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REPORT ON THE PROPERTY PORTFOLIO 2005-06

Report by Head of Property

Introduction

1. This is the annual report detailing the performance of the Council’s property portfolio from April 2005 to March 2006.  The content of this report will help inform the Corporate Asset Management Plan.

2. Fitness for Purpose surveys for the majority of operational properties have been conducted for the first time.  The results of this annual assessment will help monitor progress towards achieving the Resources Directorate Service Plan target of 90% of properties being fit for purpose by 2015.

3. New national guidance on property performance indicators issued by The Association of Chief Corporate Property Officers in Local Government (CoPROP) has been introduced this year with more changes expected next year.  This has introduced some new indicators, changed the definition of others and in some cases makes comparison with performance in previous years difficult.

Fitness for Purpose
4. At the end of 2005/06, Property Services undertook Fitness for Purpose surveys for the majority of operational non-school Council properties.  These surveys will be completed annually to provide an overview of the property portfolio and help inform decisions on future change.  Schools were excluded from this assessment because they are already subject to detailed suitability and sufficiency assessments as required by Department for Education & Skills (DfES).

5. The assessment has used a combination of surveys and existing data to rate each property in terms of suitability, sufficiency, condition and environmental performance.  From these results an overall ‘fitness for purpose’ rating was determined for each property.  The following ratings were used:

Fit for purpose
Properties that are appropriate for delivering and sustaining service delivery.  These properties require only normal expenditure e.g. planned maintenance, servicing etc

Generally fit for purpose
Properties that meet service requirements but require some investment to prevent them becoming unfit for purpose

Unfit for purpose with potential for economic improvement
Properties that are not appropriate for service delivery because of problems in relation to suitability, sufficiency, condition or environmental performance but may be improved by reasonable financial investment

Unfit for purpose
Properties that are not fit for purpose because of significant problems in relation to suitability, sufficiency, condition or environmental performance and cannot be improved without disproportionate financial investment

More details on the methodology used are given in Annex 1.

6. The findings for the Council’s operational property portfolio (excluding schools) are:
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A breakdown of the results by property type and Directorate is given in Annex 2.

7. 371 out of 435 (85%) of operational non-school properties were surveyed.  64 properties were not assessed.  21 of these were Homes for Older People, which are included in the contracts between the County Council and Oxfordshire Care Partnership and will be part of the redevelopment programme to upgrade all of the Homes to meet current registration standards.  Others were not assessed because they were undergoing significant improvement work at the time of the survey, because the properties were awaiting new occupation or disposal, and in some cases because data was not available.

8. The majority of properties surveyed (70%) were rated as either ‘fit for purpose’ or ‘generally fit for purpose’.  Of the 16 properties rated ‘unfit for purpose’, 7 of these were libraries, 3 were youth centres and 2 were older peoples day centres.  1 recycling centre, 1 staff house, 1 workshop and 1 Social & Community Services office also fell into this category.  Several libraries and youth centres also fell into the next category up of ‘unfit for purpose with potential for economic improvement’.

9. The fitness for purpose results will be used to inform the review of the Corporate Asset Management Plan, to inform property reviews and decisions on investment in property, to monitor changes in the property portfolio and to help prioritise for action.  The results will be reported annually to highlight changes in the previous year.

Acquisitions, Disposals and Capital Receipts

March 2005
March 2006

Number of main properties
840
835

Land area (freehold)
NA
1197.4ha

Land area (leased in)
NA
255.8ha

Number of freehold acquisitions in year
4
12

Number of freehold disposals in year
19
20

10. Between March 2005 and March 2006 the number of main properties decreased by 5.  However the extent to which this is due to a reduction in the size of the portfolio compared to that which is due to reclassification of some ‘main properties’ is not easily determinable.  The reduction in the number of main properties does not necessarily equate to the number of acquisitions and disposals as some relate to properties not classified as ‘main properties’ or to parts of sites.  Annex 3 provides details of acquisitions and disposals for 2005-06 and gives an overview of how the property portfolio is changing.  The acquisitions are primarily for new schools and roads.  The disposals are mainly rationalisations to provide improved and more appropriate property.

11. Gross Capital receipts received from property and land sales for the year end 2005/06 were £14m compared to an original target of £18m at the start of the year. The principal reason for this shortfall was accounted for by the failure of two sites to proceed to completion within the financial year.

12. Approximately 50% of the sales were properties formerly used by the Children, Young People & Families Directorate, the most notable of which were the sale of land at the Caldecott/Kingfisher school site in Abingdon £4.425m and the former Benson Infants School at approximately £1.8m. A further £500,000 was received from the Diocese of Oxford in relation to the sale of church schools.  Approximately £4m was received from premises formerly used by the Social & Community Services Directorate of which £3m came from the sale of the Blue Mountains Home for Older People (former Homes for Older People) and the Sinodun Centre.  

13. Land acquisitions during the year have been limited to minor highway improvements (Stratton Way Abingdon, Skimmingdish Lane Bicester) land exchanges with Banbury Town Council for the new Orchard Fields Community Primary School and two Ambulance Stations (Chipping Norton & Bicester), the former to consolidate an existing land holding prior to disposal and the other to meet a need for improved Fire & Rescue Service accommodation.  No significant leasehold properties were acquired in 2005/06 with the exception of a site at Station Lane, Witney now occupied by West Oxfordshire Highways Depot.

Condition and Required Maintenance
Condition and required maintenance data for 2005/06 in comparison to previous years is provided below.

(i) Percentage gross internal floor space in condition categories A-D:

Note: As of 2005-06, this indicator includes non-operational properties that were not included in previous years.  Schools will be included in future years as overall condition ratings for school properties become available. 

A – Good: performing as intended but showing minor deterioration

B – Satisfactory: performing as intended but showing minor deterioration

C – Poor: showing major defects and/or not operating as intended

D – Bad: life expired and/or serious risk of imminent failure
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(ii) Required maintenance by cost expressed as total cost/percentage in priority levels 1-3 and as overall cost per m² GIA:

Note: As of 2005/06, this indicator is required to include schools that were not included in previous years.

Priority 1 – urgent works that will prevent immediate closure of premises and/or address an immediate high risk to the health and safety of the occupants and/or remedy a serious breach of legislation.

Priority 2 – essential work required within two years that will prevent serious deterioration of the fabric or services and/or address a medium risk to the health and safety of the occupants and/or remedy a minor breach of the legislation.

Priority 3 – desirable work required within 3-5 years that will prevent deterioration of the fabric or services and/or address a low risk to the health and safety of the occupants and/or a minor breach of the legislation.
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Priority 1
Priority 2
Priority 3
Total
Cost/m² GIA

2005-06
£0
£60,106,883
£19,061,643
£79,168,526
£90.45

2004-05
£1,000
£6,862,000
£1,595,150
£8,458,150
NA

2003-04
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

2002-03
NA
NA
NA
£10,991,550
NA

2001-02
NA
NA
NA
£10,169,320
NA

(iii) Annual percentage change to total required maintenance figure over previous financial year (including schools):

2004-05
£83,482,680

2005-06
£79,168,526

% change
-5.2%

(iv) Total spend on maintenance:

Note:
As of 2005-06, this indicator is required to include schools  that were not included for previous years.  The 2005/06 data is inclusive of schools’ delegated maintenance spend.  Total allocated to schools in 2005-06 was £5,672,731, of which £2,430,726 was spent on responsive maintenance through Mouchel Parkman.  Capital Prudential funding (£1,675,500) is excluded from the indicator for 2005/06.


Total spend on maintenance
Total spend on maintenance per m² GIA
% split of total spend on maintenance




Planned
Responsive

2005-06
£9,327,484
£10.66
51%
49%

2004-05
£2,941,047
£21.81
NA
NA

2003-04
NA
£20.86
NA
NA

2002-03
NA
£19.32
NA
NA

2001-02
NA
£20.96
NA
NA

14. The new requirement by the Chartered Institute of Public Accountancy and Finance (CIPFA) to include the condition data for schools in the annual property performance indicator returns makes year on year comparisons of performance difficult. 

15. However the total value of the overall assessed need for repair and maintenance has fallen by 5.2% from £83.482m for 2004/05 to £79.169m for 2005/06. 

16. There are two principal reasons for this:

· In line with practice adopted by many authorities we now carry out condition surveys of our properties every three years rather than every year. The last complete survey of the County Council property was carried out in the summer of 2003. With effect from 2005/06, one third of the property portfolio will be surveyed each year. The first phase of the survey cycle, which was completed during the summer of 2005, identified a number of inaccuracies and anomalies in the data collected in 2003. The estimated cost of a small number of repairs had been overstated and a number of repairs had not been deleted from the assessed need statement although they had been carried out.

· The Council’s new core property services consultant Mouchel Parkman has taken steps to improve the accuracy of cost estimates for repairs identified during the survey and property condition data will be continuously updated.  This aspect of the service that they provide to the Council is now the subject of a key performance indicator. 

17. 2005/06 was the first year of the six-year Prudential Funding programme for repairs and maintenance. This investment programme should mitigate the historic annual increase in the assessed need for repairs to Council properties and will address a substantial proportion of the highest priority repairs necessary to the structure and fabric of the Council’s property stock, particularly primary schools.

Environmental Performance

Environmental performance data for 2005-06 is provided below.

(i) Percentage of all properties (with available data) in environmental performance categories 1-4

1
–
Better than good practice benchmark

2
–
Consumption above good practice benchmark but better than typical

3
–
Consumption above typical by up to 25%

4
–
Consumption above typical by more than 25%
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(ii) Energy consumption in kWh/m2 by property type with typical and good practice benchmarks
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18. The pie chart above indicates that more than 60% of properties perform better than typical (i.e. average based on benchmarks for various property types) in terms of carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions arising from energy & water use.  However, just over 10% of properties have CO2 emissions that are at least 25% higher than typical for the type of building.  This assessment is based on a straight comparison of actual emissions to benchmark values but does not include an assessment of each property to determine reasons why emissions are as they are.  That assessment is part of the ongoing energy management service provided by our property consultants Mouchel Parkman.

19. The second chart above shows the average energy use across various property categories compared to good practice benchmarks and typical (average) values for such properties.  It shows that whilst for most property categories average energy use is between good practice and typical use, there are several groups that have higher energy use.  Further investigation will be undertaken to assess these properties as there are a variety of reasons why use would appear to be higher than average.  These may be to do with the quality of the building or services but equally may relate to operational reasons such as the hours of operation and management procedures employed by occupants.

20. CO2 emissions remained relatively stable in comparison to the 2004/05 levels. The Council’s target for CO2 emission reduction is 40% between 1990 and 2010. By the end of 2005/06, a 45% reduction had been achieved, one third of which was the result of direct action by the Council (e.g. reducing energy use, switching on-site energy sources), the other two-thirds being the result of purchases of renewable electricity in the marketplace. The Council has done extremely well in securing 100% of its contracted electricity supplies from renewable sources (as of October 2005), but it will be difficult to maintain that percentage because competition, for what is a scarce resource, has increased significantly in the last few years. Thus, whilst the Council should continue to pursue purchases of renewable electricity, it seems prudent to amend the CO2 emission reduction target to one relating specifically to those aspects over which the Council has direct control. A review of possibilities is an inherent part of the Local Authority Carbon Management Programme of which the Council commenced implementation in May 2006.

21. In partial recognition of the above, the Energy & Water Policy (Buildings) also included, from April 2005, a target of reducing energy use by 10% between 2005 and 2010. During 2005/06, use was approximately 1% lower than the preceding year – gas use decreased whilst electricity use increased. Mouchel Parkman provide energy management services including undertaking energy surveys to identify opportunities to improve performance, providing training to building managers and occupants and implementing energy saving projects utilising Prudential energy funds, in an effort to reduce energy and water use, costs and associated CO2 emissions.

22. Property is a significant element of the focus of Future First and the above targets have been adopted by it. The Local Authority Carbon Management Programme is the prime focus of Future First for 2006/07 and Property Services is playing a major role in its implementation.

Building Accessibility

Portfolio by GIA m² for which an Access Audit has been undertaken by a competent person


%
No.

2005-06
100
79

Note:
Only buildings that are open to the public are required to have an Access Audit.

23. The percentage of buildings open to the public in which all public areas are suitable for, and are accessible to, disabled people (reported under BVPI156) is 69.62% (55 out of 79).  The basis for assessing and reporting has changed back to that previously used following clarification of the guidance for the way in which the BVPI is assessed. 

24. The council’s core property services consultant has been commissioned to review the access surveys for the 24 non-compliant properties and to produce cost estimates for the work necessary to achieve compliance with the BVPI benchmark standard.

Utilisation of school properties
As reported in Section 21 of the 2006 DfES return 
% of schools with over 25% surplus spaces
Overall % of surplus spaces

Primary Schools
9% (22 out of 233) of schools have in excess of 25% and more than 30 spaces surplus
12.45%

Secondary Schools
3% (1 out of 34) of schools have in excess of 25% surplus spaces
10.76%

25. County Council policy is to have an average of 10% overall surplus spaces in schools to allow for necessary flexibility.  On this basis, both primary and secondary schools are close to this target.   It is anticipated that the single secondary school with in excess of 25% surplus spaces will become an academy in September 2007 and will therefore not be controlled by the County Council from this time.  The Primary Review will consider how the surplus spaces in Primary Schools can be reduced.

Capital Projects

26. The following data is for Capital Projects over £50k reaching practical completion:


2004-05
2005-06


%
Number
%

Capital Projects completed within 105% of agreed programme period
20%
9/16
56%

Capital Projects completed within 5% of agreed budget
46%
10/16
63%

27. Project work during 2005/06 was affected by the transition of property service contracts from Atkins to Mouchel Parkman.  Irrespective of this the benchmark data shows improvement to the delivery of projects in terms of time and cost targets. The data set above is for project work retained by Atkins.

28. Within the new contract there are targets for both CO2 emissions and BREEAM (Building Research Establishment’s Environmental Assessment Method – a tool to evaluate the environmental impact of buildings) scores.  However, there was no requirement for assessment of CO2 or BREEAM as part of the previous contract for the projects under review.  It can however be reported that BREEAM assessments being carried out on current project work within the Capital Programme are generally achieving ‘good’ ratings with some achieving ‘very good’. The 2006/07 report will include this data.

Benchmarking and Targets
29. Benchmarking data for 2005/06 is not available from external sources until later in the year.  The revised Corporate Asset Management Plan will include benchmarking data and set targets for future years when completed in January 2007.

RECOMMENDATION
30. The Cabinet is RECOMMENDED to note the report and request that benchmarking information and targets be provided in the Corporate Asset Management Plan for 2007/08.

NEIL MONAGHAN

Head of Property

Background papers:  
Nil

Contact Officer: 
Mark Tailby, Team Leader, Strategic Asset Management, Tel: 01865 816012

September 2006

ANNEX 1

Fitness for Purpose Methodology
Suitability and Sufficiency

Suitability and sufficiency surveys seek to measure the extent to which a property asset:

· Meets the current and future needs of, and contributes toward the improvement of, service delivery;

· Meets the current and future needs of service users;

· Meets the current and future needs of staff, members and citizens; and

· Contributes to the aims and objectives of the Council.

Surveys were completed with Service Managers in order to ensure consistency and a strategic view of the portfolio.  This was largely done through a number of one-to-one meetings between Property Services staff and the Service Managers.  The surveys were conducted during April, May and June and gave Services the opportunity to give their opinion on individual properties and highlight any areas of concern.

The surveys asked Services to rate the properties from which they operate against the following criteria:

· Location

· Sufficiency

· Layout

· Internal Environment

· Facilities

· Image

These criteria were given one of the following ratings:

Good
Suitable for service delivery

Satisfactory
Generally suitable for service delivery

Poor
Service delivery adversely affected

Very Poor
Not suitable for service delivery; service delivery significantly adversely affected

The results were weighted in order to determine an overall suitability and sufficiency rating for each property.

Schools were excluded from the survey because they are already subject to detailed suitability and sufficiency assessment under DfES guidelines.

The Library Service and Youth Service had already carried out recent suitability/sufficiency assessments of their accommodation.  For these properties the Service’s existing survey data was used to determine their suitability/sufficiency ratings.

Condition
Property Services data was used to rate each property on its overall condition.  Each property is given a condition rating from A-D based on a rolling annual programme of building surveys and in accordance with DfES/ODPM guidance.  The ratings are defined under Condition and Required Maintenance (i) in the main report.  In some instances a condition rating could not be assigned to a property.  This was generally because the Council has no liability for the condition and maintenance of the property.

Environmental Performance

Property Services/Consultant data on water and energy usage was used to rate the environmental performance of properties.  An overall environmental performance rating for each property was determined by converting this data into an equivalent value in terms of carbon dioxide emissions produced and comparing this to benchmarks for similar property types.  The ratings were 1-4 and are defined under Environmental Performance (i) in the main report.  As with the condition data, an environmental performance rating was not able to be assigned to some properties.  This was generally because energy/water usage information was not available for the property.  In particular this was the case with staff houses, which the Council does not hold utility information for.

Overall Ratings
Property ratings for suitability, sufficiency, condition and environmental performance were weighted and used to determine an overall ‘fitness for purpose’ rating for each property.

ANNEX 2

Fitness for Purpose results by property type and directorate 
Property Type
Unfit for Purpose
Unfit for purpose with potential for economic improvement
Generally fit for purpose
Fit for purpose
Not assessed
Total

Adult Learning
0
4
7
18
6
35

Children’s Homes
0
0
0
0
3
3

Cultural Services
0
0
3
2
6
11

Depots
0
1
4
4
2
11

Family Centres
0
0
5
9
4
18

Fire Service Houses
0
0
0
37
0
37

Fire Stations
0
2
16
6
0
24

Garages
0
0
0
5
0
5

HOPS
0
0
0
0
21
21

LD Day Centres
0
4
6
7
0
17

Libraries
7
17
15
4
0
43

MH Day Centres
0
0
1
0
1
2

Offices – CS
0
1
3
5
0
9

Offices – CYP&F
0
2
5
0
3
10

Offices – E&E
0
0
0
1
0
1

Offices – Resources
0
0
2
3
2
7

Offices – S&CS
1
4
9
2
12
28

OP Day Centres
2
0
3
3
0
8

PRUs
0
0
1
2
0
3

Recycling Centres
1
3
2
2
0
8

Register Offices
0
3
4
8
0
15

Residential Field Study Centres
0
0
1
3
0
4

Staff Housing
1
1
38
42
4
86

Workshops
1
2
1
2
0
6

Youth Centres
3
4
9
7
0
23









OVERALL
16
48
135
172
64
435

Directorate
Unfit for Purpose
Unfit for purpose with potential for economic improvement
Generally fit for purpose
Fit for purpose
Not assessed
Total

Community Safety
0
3
19
48
0
70

Children, Young People & Families
3
6
21
26
10
66

Environment & Economy
2
9
11
15
2
39

Resources
1
1
40
47
6
95

Social & Community Services
10
29
44
36
46
165









OVERALL
16
48
135
172
64
435
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Unfit for Purpose with potential for economic improvement
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Generally Fit for Purpose
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Fit for Purpose

ANNEX 3

Details of disposals, acquisitions and capital receipts

DISPOSALS 2005/06

Description
Location

51m2 on west side of Peppard Road
Sonning Common

0.22ha on southwest side of Fairspear Road, Ridings Farm
Leafield

Land to the rear of library
Milton-u-Wychwood

Caldecott/Kingfisher/Tesdale Schools
Abingdon

Land and buildings at Cumnor CE School - transfer
Cumnor

Childrens Respite Centre, Greys Road
Henley

Land north and south of Laurence CE School
Warborough

Highway Depot, Shiplake Bottom
Rotherfield Peppard

Land adjacent to 35 Park Road
Faringdon

Eastfield bungalow and house – two sites – Brasenose Driftway
Oxford

St John the Evangelist School - transfer
Oxford

Land near Guydens Farm
Garsington

Land south of Chilbridge Road
Eynsham

St Swithuns School transfer
Kennington

Land north of Fewcott Road
Fritwell

Land at Queens Road
Carterton

Whitehouse Farm land and buildings
Aston

Land at junction of Old and New Foundry Street
Banbury

Benson Community Infants School
Benson

Blue Mountains and Sinodun Centre including 2 cottages
Wallingford

TOTAL
20

ACQUISITIONS 2005-06

Description
Purpose
Location

1.78ha of adjoining park through exchange of land with Town Council
Orchard Fields Community School dev.
Banbury

Strip of roadside land southwest of railway bridge, Banbury Road
Highways
Bicester

Bradley Arcade Community Centre car park
Orchard Fields Community School dev.
Banbury

Ambulance Station, Kingsclere Road
Future investment
Bicester

Land along A418 for provision of a cycle route
Highways
Gt. Haseley/Thame

Land adjacent to St Andrews School
Access
Chinnor

Plot 3, Stratton Way
Highways
Abingdon

Land for highway purposes, Manor Farm Close
Highways
Kingham

Rooms adjacent to Blackbird Leys Library
For use by Adult Learning
Oxford

Ambulance Station, Spring Street
Future investment
Chipping Norton

20m2 of land comprising Plot 2, Skimmingdish Lane
Highways
Bicester

4m2 of land comprising Plot 2, Skimmingdish Lane
Highways
Bicester

TOTAL
12

CAPITAL RECEIPTS 2005/06

Directorate
Capital Receipts

Learning & Culture
£7,113,176

Environment & Economy
£1,017,500

Resources
£1,914,000

Community Safety
£0

Social & Health Care
£3,925,293

TOTAL
£14,091,461

ESTIMATED CAPITAL RECEIPTS 2006/07

Directorate
Capital Receipts

Children, Young People & Families
£7,317,000

Environment & Economy
£659,000

Resources
£624,250

Community Safety
£0

Social & Community Services
£7,646,000

TOTAL
£16,246,250
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