated cost
	The contract may over run its estimated cost due to unexpected problems with
(a) The ground conditions

(b) The provision of services

(c) Other unknown factors


	Self explanatory. However, officers will carry out as much investigation as is possible, prior to the contract being let.

This should lead to a design for services, ground works, infrastructure and the building itself which anticipates, and designs out, potential problems.

	Service Disruption

C

Financial Loss

Reputation

Legal Implications

III

People

Experience has shown that, notwithstanding rigorous investigation, unforeseen problems with utilities, ground and structure can manifest themselves when work commences. 



	
	Likelihood
	A
	
	
	
	
	
	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	
	B
	
	
	
	
	
	V = Catastrophic
	A = >98%

	
	
	C
	
	
	2
	
	
	IV = Critical
	B = 75% - 98%

	
	
	D
	
	
	
	
	
	III = Significant
	C = 50% - 75%

	
	
	E
	
	
	
	1
	
	II = Marginal
	D = 25% - 50%

	
	
	F
	
	
	
	
	
	I = Negligible
	E = 2% - 25%

	
	
	
	I
	II
	III
	IV
	V
	
	F = <2%

	
	
	Impact


	
	


APPENDIX 3

RISK TREATMENT PLAN

	
	Risk
	Existing Control
	Adequacy of Control
	Action Required
	Responsibility
	Critical Success Factor
	Key Dates
	Review Date

	
	As described on the risk identification and assessment form above
	What controls exist now to minimise the risk?
	What evidence is there that the existing controls are working?
	What gaps have been identified? What can be done to reduce the likelihood of something going wrong or reduce the impact if something does go wrong?
	Who is managing the risk?
	How will you know that the action taken has worked?
	Milestones
	


	1
	The Council’s contractor ceases to trade
	A company search, of potential contractors will be carried out, prior to inviting tenders.
	This is a well used procedure
	
	DLE
	Satisfactory reports from the Council’s auditors
	TBA
	TBA

	2
	The contract over runs its estimated cost (and budget)
	Pre tender estimates are carried out and PFM inspect and make interim payments on certificate.

“Extras” have to be brought to the attention of the surveyor and the project team and approved before payment is made.

	This is a well used procedure.
	The anticipated savings in the Pavlions project may be allocated to this project.
	DLE
	Project is completed within budget. 
	TBA
	TBA


Enter Risk number in matrix (left) against the highest impact classification for the risk and the appropriate likelihood classification taken from the table above.
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