7 ESTATE AUDIT

7.1 Introduction
7.1.1 The estate audit is structured in five sub-sections;

Sub-Section 3.2 - Estate Data; provides data on the extent of ownership, size of the operational estate, age and value of the estate and a review of the Town Planning Policies that impact on the estate.
Sub-Section 3.3 - Site Data; provides a description of each site, an assessment of the site’s future development capacity and identification of opportunities to expand, rationalise or consolidate within each site.  Potential commercial property market opportunities are considered.
Sub-Section 3.4 - Building Data; demonstrates profiles of building condition, floor space and running costs.  The infrastructure investment requirement and projected budget for the planning period is reviewed.

Sub-Section 3.5 - Space Management Data; examines current space management practices and utilisation levels.

Sub-Section 3.6 – Building Performance Assessment; buildings are assessed on utility, condition, projected occupation cost and tenure.
A list of the Land and Buildings reviewed in Section 3 is given in Appendix 2.
7.2 Estate Data
3.2.1
The University estate ownership extends to 125.23 ha (see Table 1).

Table 1 – Distribution of Land
	Site
	Area Profile (ha)

	King’s College
	
34.46

	Foresterhill
	
12.78

	Marischal College
	
1.51

	Hilton
	
9.72

	Hillhead
	
8.00

	Dunbar
	
1.32

	Gordon Barracks
	
5.83

	Balgownie Playing Fields
	
17.02

	Field Stations / Other*
	
34.59

	Total
	
125.23


*
Tillycorthie (16.34), Culterty (2.80), Tarradale (3.03), Bettyhill (0.28), Hall Forest (12.14)

Figure 3 - Estate Area (%)
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Recent sales have impacted on the size of the estate, notably the disposal of Aldroughty Estate in 2001 (extending to 159 ha) and of the off-campus halls.  Significant changes are likely to occur in the size of the University’s estate due to initiatives in student residential accommodation and the proposed sale of Hilton.

The vast majority of the University’s academic estate operates from 47% of the University’s land.  A significant 41% of land is utilised by field stations and playing fields.  The residual 12% is used for residential purposes.

3.2.2
Size of Operational Estate
The University’s operational estate comprises 85 main-line buildings and units and 149 houses and commercial properties (see Table 2).

Table 2 – Operational Built Estate

	
Category
	No of Buildings/Units
	Usable (m2)
	Gross
(m2)
	Balance (m2)
	Bed spaces

	Academic and Related
	  59
	121,151
	170,805
	49,654
	-

	Central & Support
	  16
	  19,038
	  24,608,
	  5,570
	-

	Halls and Catering 
	  10
	  64,206
	  83,404
	19,198
	3,019

	Houses/Commercial
	149
	  11,029
	  14,315
	  3,286
	-

	Total
	234
	215,424
	293,132
	77,708
	3,019


Figure 4 – Gross Operational Built Estate (%)
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Growth in Estate

The size of the academic, academic-related, central and support estate in 1994 was 154,390m2 gross.  Over the seven years up to 2001 there was an 11% increase.  The last off-campus flat complex was completed in 1995 and until 2001 there was a stable position in the halls and catering sector.  The sale of the off-site campus student flats and the merger with Northern College brought about a very significant re-alignment in the scale and composition of the estate (see Table 3).

Table 3 – Growth in Estate

	Estate
	1997/98 (m2)
	1998/99 (m2)
	1999/00 (m2)
	2000/01 (m2)
	2001/02 (m2) 
Excl Hilton
	2001/02
(m2)
Incl Hilton

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Total
	Operational

	Academic & Related, Central & Support
	

167,916
	

169,110
	

171,187
	

171,534
	

172,720
	

195,413
	

176,052

	Halls & Catering
	
99,912
	
99,912
	
99,912
	
99,912
	
77,150
	
83,404
	
68,860

	Total
	
267,828
	
269,022
	
271,099
	
271,446
	
249,870
	
278,817
	
244,912


The addition of Hilton in December 2001 subsequently added 22,693m2 gross of academic and related and central and support space, and also 6,254m2 gross of halls and catering accommodation.

Table 4 – Variance in Estates Size Since 1997/98

	
	1997/98 (m2)
	2001/02 (m2) 
Excl Hilton
	Variance
Since 97/98
	2001/02 (m2)
Incl Hilton
	Variance
Since 97/98

	Academic & Related, Central & Support
	

167,916
	

172,720
	

+3%
	

195,413
	

+16%

	Halls & Catering
	
99,912
	
77,150
	
-22%
	
83,404
	
-16%

	Total
	
267,828
	
249,870
	
-7%
	
278,817
	
+4%


3.2.3 Ownership
The University has the feuhold of 99% of its operational estate.  The residual 1% is leased by the University.

3.2.4
Age
The University’s buildings range in age from pre-1840 to the 21st Century (see Figures 5a and 5b).
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Figure 5a - Age of Built Estate
Figure 5b - Age of Built Estate by Main Site

Over 94% of the operational estate is more than twenty years old.  Over 66% of the operational estate was built in the period 1960-1979.  The introduction of Hilton to the estate contributed 15% to this sub total.  This profile has implications for the infrastructure of the estate because condition is linked to age.  This correlation between age and condition is explored in Section 3.4.

3.2.5
Land Title
The level of accuracy of the land titles held for the University estate varies significantly.  The age of King’s College and the manner of its consolidation over time has resulted in there being many individual titles that vary in size and detail.  While it would be desirable to have these separate titles unified and registered, the cost would be significant and has been deemed by the University to be uneconomical at present.  The presumption against disposal at King’s College means the lack of a unifying document does not, in practice, materially complicate management.

The land title situation relating to Foresterhill is complex for different reasons.  The University does not hold a single unifying title.  The presumption against disposals on this site also means that the lack of such a unifying document does not, in practice, complicate significantly the management of this part of the estate.

The title position with regard to Marischal College and Hilton have been the subject of detailed scrutiny and in both cases the University is aware of any restrictions on the respective titles which may have a bearing on the future use of these sites.

Recent Scots Law land reform amendments have simplified some title issues and further revisals are being considered which would also have relevance to these matters.

The University and Aberdeen City Council recently reached a legal agreement whereby historic land conditions held by the Council over the University’s main sites, which could have prohibited the development of these sites, will no longer be enforceable.

3.2.6
Valuation
The University’s estate (excluding Hilton) has a reinstatement value of £407 million and a gross insurance sum of £425 million based on a declared value of £340 million.  This does not take into account the recent disposal of the off-campus student residences.  The prevailing insurance valuation is in the process of being reviewed in conjunction with the University’s insurance brokers.  It is not anticipated that the insured sum will change significantly beyond the amendment in relation to the halls sold.

The estate (excluding Hilton) was revalued for balance sheet purposes, with effect from the 1 August 1999, at £205 million.  This valuation was undertaken by an internal valuer in accordance with the Practice Statements and Guidance Notes of the Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors Appraisal and Valuation Manual.

For the purposes of this valuation, the main University buildings were deemed to be specialised in nature and, accordingly, valued by reference to Depreciated Replacement Cost (DRC).  A number of properties were classified as non-specialist and were valued by reference to Existing Use of Value (EUV).  Specialised non-operational properties (part Marischal College) could not in accordance with the above Guidance Notes be valued by reference to DRC and were required to be valued by reference to open market value.  Full details of the valuation procedures and criteria used in the above are enclosed in Appendix 3.

3.2.7 Town Planning Policy
· The extant Development Plan covering all of the University’s sites in Aberdeen comprises the Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire Structure Plan 2001-2016, approved by the Scottish Ministers in December 2001, and the Aberdeen City District-wide Local Plan adopted in September 1991.

The latter is somewhat dated and a replacement City Local Plan has been under preparation for some time.  A final draft was published for consultation in September 1999 but, due to the fact it does not conform to the new Structure Plan, will not be approved.  It is nevertheless, for the time being, a material consideration in the determination of any Planning Applications.  This Plan will eventually be superseded by a second Finalised Aberdeen City Local Plan, which is due for publication in the Summer of 2002.

· The Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire Structure Plan 2001-2016 provides the strategic framework for land use and development objectives for the City and its hinterland over the next 15 years.  It aims to focus major development in the main settlements and integrates land use and transportation.  It also ensures that development densities relate to the proximity of services and the public transport networks.

· The Local Plans prepared by Aberdeen City Council set out detailed policies and proposals for the control of development within the framework set by the Structure Plan.  The City District-wide Local Plan, despite the fact it is significantly dated, continues to control development in the four main areas of University interest at King’s College, Foresterhill, Hilton and Marischal College.

· At Old Aberdeen, King’s College is designated for University Use where Policy ER 2 applies.  This policy seeks to encourage the retention of University-related uses and proposals to expand such uses will normally be considered favourably, provided they conform to the Conservation Area Policies which apply to the wider area.  Where buildings presently occupied by the University become surplus to requirements new uses will be encouraged provided that they are compatible with the adjoining areas and surviving University uses.  See Appendix 4.

· At Foresterhill, the entire complex is identified for Hospital and Health Care Uses and Policy again seeks to encourage the retention of such uses.  Should land or buildings become vacant, new uses may be permitted providing they are compatible with adjoining uses. Both here and in Old Aberdeen, Policy requires that any redevelopment of redundant sites must conform to a design brief.

· At Hilton, the site is designated for educational use where Policy ER2 applies.  This seeks to encourage the retention of educational related use and proposals to expand such use will normally be considered favourably.  Where buildings presently occupied for educational use become surplus to requirements, new uses will be encouraged provided they are compatible with the adjoining areas and servicing educational use.  Representations have been lodged by the University to the Planning Authority along these lines.

· Marischal College is a Category A listed building and falls into an ER1 policy designation, where encouragement is given to the retention of further educational and research uses.  Where such uses become surplus to requirement, new uses may be permitted.  In this regard, planning permission has recently been granted for change of use of part of the building to office accommodation.

· The Finalised City Local Plan is soon to be revised and will be the subject of public consultation later this year.  When it becomes public, consideration will be given to the implications of the plan for the University and, where necessary, representations will be made.  However, it is not anticipated that Policy relating to the University’s interests will change substantially from the present Finalised Plan.

· The Plan acknowledges that Higher Education and Research Institutions play an important and diverse role in the Community and, as major land and property managers, they also contribute towards the townscape and environmental character of the localities in which they are situated.

This is particularly important in Old Aberdeen, where the entire campus falls within a Conservation Area and consequently strict controls are placed on new development or alterations to existing buildings.  Community Services Policy 7 encourages the retention of Higher Education and Research Uses in Old Aberdeen.  Relocation to sites which are less readily accessible to public transport, pedestrians and cyclists, is discouraged.  Similarly, any new Higher Education and Research Uses must be in areas which are readily accessible by public transport, pedestrians and cyclists.  Where existing sites, or parts of sites, are clearly demonstrated to be surplus to current and anticipated future requirements, a development brief examining potential future uses will be prepared.  New uses, which conform with the terms of these Briefs and other Local Plan Policies, will be permitted.  Expansion of University Uses is also acceptable, subject to proposals being in accordance with other Local Plan Policies, such as those relating to open space, nature conservation, access and amenity considerations.

· At Foresterhill, the Local Plan recognises that it must assist in the process of accommodating future healthcare requirements as well as dealing with any identified land and property surpluses.  In doing so, it stresses the importance of facilities being provided in locations which are accessible to the communities they serve.  Consequently, Community Services Policy 1 seeks the retention of the Foresterhill site for healthcare purposes.  Controls on new development, or the redevelopment of surplus property, are similar to those placed on the Old Aberdeen Campus and are not expected to restrict development unduly.
3.3 Site Data
3.3.1 In the following sub-sections, the University’s four main academic sites, residential accommodation and outlying properties are described in detail.  Each category will be appraised in relation to the opportunities each may have for future:

· development

· expansion

· rationalisation

· consolidation

· commercial property market involvement

ACADEMIC SITES

A site plan for each main site is attached in Appendix 5.

A) King’s College

3.3.2
King’s College contains a total of 22 academic and related buildings, providing 98,296 gross m2, 11 central and support buildings providing 12,129 gross m2 and Refectory and Halls residential buildings providing 71,227 gross m2.  The total at King’s College is 195,967 gross m2, as listed in Appendix 2.

3.3.3
King’s College is the University’s main campus, providing the accommodation for the academic activity of the Faculties of Science and Engineering, Social Sciences and Law and Arts and Divinity.  Also located at King’s College are the main University staff and student support services, central administration and the Conference Centre.  King’s College is located approximately 2 miles north of the City Centre, in the Old Aberdeen Conservation Area.  King’s College is bisected by College Bounds, High Street and, thereafter, Don Street.  Settlement plans within the confines of Old Aberdeen have remained largely unaltered and are regulated by the planning framework.  King’s College forms a major part of the Conservation Area, which extends as far north as Hillhead.  The Old Aberdeen Conservation Area Report is enclosed as Appendix 4.  All buildings within the Conservation Area are subject to specific planning guidelines.  These controls extend not only to the historic buildings but also to those built between 1950 and the late 1970’s.  There are 175 buildings which have listed building status in the Conservation Area, of which 56 are owned by the University.  


Their listing reinforces the planning controls affecting them.  Traffic management on the High Street and the surrounding areas is subject to greater restrictions.  In addition to these localised restrictions, it is inevitable that a Transportation Plan will be required for King’s College similar to that in place at Foresterhill.

King’s College is located within a mixed residential area.  Appendix 5 details the Planning Authority’s classification of the land uses immediately surrounding King’s College.  The type and mix of surrounding uses is important as it can both assist and inhibit the manner in which the University estate is managed.  The King’s College footprint is bounded to the north by St Machar Drive, west by Bedford Road, south by Meston Walk/University Road and to the east by King Street.  The area enclosed within this designation for practical purposes may be seen as the “core” of the King’s College site.  Certain notable exceptions to this include the Zoology Building to the north and the College Bounds spinal route to the south.

3.3.4
Development Potential within Existing Site Boundaries
Within the King’s College site, there remain a limited number of sites with potential for future University development.  These are listed below and are identified on the location plan in Appendix 5.

Any additional intensification of development on the King’s College site would need to be balanced against any potential detrimental impact on the environment.  With the exception of the site reference KC5 below, any significant new development will instigate the Local Planning Department requirement for the preparation of a Green Transportation Plan for the King’s College site.  Any new development within King’s College would clearly have to comply with the relevant planning policies outlined in the previous section.

KC1 – St Machar Drive / Bedford Road

The most prominent and extensive site remaining at King’s College for development, extends to approximately 0.79 ha.  This site has potential for enlargement should the Refectory no longer be required.  Inclusion of this site would increase the development plot potential by 0.58 ha.  The prominence of this site suggests that it should be reserved for a high profile “signature” building.

KC2 – Queen Mother Library Car Park

This site was earmarked in the 1960’s campus development plan for future expansion of the University library.  It extends to approximately 0.38 ha and currently has planning consent for a University’s Arts and Archive Centre.  

KC3 – Bedford Road Compound

This site currently provides accommodation for sections of Facilities Management.  The site extends to approximately 0.74 ha.

KC4 – Bedford Walk

This site currently provides a car park adjacent to the Fraser Noble Building.  It extends to approximately 0.27 ha.  It has planning consent for a multi-storey car park, which was required in association with the consent identified in KC2 above.

KC5 – Sunnybank / Primrosehill

This site extends to 0.38ha and has been selected for the provision of a proposed new Student Health Centre.

KC6 – Walled Garden, High Street

This site is the former walled garden for the premises at 81 High Street, which is privately owned.  As the University has no specific use for this site, it is currently leased on an ad-hoc basis to the occupants of the neighbouring residential premises.  It extends to approximately 0.14 ha.  Development along with 81 High Street may be considered.

KC7 – Dunbar Street Plot

This site is not utilised by the University.  It forms part of the lease for the adjacent University owned house.  The site extends to approximately 0.04 ha.

KC8 – Dunbar Hall Site

Consent has been received to demolish Dunbar Hall.  The site extends to approximately 1.32 ha.

KC9 – Plot north of Zoology Building

This site is not utilised by the University.  It forms part of the maintained ground around the Zoology Building.  The site extends to approximately 0.40 ha.

3.3.5 Site Expansion
There are no immediate opportunities for expansion at King’s College.  In general, the site is contained within residential areas.  Any potential for expansion would be in the direction of St Machar School Playing Fields on the western boundary and the Linksfield School and Chris Anderson Complex on the eastern boundary.  These areas are both owned by Aberdeen City Council.  In relation to Linksfield, the Council has expressed a willingness to open dialogue with the University with regard to a partnership to develop this site (see Section 2.3).

3.3.6 Rationalisation

During the mid to late 1960’s, the University developed a number of new buildings as a result of the expansion associated with the Robbins Report.  The stringent financial constraints of the 1980’s halted this expansion and the University was forced to carry out a rigorous review of its estate.  The result was the sale of buildings which occupied land extending to approximately 2.6 ha in and around King’s College, 273 ha of land (farm land / playing fields) and 57 residential premises.  The majority of these sales occurred within the period 1986 to 1991.  The University secured proceeds of £8.9 million and a substantial reduction in the estate running costs.  Appendix 6 details these sales.  Since this period, there have been a few selective sales of residential premises outwith the core area of King’s College.  The University will continue to review whether any other property or buildings become surplus to requirement and consider selective disposal or leases as appropriate.

Within the core campus of King’s College, there is a strong presumption against feuhold disposal as being contrary to the strategic consolidation and long-term interests at this site.

3.3.7 Consolidation
The University recognises the importance of consolidating ownership at King’s College.  In future, the University will continue to actively pursue property and land that become available in Old Aberdeen.  If such a property interest has a strategic significance, judicious acquisition or lease will be considered.  Since 1993, the University has acquired a number of strategically significant properties.  A number of properties also remain in private ownership (see Appendix 5).

3.3.8 Commercial Property Market Opportunities 
Little emphasis has historically been placed on the involvement of the private sector and the potential for commercial initiatives within the University’s estate.  This situation is no longer acceptable to the University and, where there are commercial possibilities, these are to be viewed in relation to the objectives of the University.

Initiatives such as the new Student Health Centre provide a template whereby third-stream income or investment value can be achieved at marginal risk to the University.  It is proposed that a new Health Centre will be built and leased while ownership of the site will be retained.  Other property initiatives which may be considered include the provision of social and retail facilities within the campus.

B)
Foresterhill
3.3.9 Foresterhill is the University’s medical site providing accommodation for the academic activity of the Faculty of Medicine and Medical Sciences.  It is located approximately 2 miles southwest of King’s College and 2 miles from the City Centre.  The site is located within a largely residential area close to both the City ring road and main arterial routes to the City Centre.  The greater part of the site is held in joint-ownership by the University and GUHT.  The Trust secured ownership rights following the transfer of these rights from the then Secretary of State for Scotland.

The University presence dates from approximately 1938, when the site was acquired by means of a combination of public funds and private endowment.  The entire site of 50.12 ha is detailed on the enclosed plan.  Within this total, 41.21 ha are jointly owned by the University and GUHT and 8.91 ha is owned exclusively by either GUHT or its sister Trusts.  The respective ownership rights of the jointly owned site is in the ratio of 31% University of Aberdeen and 69% GUHT.  Due to the complex inter-relationships and evolution of development on the jointly owned site, separate ownership titles have never been created.

Physical occupation does not, however, reflect the apportioned ownership, with the University presently occupying 12.54% of the jointly owned site.  Figure 6 provides a comparison of the ownership and occupation ratio.

Figure 6
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The management responsibilities were formalised by the preparation of an operational agreement for the site, the Foresterhill Site Agreement, which was completed in 1997.  Responsibility for estate management and facilities development lies with the occupier.

The previous Estate Strategy specifically highlighted the extremely close collaboration that existed between the University and the then Aberdeen Royal Hospitals Trust.  This was not limited to academic liaison but also included the effective working relationships between the respective Estate Managers.  These have continued to develop and prosper.

3.3.10 A vast majority of the University’s medical facilities are located within a discreet footprint on the north of the Foresterhill site, as shown in Appendix 5.  Only relatively minor areas of University space are embedded within the main hospital complexes to the South.  Premises that are both owned and operated by the University amount to 25,033m2 of floor space.  The University owned space embedded within the hospital buildings provides 2,912m2 of floor space.  

These embedded areas are a historic consequence of initiatives involving the respective parties at the time of construction.  Operational leases and agreements have been entered into with GUHT for a further 1,561m2 of space. The combined total of operated floor space on the Foresterhill site is 26,594m2, as listed in Appendix 2.

3.3.11 Development Potential Within Existing Site Boundary
Joint ownership is the foundation of academic inter-dependencies and collaborations which have evolved over the decades since the University moved to Foresterhill.  It is not uncommon for Universities to share sites with Hospitals.  There are three other instances in Scotland alone.  In a number of ways, the situation at Foresterhill is considerably more straight forward than in other teaching hospitals because the parties involved have defined buildings.  The preparation of the “Foresterhill Site Agreement” formalised responsibility for the estate management of the areas and buildings occupied by respective parties.

A core-site planning group, which has representatives of the University and GUHT Estates Sections, discusses and agrees any proposals for the strategic development or changes of use on the site.  Cross-representation at various committees, up to and including the GUHT Board, further strengthens a combined planning approach.  The Foresterhill Site Agreement has proved invaluable in defining responsibilities and will be updated to reflect any changes.

3.3.12 The success and benefits of the Site Agreement should be replicated by the formation of a complimentary document formalising the broad planning principles for the long-term development of the Foresterhill site and the important adjacent Cornhill site.  In estate planning terms, these sites are described as the Health Corridor.  Creative means of realising the huge commercial potential which exists at this site will be considered.

3.3.13 Principles for the long-term development at Foresterhill have not been documented.  An informal understanding exists based around the current site occupation and joint owners requirements regarding the future development.  In principle, GUHT wishes to focus its investment and redevelopment around “the clinical core” of the site.  One example of this approach is the relocation of the Children’s Hospital from its existing peripheral site into the heart of the complex.  The University’s proposed expansion and development will be on the periphery, forming a development arc centred on the Medical School and expanding to the east and west.  Such proposals are subject to discussion and formal agreement with GUHT.  Scope for future development within the part of the site occupied by the Medical School is now severely restricted, with the completion of the second phase of the Institute of Medical Sciences and the proposed relocation of Anatomy.  In the longer-term, any University development will, therefore, be located around the edge of the site.

3.3.14 Huge potential exists for development within the Foresterhill site.  Opportunities will be forthcoming in the next planning cycle and the University aims to position itself to secure the benefits of these changes.  These changes and opportunities are considered in section 3.3.19.

Potential development sites are listed below and are identified on the location plan in Appendix 5.

FH1 – Institute of Medical Sciences Phase II

The completion of this building will fully utilise this development plot.

FH2 – Existing Medical Research Facility (MRF)

This site is directly adjacent to FH1 and has been provisionally zoned for the relocation of Anatomy from Marischal College.  This site extends to approximately 0.1 ha.

FH3 – New Medical Research Facility (MRF)

This site is located within an undeveloped area of Foresterhill.  The site extends to approximately 1.2 ha.

FH4 – Existing Children’s Hospital Site

This site will become vacant in 2003/04 with the relocation of the Children’s Hospital.  It extends to approximately 7.06 ha and is owned entirely by GUHT.  The potential of this site is reviewed below.

FH5 – Foresterhill House / Foresterhill House Annex

Although there is no immediate plan for GUHT to leave this section of the site, its location does not match with their planning principles detailed in 3.3.13.  The University should maintain a judicious overview of GUHT’s requirements.  The site extends to approximately 7.06 ha.  The future development potential of this site is severely restricted due to its wooded nature.

FH6 / 7 – Scottish Ambulance Service / National Hyperbaric Centre Site

These sites are leased by the joint owners on ground leases.  They might become available in the future.  They extend to approximately 0.66 ha and 1.1 ha respectively.

FH8 – Medical Centre Scotland Limited

It is wholly improbable this site, held under a ground lease by Medical Centre Scotland Ltd, would become available.  The buildings on these sites could under the terms of the ground lease revert to the joint owners site in 2026.

FH9 – Undeveloped Site

There are no development plans for this site at present.  It extends to 2.26 ha and has significant ground condition problems.

3.3.15
Grampian Primary Care Trust / Grampian University Hospitals Trust / Grampian Health Board
It should be noted that there is a firm commitment by the Trusts to concentrate specialised medical services in the Aberdeen area onto the Foresterhill and Cornhill sites through reinvestment of resources from out-moded provision that exists elsewhere.  This is essential for the long-term vitality and sustainability of the University’s Medical School and the Foresterhill site in general.  The Trusts long-term plans do not involve any disposal of land, but comprehensive upgrading and extending of existing facilities and maximisation of space utilisation, resulting in an integrated Foresterhill / Cornhill Health campus.

This integration will also involve closer integration of the Health Service management and administration infrastructure across the Health Board and the two existing Trusts.  Such a change would not materially impact on estate planning at Foresterhill.

3.3.16 Site Expansion
Expansion of the Foresterhill site is not envisaged.  Future developments will be within the existing site boundaries, particularly in the east and west.  The proximity of Cornhill Hospital site with its availability of land would offer longer term potential should this be necessary.  This would comply with the Health Corridor principle.

3.3.17 Rationalisation
Within the site boundary there is a specific presumption against feuhold disposal as being contrary to the strategic consolidation and the long-term interests at this site.

3.3.18 Consolidation of Foresterhill Site
The site is consolidated within the terms of the joint ownership between GUHT and the University.  Certain key sites influencing the University’s ability to develop are held under ground leases by sister Trusts to GUHT and two external third parties.  The University should actively monitor these parties to protect its interests should circumstances change.

3.3.19 Commercial Property Market Opportunities
The demand for development on the Foresterhill site will continue.  It is recognised that specific project funding by the University, central Government or sources similar to JIF and SRIF may be scarce and, when available, will almost certainly be the subject of strong competition.  Creative alternative means will need to be sought to realise the huge potential of the site.  As a consequence of the concentration of services and investment by the Trusts and the University at Foresterhill and Cornhill, a critical mass is already present.  The “honey-pot” that is created by this critical mass offers a very significant opportunity, whereby the commercial property market could become involved.  There is a critical shortage of aligned services and facilities for these communities.  The University and GUHT are both interested in exploring commercial opportunities.  The relocation of the Children’s Hospital presents an opportunity to develop these services in partnership with the private sector.  

The type of facilities envisaged lend themselves to private sector involvement and may include the following:

· Incubator facilities to house research projects.

· Nursery facilities to move these projects to the development stage of commercialisation

· Wellness Centre Facility

· Hospital Hotel

· Retail Facilities

3.3.20 The site being vacated by the Children’s Hospital is positioned between Foresterhill and Cornhill.  It offers a unique opportunity for further integration between the University and the respective Trusts.

C)
Hilton
3.3.21 Hilton is the University’s newest site, providing accommodation for the academic activity for the Faculty of Education.  Hilton is located approximately 1¾ miles northwest of Aberdeen City Centre, 1 mile northwest of King’s College and ¾ mile east of Foresterhill.  The campus is bound by Hilton Drive, Hilton Avenue, Hilton Place and Hilton Street.  It extends to approximately 9.7 ha and the complex was designed for a maximum capacity of 1,900 students and associated staff.  The majority of the buildings were constructed shortly after the campus opened in 1968.  The site was extended over a period until 1972.  It comprises 12 main academic and related buildings providing 22,693m2 gross area of accommodation.  Residential accommodation is provided for 257 students in two early traditional residential buildings and 10 modern two-storey flat units.  This accommodation amounts to a further 6,254m2 gross area, providing a total site floor space of 28,947m2 gross area, as listed in Appendix 2.

3.3.22
Development Potential within Existing Boundaries
Although the University has taken the decision to sell the Hilton site and relocate the Faculty of Education, consideration of potential development sites is shown here for the purposes of consistency.  A limited number of sites with the potential for development exist within Hilton.  These are listed below and are identified on the plan in Appendix 5.  Any additional intensification of development on this site would need to be considered in relation to existing buildings.  In certain circumstances, it would be more economic to rationalise existing stock and replace with new facilities.  Leaving this aside, the following sites may be presented.

HC1 – Hilton Avenue

This site extends to approximately 0.40 ha with access directly onto Hilton Avenue.  It has potential for commercial use.

HC2 – Tennis Courts / Car Parks

This site has been used as a car park since the tennis courts fell into disrepair.  It extends to approximately 0.4 ha.

HC3 – Playing Fields

This site extends to approximately 1.8 ha.  Town Planning Policy and National Planning Guidelines have a presumption against the redevelopment of playing fields.

3.3.23
Site Expansion
There are no readily available opportunities for expansion at Hilton.  The site is contained within a stone wall on three sides and metal railings along Hilton Street.  It is enclosed within a predominantly residential area. 

3.3.24
Rationalisation
Previous University reports have identified that the site provides a significant accommodation surplus.  A strategic decision has been taken by the University (see Appendix 7) to proceed with the evacuation from the Hilton site and its sale by the end of 2005 as stated in the Merger Proposal Document.

3.3.25 Consolidation
The Hilton site is fully consolidated.

3.3.26
Commercial Property Market Opportunities
The relocation from Hilton is dependent on sale proceeds for the site.  External consultants have been commissioned to identify the most valuable and deliverable alternative use of the site.  Representations have been made to the Planning Authority declaring the site surplus to requirements for educational use and requesting it to be considered for alternative use.  Work has commenced for the preparation of a development brief, following agreement with the Planning Authority, to form the basis of the site disposal.

D) Marischal College

3.3.27 Marischal College is located just north of the City Centre.  As a major tourist attraction in its own right, Marischal requires special and sensitive treatment.  The College dates from 1593, with the present building dating from 1836-45.  It has been in the University’s ownership since 1860 and there are no plans to change this.

3.3.28 The site covers approximately 1.5 ha, is adjacent to Aberdeen City Council’s main offices and is in close proximity to the City Centre main retail areas.  The relocation of all the University’s academic activity to Foresterhill, with the exception of Anatomy, followed the implementation plans of the previous strategy.  In total the building extends to 25,740m2 gross area, of which at present approximately 7,600m2 gross is in operational use.  These uses are contained within the areas to the north east of the central quadrangle and include the Mitchell Hall, which is used for examinations, graduation and ceremonial purposes.  Other users include the Museum and archive space as well as the University's Anatomy facilities.

3.3.29
The University’s Student Union building (4,302m2 gross area) is located immediately opposite the main entrance to Marischal College.  Most of the frontage of the Union building has been sold off and converted into flats, with the University retaining ownership of a small area of frontage together with the buildings and car park at the rear.

3.3.30
Development Potential within Existing Site / Retained Site
Present proposals for the redevelopment of the front sections of Marischal College involve the granting of a long ground lease to a commercial company, who will demolish and replace the space (within a retained façade) as modern high-quality office space.  This will amount to c. 17,650m2 gross internal space and is anticipated to be complete by 2004 / 2005. Previous proposals to develop this section as a high-quality hotel have not materialised.

3.3.31
Commercial Property Marketing Opportunities

The retained parts of Marischal College will be subject to a full option appraisal for their redevelopment.

E)
RESIDENTIAL PORTFOLIO

(a) Student Residential Accommodation

3.3.32
Location and Description
The long-term provision and management of the University’s student residential accommodation is overseen by the Pathfinder Group (see Section 2.3).  The first phase of this project led to the successful sale in 2001 of the off-campus student flat complexes.  The properties were sold to established private sector operators and, consequently, the baseline number of bed spaces available in Aberdeen remained static.  These sales, from which the University received substantial capital proceeds, led to a reduction of 1,013 student bed spaces owned by the University.  This disposal represented 28% of the total operational stock.

3.3.33 The remaining student accommodation owned by the University is located at Hillhead, Hilton and King’s College.

Hillhead Halls are located 1 mile from King’s College.  This complex provides 2,061 bed spaces, representing 69% of the total 2,984 bed spaces in the University portfolio.  There are 396 non-operational bed spaces due to the poor condition of the buildings.

Hilton provides 257 bed spaces, representing 8.5% of the total 2,984 bed spaces in the University portfolio.

King’s College provides the remaining core bed spaces - Elphinstone Road 126 bed spaces, Crombie Hall 132 bed spaces and Johnston Hall 252 bed spaces.  King’s Hall has 89 bed high quality spaces, used in connection with the Conference Centre activity.

In addition to these, 67 housing units are owned by the University at the former Gordon Barracks at the Bridge of Don.  This site is subject to a conditional sale missive.  Dunbar Hall was closed during 2001 and consent has been granted for demolition.

The University currently supplements its owned accommodation by means of twenty short leases from Aberdeen City Council.

Consideration is being given to increasing this number in the medium term to replace the houses being sold at the Bridge of Don.  Long-term provision of accommodation of this type is being considered.

There is one outlying student residence located at the Raigmore Hospital, Inverness.  Fraser Noble Court has 35 bed spaces exclusively used by the medical students on placement.  This facility is managed by Highland Acute Hospitals NHS Trust under contract.

A schedule of residential sites is listed in Appendix 2.

Figure 7a - Residential Sites – Bed Spaces
Figure 7b – Residential Sites – Floor Space 
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3.3.34 Historically, the University’s policy was for a ratio of one bed space per two student FTE’s, that first year students were guaranteed a hall place and all students could expect to have two years in halls of residence if they so wished.  The updated policy is that all new students (undergraduate, postgraduate, non-graduating, home and overseas) have access to hall type accommodation.  This will be through either University owned properties or arrangements with private sector student accommodation operators.

3.3.35 There are no plans for the University to increase its ownership of student accommodation.  The injection of capital required to deal with any expansion and refurbishment/renewal of the retained stock can only be achieved through some form of Public Private Partnership.  Proposals for this will be forthcoming.  The stock at Raigmore is not part of the Pathfinder Group’s remit and needs to be addressed separately through consultation with the Faculty of Medicine and Medical Sciences and the Highland and Acute Hospitals Trust.

3.3.36
In the last few years, there has been a rapid growth in the number of private sector companies created for the purpose of developing and managing large-scale private student residences.  Due to its geographical location and the presence of two Universities, Aberdeen has specifically been targeted by these companies.  The disposal of the off-campus student complexes was well timed as several new developments have since come on-stream in close proximity to King’s College.  Further additional developments are at the planning and design stage.  Anticipated benefits of further private sector involvement are twofold: the disposal of sites at residential land value, and the creation of new bed spaces to the benefit of the student population.

3.3.37 The University owns 149 houses and flats, of which only five are outwith the King’s College core area.  Of these, two are at the Balgownie Playing Fields.  Significant steps have now been made to re-address maintenance problems with these properties.

They do not require any central funds and are managed and maintained from revenue generated.  These premises provide the University a net return on capital (third-stream income) of 3% to 4% pa, excluding capital value appreciation.  

F)
Outlying Sites
3.3.38
The University owns or lease a number of outlying properties, most of which have been in University control for some considerable time.  These facilities provide a range of functions from leisure (Allt-na-Guibhsiach, Balmoral Estate) to specific research (Eynhallow Island).

Table 5 – University Owned Outlying Properties

	Property
	Area (ha)
	Description

	Tillycorthie
	
16.34
	Tree Nursery

	Tillycorthie
	
0.07
	Animal Metabolism Unit (AMU)

	Hall Forest 
	
12.140
	Woodland

	Culterty House
	
2.80
	Field Station

	Tarradale House (Muir of Ord)
	
3.03
	Field Station

	Bettyhill Schoolhouse
	
0.28
	Field Station


3.3.39
The development of the Oceanlab building has revitalised the Cultery Field Station at Newburgh and work is now needed to consider the use of the remaining site.  The Scottish Agricultural College have concluded the sale of Tillycorthie Farm and buildings.  The future viability of the Animal Metabolism Unit (AMU) located within the Tillycorthie Farm Steading will be considered.  

Table 6 – University Leased Outlying Properties

	Property
	Description

	Beechwood Business Park, Inverness
	Offices

	Greenhouse Business Centre, Inverness
	Offices

	Cromarty Lighthouse
	Field Station

	Eynhallow Island, Orkney
	Field Station

	Allt-na-Guibhsiach, Balmoral
	Bothy / Hut


3.3.40
The facilities at Eynhallow and Balmoral are leased on a peppercorn rental with low, if any, recurrent costs.  The future use and development at Cromarty will become clearer following the decision by Ross and Cromarty Enterprise in relation to a recent application for grant funding.  The offices leased adjacent to Raigmore are held by KEY Learning and the Medical Faculty and are reviewed frequently.

3.4
BUILDING DATA

A) Schedule of Floor Space

3.4.1 Details of buildings gross and net usable areas are shown in Appendix 2.  The buildings are categorised as:

· Academic and Related (Operational)

· Academic and Related (Non-Operational)

· Central and Support (Operational)

· Central and Support (Non-Operational)

· Halls and Catering (Operational)

· Halls and Catering (Non-Operational)

3.4.2 The academic related buildings are located on four main academic sites.  In 2001 these buildings were the subject of a detailed capacity audit completed by Departments.  The results are shown on the following table with definitions included in Appendix 8.

Table 7 - Academic and Related Floor Space Net (m2)
	Site
	Teaching (100%)
	Research

(100%)
	Teaching & Research
	Support
	Other
	Total Net Space
	Balance Area
	Gross Total

	King’s College
	
20,644
	
9,881
	
26,536
	
6,936
	
2,785
	
66,782
	
30,394
	
97,176

	Marischal College
	
1,475
	
191
	
193
	
1,311
	
2,320
	
5,490
	
2,110
	
7,600

	Foresterhill
	
1,375
	
6,004
	
6,229
	
2,383
	
1,536
	
17,527
	
9,058
	
26,585

	Hilton
	
17,199
	
-
	
-
	
-
	
-
	
17,199
	
2,720
	
19,919

	Outlying
	
93
	
1,129
	
1,390
	
220
	
-
	
2,832
	
693
	
3,525

	Non-Operational
	
-
	
-
	
-
	
-
	
12,770
	
12,770
	
6,490
	
19,260

	Total
	
40,786
	
17,205
	
34,348
	
10,850
	
19,411
	
122,600
	
51,465
	
174,065


3.4.3 Details of the student residential accommodation building gross floor space and student bed numbers are summarised as follows.

Table 8 – Student Accommodation

	Description
	Gross Floor Space (m2)
	Bed Spaces

	Crombie Hall
	
5,388
	
132

	Johnston Hall
	
6,801
	
252

	Elphinstone Hall
	
2,581
	
126

	King’s Hall
	
1,468
	
89

	Bridge of Don
	
5,168
	
67

	Hilton
	
6,254
	
257

	Hillhead
	
35,285
	
1,665

	Inverness
	
755
	
35

	Council
	
n/a
	
20

	Non-Operational
	
6,027
	
396

	Total
	
69,727
	
3,039


Space Attribution Percentage (including Residences)

By adding residential floor space to the gross attributed to academic and support services, it is possible to calculate the percentage of teaching, research and residential space on each campus.  However, since two of the four sites have no residential accommodation, Table 9 below shows only totals for King’s College, Hilton and the whole University.

Table 9 – Space Attribution by Site (%)

	Site
	Teaching
	Research
	Teaching & Research
	Support
	Other
	Residential

	King’s College
	
15.27
	
7.31
	
19.63
	
11.15
	
10.29
	
36.35

	Hilton
	
68.81
	
-
	
-
	
9.58
	
-
	
21.61

	University
	
18.88
	
8.77
	
17.42
	
12.78
	
15.17
	
26.98


3.4.4 Within these overall totals, the distinction between Teaching and Research space is significant.

An analysis of buildings restricted to mainline teaching and research activity (ie, excluding the University Office, etc) shows clearly that the proportions of teaching and research at King’s College and Foresterhill are almost exactly inverted (Table 10a).  Figures for Marischal College are not comparable because of the large amount of unallocated space.

Table 10a – Teaching / Research in Academic Buildings by Site (%)

	
	Teaching
	Research
	Support
	Other

	King’s College
	
51.91
	
33.54
	
10.38
	
4.17

	Foresterhill
	
23.34
	
54.30
	
13.59
	
8.77

	Hilton
	
100.00
	
-
	
-
	
-


3.4.5
The proportions given above were obtained from the 2000 / 2001 capacity record, using detailed advice from SHEFC on methods of categorisation.  Taking into account all space (including that used for more than one purpose – notably staff offices), the attributions show a high and credible degree of consistency.

Table 10b shows the Faculties’ share of available academic space.

Table 10b – Attribution of Academic Space by Faculty (%)

	Faculty
	% Faculty Space
	Teaching
	Research
	Support
	Other
	Faculty 
Total

	Arts & Divinity
	
5.55
	
43.12
	
39.68
	
16.91
	
0.29
	
100.00

	Education
	
23.40
	
100.00
	
-
	
-
	
-
	
100.00

	Medicine & Medical Sciences
	
22.90
	
18.70
	
62.40
	
18.78
	
0.12
	
100.00

	Science & Engineering
	
41.64
	
44.59
	
47.97
	
7.36
	
0.08
	
100.00

	Social Sciences & Law
	
6.51
	
43.32
	
53.01
	
3.67
	
-
	
100.00

	Grand Total
	
100.00
	
51.46
	
39.92
	
8.54
	
0.08
	
100.00


B)
Building Condition
3.4.6
Surveys of the condition of the University’s estate have been undertaken (Appendix 9).  A survey of the Hilton site was undertaken in 1998, and in the following year a similar survey was conducted on the rest of the estate with the exception of the Halls and Catering buildings.  These surveys suggest that the University will increasingly face issues of economic and functional obsolescence as a result of the age profile of its built estate.

3.4.7
Building Condition Indicators

Building condition indicators provide an assessment of the estate in accordance with the Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors (RICS) definitions.

The definitions applied are nationally recognised and are used in Estate Management Statistics returns by the University.  The RICS definitions are summarised as follows.

A –
As new condition.

Features one or more of the following:

Typically built within the last 5 years, or may have undergone a major refurbishment within this period.  Maintained / serviced to ensure fabric and building services replicate conditions at installation.  No structural, building envelope, building services or statutory compliance issues apparent.  No impacts upon operation of the building.

B –
Sound, operationally safe and exhibiting only minor deterioration.

Typically features one or more of the following:

Maintenance will have been carried out.  Minor deterioration to internal / external finishes.  Few structural, building envelope, building services or statutory compliance issues apparent.  Likely to have minor impacts upon the operation of the building.

C -
Operational, but major repair or replacement needed in the short to medium term (generally 3 years).

Typically features one or more of the following:

Requiring replacement of building elements or services elements in the short to medium term.  Several structural, building envelope, building services or statutory compliance issues apparent, or one particularly significant issue apparent.  Often including identified problems with building envelope (windows / roof etc), building services (boilers, chillers etc).  Likely to have major impacts upon the operation of the building, but still allow for it to be operable.

D -
Inoperable, or serious risk of major failure or breakdown.

Building is inoperable, or likely to become inoperable, due to statutory compliance issues or condition representing a health and safety risk or breach.  May be structural, building envelope, or building services problems coupled with compliance issues.  The conditions are expected to curtail operations within the building.  Exclude very minor items which can be rectified easily.

The physical condition of the academic and related estate is demonstrated in Figures 8a and 8b (excluding Hilton), and in figures 8c and 8d (including Hilton).

Figure 8a - Condition of Academic
Figure 8b - Condition of Academic and 
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Related Estate by Site
Figure 8c - Condition of Academic
Figure 8d - Condition of Academic and 
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The University is committed to maintaining all its buildings to RICS Condition Categories A, B or C, in the proportions of 10% A, 65% B, 25% C and 0% D.  In order to make progress towards this target, a number of strategic objectives will need to be achieved, in particular in relation to Marischal College and Hilton.  Following the disposal of the non-operational component of Marischal College (18,140m2), upgrade of retained proportion (7,600m2), evacuation from Hilton (28,947m2) and the associated refurbishment of the MacRobert Building (12,427m2), the condition profile of the estate would be as illustrated in Figures 9a and 9b.

Figure 9a - Condition of Estate
Figure 9b - Condition of Estate by Site
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Even after the achievement of these strategic objectives, further ongoing infrastructure investment will be required in order for the condition targets to be met.  The improvement of the existing estate and its facilities should, therefore, be rated as being of equal or greater importance as the provision of new build facilities.

3.4.8
Student Residential Accommodation Condition

The condition of the student residences has deteriorated significantly.  The previous estate strategy envisaged a rolling programme of works commencing with Crombie Hall.  Since the formation of the Pathfinder Group it has been acknowledged that the University must involve the private sector to secure the necessary level of reinvestment.


Hillhead Halls has had 396 bed spaces withdrawn from use due to a deterioration in the buildings to Category D.  Without investment, a further 270 bed spaces will fall into a similar condition in less than 3 years and a further 498 bed spaces are likely to fall into Category D within a five-year period.  The remaining 897 bed spaces are categorised as B, being either the relatively new buildings (1993) or having benefited from significant capital expenditure.


Crombie Hall was partially upgraded in 1994/95 and is in Category B along with Elphinstone Hall, which was built in 1991/92.

Johnston Hall is Category C/D and a decision will be needed in relation to its long-term use.  

Dunbar Hall will be demolished this year having fallen into Category D.

At the Hilton campus, the Hilton and Clifton Halls are in Category C / D while the more recently constructed Scotland and Ogilvie are in Category B.  See Table 11.

Table 11 – Condition of Residential Estate

	
	Area
(m2)
	Condition A
	Condition B
	Condition C
	Condition
C/D
	Condition D

	Hillhead 
- Carnegie
	6,027
	
	
	
	
	396

	
- Burnett
	2,192
	
	
	
	138
	

	
- Esslemont
	2,192
	
	
	
	132
	

	
- Hector Boece
	6,028
	
	
	396
	
	

	
- Keith House
	1,650
	
	
	102
	
	

	
- North Court
	3,488
	
	173
	-
	
	

	
- South House
	3,984
	
	208
	-
	
	

	
- Fyfe
	3,787
	
	164
	-
	
	

	
- Wavell
	4,341
	
	188
	-
	
	

	
- Adam Smith
	3,787
	
	164
	-
	
	

	Elphinstone Road
	2,581
	
	126
	-
	
	

	Crombie Hall
	5,388
	
	132
	-
	
	

	Johnston Hall
	6,801
	
	
	-
	252
	

	Total
	52,246
	
	1,155
	498
	522
	396


	Hilton
- Hilton & Clifton
	6,254
	
	
	
	137
	

	
- Scotland & Ogilvie
	
	
	120
	
	
	


The physical condition of the residential estate is summarised in Figures 10a and 10b.

Figure 10a – Residential Accommodation Building Condition (by bed spaces)
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Figure 10b – Residential Accommodation Building Condition as a Proportion of Total (by area)
C)
Statutory Compliance

3.4.9
The University is committed to a range of works to ensure compliance with current legislation.  Ongoing programmes relate to:

· Fire Precautions (Workplace) Regulations 1997 (as amended);

· Disability Discrimination Act;

· Display Screen Equipment Regulations;

· Control of Legionellosis.

There is an ever-increasing burden of work required in order to meet existing and new legislative compliance.  Listed below is a sample of this legislation which has impacted on the estate management.

· Health and Safety at Work Act

· The Workplace (Health, Safety and Welfare) Regulations 1992

· Water Bye-Laws

· Drinking Water in Lead Pipes

· Provision and Use of Work Equipment Regulations

Compliance with this legislation requires both revenue and capital expenditure.

D)
Running Costs
3.4.10 Details of building running costs for the past five years are shown in Appendix 10 (data is not yet available for Hilton).  University buildings vary widely in age, construction and function, and since the site at King’s College contains such a wide and disparate range of buildings, it is not helpful to give site averages.  The average figures for groups of buildings of or with a similar function do not vary greatly over a period of years.  The three major groups (based on building type) are (1) Arts, (2) Science, (3) Medical, with a general category, (4) Miscellaneous, for Administration, Library, Sport and Recreation, etc, and a further group referred to as (5) Embedded Areas.

Table 12 – Running Costs

	
	Running Costs (£/m2)

	Group
	1996/97
	1997/98
	1998/99
	1999/2000
	2000/01

	Arts
	36.09
	41.84
	39.23
	46.53
	47.40

	Science
	40.47
	45.66
	44.97
	50.98
	51.45

	Medical
	43.72
	52.92
	45.43
	55.34
	57.00

	Miscellaneous
	42.79
	43.31
	44.25
	52.38
	50.19

	Embedded Areas
	40.25
	43.54
	43.82
	65.22
	63.55

	Average
	38.30
	43.03
	41.28
	50.73
	51.11


As a group, embedded areas in Health Board buildings have substantially higher maintenance and heat, light and power running costs than other buildings.  Variations between individual building maintenance costs and a group average can normally be explained by periodic higher levels of maintenance rather than by age or type of construction.  There is little evidence of any building being consistently or substantially more expensive to maintain than others in the function group.  Cleaning, custodial, rates and insurance costs tend to be similar across the spectrum of building categories and uses.

3.5
SPACE MANAGEMENT DATA

A) Current and Proposed Practice

3.5.1
Teaching Accommodation

Teaching accommodation is held and managed in a central pool.

The main objectives must be:

i) Ensuring the proper handling of the extra teaching which will result at King’s College when academic activity is transferred from Hilton for the new Faculty of Education;

ii) Bringing the distribution of class size into greater harmony;

iii) Continuing to enhance and improve the quality of the teaching space and the facilities available within them;

iv) Ensuring that accommodation is fit for purpose and that suitable space is made available to accommodate new and innovative teaching and learning practices.

3.5.2
Course Content / Structure

The University plans to maintain its pattern of teaching within which twelve weeks of teaching are provided between late September and Christmas as a first-half session, with a second-half session ending in May / June.  Thereafter, a Summer School (for students otherwise ineligible for entry to degree studies) will continue to be held for ten weeks from June to early September.  The Estate Strategy takes this schedule fully into account.

The University plans to continue to develop innovative teaching and learning methods with increasing use of small group work, individual student learning and information computing technology (ICT).  Computer classroom provision has been increased every year over the last five years to account for these trends.  A networked computer and video projector is now available in many of the large lecture theatres.

The traditional broad-entry admissions system will continue with a modular structure of course provision further enhancing flexibility.  While this feature is recognised as creating difficulties in space management terms, its educational importance, together with its usefulness as a marketing and recruitment feature, outweighs this.

It is further recognised that curricular and pedagogical changes are leading to more and different uses of the Library.  Project work, for example, when based on group investigations, means that space must be created for discussion and joint research; while the increasing potential of CD-Rom and other database elements requires space for tuition in the relevant skills.  The Language Centre has adequate multi-media equipment which will radically transform language acquisition in the next decade, and will do away with the traditional Language Laboratory.  Space is required both for more students and more elaborate equipment.

3.5.3
Departmental Accommodation

A desktop analysis of space used by Departments suggests that whilst there are some Departments which have either too much or too little space (benchmarked against UGC norms), in summary, Departments are only 5% under provided.  This will be reduced with the completion of the Institute of Medical Sciences - Phase II, and the Medical Research Facility projects at Foresterhill.  (This analysis excludes Hilton campus).  This exercise suggests that more work is required to make better use of the existing space rather than automatically provide additional space to individuals departments requirements.

B)
Central Booking and Timetabling of Space

3.5.4
A computerised system for timetabling and room allocation is used to ensure an effective and efficient use of rooms.  A new computerised Space Management system (Faculty CMIS) was implemented in 2001 to replace STARS, which had been used since 1993.

All bookings, teaching and non-teaching, throughout the entire year (24 hours a day and 7 days a week) are now in the same system.  This allows the institution to produce information on how the estate is used as well as other statistics on room utilisation.  The central system books space at King’s College, Foresterhill and Marischal College. Hilton will be set up for the start of session 2002.

C)
Space Charging Policies and Resource Allocation Model

3.5.5
The existing internal Resource Allocation Model takes account of space utilised in calculating a Faculty’s top-sliced contribution towards central services.  It is widely recognised that this system, although accurate, does not provide much opportunity for Departments to make more efficient use of their space.

Consideration of alternatives is now required in order to identify a system that will credit Departments for efficient space utilisation and, just as importantly, penalise for inefficient utilisation.  

D)
Space Utilisation Surveys

3.5.6
Teaching Space Utilisation
Utilisation surveys have been carried out on a methodical basis during the current session as in previous years, thus allowing for comparison between years.  These surveys cover lecture theatres, classrooms, computer rooms and laboratories throughout the University.

Table 13 - Room Statistics for the First Half-Session 2001 / 2002

	
	CAP

(Average Class Size)
	Occupation
%
	Frequency
%
	Utilisation
%

	Lecture Theatres
	
	
	
	

	100+
	
116.33
	
56.52
	
68.17
	
37.43

	50-99
	
46.14
	
64.95
	
64.64
	
40.77

	Tutorial / Seminar Rooms
	
	
	
	

	50+
	
36.50
	
59.15
	
72.38
	
42.37

	30-49
	
26.85
	
65.39
	
68.90
	
45.04

	10-29
	
15.53
	
80.13
	
59.58
	
47.97

	Computer Rooms
	
	
	
	

	All
	
39.21
	
85.00
	
48.04
	
41.13

	Laboratories
	
	
	
	

	All
	
40.34
	
80.86
	
28.35
	
22.60

	
	
	
	
	

	Overall
	
45.84
	
70.28
	
58.58
	
39.61


Table 14 - Room Statistics for the Second Half-Session for Session 2001 / 2002

	
	CAP

(Average Class Size)
	Occupation
%
	Frequency
%
	Utilisation
%

	Lecture Theatres
	
	
	
	

	100+
	
109.90
	
55.42
	
57.62
	
31.94

	50-99
	
46.00
	
64.94
	
51.07
	
33.36

	Tutorial / Seminar Rooms
	
	
	
	

	50+
	
33.00
	
63.30
	
60.83
	
38.83

	30-49
	
25.04
	
69.51
	
53.60
	
37.53

	10-29
	
14.58
	
80.08
	
51.61
	
41.46

	Computer Rooms
	
	
	
	

	All
	
29.50
	
85.86
	
32.50
	
27.62

	Laboratories
	
	
	
	

	All
	
29.03
	
74.51
	
18.93
	
14.20

	
	
	
	
	

	Overall
	
41.01
	
70.52
	
46.59
	
32.14


3.5.7
Departmental Space Utilisation
The summary of desktop analysis of space utilisation by Departments is shown in Table 15.

Table 15 – Summary of Net Space Utilisation (m2)
	Faculty Group
	T & R Space (m2)
	Directly Occupied Space (m2)
	CT plus Attributable Space (m2)
	Notional Occupied Space (m2)
	% Dept Over/under Space (m2)

	Arts and Divinity
	
6,203
	
3,188
	
3,192
	
6,379
	
+ 3%

	Social Sciences and Law
	
8,701
	
4,620
	
4,313
	
8,933
	
+ 3%

	Science and Engineering
	
31,234
	
24,179
	
10,204
	
34,383
	
+ 10%

	Medicine and Medical Sciences
	
26,528
	
14,497
	
4,479
	
18,976
	
- 28%

	Total
	
72,666
	
46,483
	
22,188
	
68,672
	
- 5%


The shortfall in Medicine and Medical Sciences space availability will be almost fully met with the development of IMS2, MRF and the Vertical MRI Scanner projects.

It should be stressed that this analysis does not consider any bad-fit (shortfall in functional suitability) which has been commented on earlier.

3.6
BUILDING PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT

3.6.1
The performance of each building is assessed on its utility, condition, projected occupational cost and tenure.

The University’s buildings are then ranked by overall assessment score (see Appendix 11).  Following the identification of the poorest buildings, consideration can then be given to addressing the reasons for their under-performance.

4 FUTURE REQUIREMENTS

4.1.1
This section outlines what will be needed in estate terms in the future to satisfy the strategic objectives discussed in Section 2.  Each of these objectives may have more than one associated estate proposal.  This section also examines the problems and opportunities of the University’s estate and outlines the proposals available to address or capitalise on these.  For convenience these have been presented in tabular form indicating links between the objectives, problems, opportunities and the subsequent proposals for each of the following areas.

· Academic 

· Support and Central Facilities

· Student Residential

· Infrastructure

4.1.2
As the table illustrates, the approval of any proposal relies upon the institutional approval of an Academic Plan, Finance Analysis, Estate Analysis and Risk Assessment.   Projects that are competing against one another for internal funding are then prioritised according to the relative performance of their business case, which as a minimum ensures that the activity is self-funding in recurrent terms.

It is essential for those long-term estate initiatives which are dependant on the availability of substantial competitive external funding to be considered within this integrated process.  This will ensure that such projects are at least developed to a stage of feasibility in advance of funding opportunities arising.

Planning, Local Community, Industry and Commerce objectives do not generate specific project proposals, but instead require acceptance as policy.

ACADEMIC 

	Objective
	Problem / Issue
	Opportunity
	Proposal
	Planning Criteria

	
	
	
	
	Institutionally Approved Academic Plan
	Institutionally Approved Financial Analysis
	Institutionally Approved Estate Analysis
	Approved Risk Assessment 
	Approved

Business Case

	
	
	
	
	( / (
	( / (
	( / (
	( / (
	Yes / No

	Meet the accommodation requirements of the Faculty of Education

· Relocate the Faculty of Education from Hilton 

· Complete consequential moves


	· Existing space in need of substantial capital investment.

· Over capacity of space with associated running costs.
	· Sell the Hilton site and raise funds for consequential investment.

· Refurbish existing building in poor condition.

· Integrate Faculty of Education within KC.
	· Relocate Faculty of Education to MacRobert Building.

· Decant and relocate current occupants of MacRobert Building


	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Investment to meet the development of an excellent research capacity

· Institute of Medical Sciences Phase II
	
	· Build on success of IMS Phase I
	· New building extending IMS Phase I
	
	
	
	
	Work in progress

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Medical Research Facility


	· Existing facility at end of useful life.

· Existing facility did not have required capacity.
	
	· New building and demolish existing facility.
	
	
	
	
	Work in progress

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Institute of Applied Sciences
	
	
	· Re-model existing space.
	
	
	
	
	Work in progress

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Institute of Child Health
	
	
	· Share of new Children’s Hospital building.
	
	
	
	
	Work in progress

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


ACADEMIC (Continued)
	Objective
	Problem / Issue
	Opportunity
	Proposal
	Planning Criteria

	
	
	
	
	Institutionally Approved Academic Plan


	Institutionally Approved Financial Analysis
	Institutionally Approved Estate Analysis
	Approved Risk Assessment 
	Approved

Business Case

	
	
	
	
	( / (
	( / (
	( / (
	( / (
	Yes / No

	· Life Sciences concept
	· Improve research facilities in Life Sciences.
	· New building

· Refurbishment of existing building.


	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Humanities Research Centre


	· Shortage of suitable accommodation to display and store University material.


	· To create focus for humanities and research activity and provide suitable accommodation for library and archive material.
	· Build new facility on site adjacent to QML.  Planning consent previously secured establishes principle of development.

· Redevelopment / expansion of KCCC.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Address issues of utilisation and fitness for purpose in dedicated and timetabled space
· Vertical MRI Scanner


	· Lack of suitable accommodation
	
	· New build at Woodend Hospital.
	
	
	
	
	Work in progress

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Anatomy Facilities

.
	· Existing facilities do not comply to Home Office standards.

· Retaining facility at Marischal College is prejudicial to redevelopment plans for Marischal College.
	· Relocation of Anatomy to Foresterhill consolidates medical tuition on one site.
	· Relocate Anatomy from existing facility at Marischal College to new building at Foresterhill.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


ACADEMIC (Continued)
	Objective
	Problem / Issue
	Opportunity
	Proposal
	Planning Criteria

	
	
	
	
	Institutionally Approved Academic Plan


	Institutionally Approved Financial Analysis
	Institutionally Approved Estate Analysis
	Approved Risk Assessment 
	Approved

Business Case

	
	
	
	
	( / (
	( / (
	( / (
	( / (
	Yes / No

	· Social Sciences Business School


	· Insufficient space to satisfy growing student numbers.

· Existing space does not match specified needs.
	· Acquire privately owned building at King’s College, if available.

· New building.

· Refurbish existing buildings.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Improvement in Balance and Quality of Timetabled Teaching Rooms
	· Poor mix and deteriorating quality.

· Functional obsolescence.
	
	· Phased refurbishment from functionality budget.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Review Field Station Utilisation and Expenditure
	· Cost of running and maintaining Field Station against academic return.
	· Rationalise to active sites.

· Investigate local community involvement.

· Partnership agreements

· Income generation
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	To complete negotiations for the lease of part of Marischal College and establish an implementation plan for the remaining element

· Non operational part to be leased/sold for office accommodation
	· Significant non-operational space.


	· Dispose of surplus accommodation.

· Generate income.
	· Dispose of building.

· Developer/tenant identified but yet to be legally secured.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Future uses of retained part to be considered
	· Retained part is obsolete and requires refurbishment.
	· Prime City Centre site.
	· Identify alternative uses for retained part of building.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


SUPPORT AND CENTRAL FACILITIES

	Objective
	Problem
	Opportunity
	Proposal
	Planning Criteria

	
	
	
	
	Institutionally Approved Academic Plan


	Institutionally Approved Financial Analysis
	Institutionally Approved Estate Analysis
	Approved Risk Assessment 
	Approved

Business Case

	
	
	
	
	( / (
	( / (
	( / (
	( / (
	Yes / No

	Provide required student support facilities

· Relocate ‘One stop shop’ Student Support Service
	· Lack of suitable accommodation to meet space requirements.
	· Rationalise existing ‘Student Support’ buildings.

· New buildings at KC.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Provide required student sports facilities


	· Poor facilities hinder recruitment

· Existing facilities are dated.

· Problems with fitness for purpose.

· Pressure on existing facilities due to increased student numbers.

· Lack of artificial playing surface.
	· Support recruitment efforts by providing high quality facility asset recruitment.

· Build new facility at Johnston site and sell Butchart site for student residential use.

· Build new facility at Bedford Road compound.

· Regional Centre at Linksfield.

· Refurbishment of existing premises.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Relocate and provide Health Centre facility
	· Existing health care facilities not fit for purpose.


	· Build new facility at Sunnybank under NHS scheme.  Either sell property or retain to generate revenue stream.
	· New build at Sunnybank.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


SUPPORT AND CENTRAL FACILITIES (Continued)
	Objective
	Problem / Issue
	Opportunity
	Proposal
	Planning Criteria

	
	
	
	
	Institutionally Approved Academic Plan


	Institutionally Approved Financial Analysis
	Institutionally Approved Estate Analysis
	Approved Risk Assessment 
	Approved

Business Case

	
	
	
	
	( / (
	( / (
	( / (
	( / (
	Yes / No

	Provide front door for University activity and consolidation of King’s College Campus


	· No focal point for visitors.
	· Old Aberdeen Town House.


	· Secure long lease hold and refurbish for Student Recruitment and Marketing purposes.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


STUDENT RESIDENTIAL ACCOMMODATION

	Objective
	Problem / Issue
	Opportunity
	Proposal
	Planning Criteria

	
	
	
	
	Institutionally Approved Academic Plan


	Institutionally Approved Financial Analysis
	Institutionally Approved Estate Analysis
	Approved Risk Assessment 
	Approved

Business Case

	
	
	
	
	( / (
	( / (
	( / (
	( / (
	Yes / No

	Complete the Student Residences Pathfinder Initiative

· Address scale, ownership, management and funding requirements.
	· Condition of stock at Hillhead and Johnston Halls.

· High level of investment necessary.

· Predicting scale and type of accommodation needs.

· Loans over stock.

· Requirement to provide married accommodation.
	· Sale/lease of assets to private sector in return for facilities.

· Direct University investment.

· Mix of above

· Disposal of surplus assets.
	· Specific proposals for Hillhead.

· Refurbishment/


Demolition of Johnston.

· Sell Bridge of Don

· New building or lease of housing for married/overseas.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Catering Proposals Pathfinder Initiative


	· Facilities to deliver service.

· Catering integration with Halls Sector.
	· Review current service and provide options for alternative service.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


INFRASTRUCTURE

	Objective
	Problem / Issue
	Opportunity
	Proposal
	Planning Criteria

	
	
	
	
	Institutionally Approved Academic Plan


	Institutionally Approved Financial Analysis
	Institutionally Approved Estate Analysis
	Approved Risk Assessment 
	Approved

Business Case

	
	
	
	
	( / (
	( / (
	( / (
	( / (
	Yes / No

	Actively replace and renew infrastructure

· Address economic obsolescence


	· Building structure and elemental depreciation out-stripping infra-structure investment (economic obsolescence).
	· Status quo

· Increase/maintain level of investment to address economic obsolescence in conjunction with below.
	· £3.0 Million of Estates and DISS capital infrastructure investment per annum (excluding Halls).


	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Address functional obsolescence
	· Building facilities becoming out of date and not fit for purpose due to age and condition profiles (functional obsolescence).
	· Introduce new funding source to address problem.  Benefits are visible and are an efficient form of capital investment.
	· Introduce conditional £1.0 Million ring-fenced funding to address functional obsolescence.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· King’s College Heating Station replacement


	· Existing plant and distribution system at end of useful life.
	· Replacement of modern facility with modern equivalent.
	· Install new system.


	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Foresterhill Heating Station at end of life
	· Existing plant and distribution system is at end of useful life.
	· Trust responsibility but University dependent on supply.
	· Liaise with Trust for replacement.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Disabled facilities


	· Compliance with Disability Discrimination Act taking effect from 2002.
	
	· Prepare plan to undertake prioritised works in response to JMU/SHEFC Audit Report.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


INFRASTRUCTURE (Continued)
	Objective
	Problem / Issue
	Opportunity
	Proposal
	Planning Criteria

	
	
	
	
	Institutionally Approved Academic Plan


	Institutionally Approved Financial Analysis
	Institutionally Approved Estate Analysis
	Approved Risk Assessment 
	Approved

Business Case

	
	
	
	
	( / (
	( / (
	( / (
	( / (
	Yes / No

	To manage traffic and parking at King’s College and Foresterhill in accordance with Local Authority’s Green Transportation Plans
	· Insufficient on-site car parking.

· Parking controls in surrounding area.
	· Introduce Green Transport Plan (GTP) (as at F’Hill).

· Introduce car parking charges.
	· Liaise with ACC to develop and implement GTP for King’s.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Maintain Foresterhill site infrastructure
	· Foresterhill surface water drainage

· Gilcomston Burn is at full capacity.

· Restriction on future site development.


	
	· Liaise with GUHT to identify best solution.

· Restrict future development.

· Allow controlled flooding at Westburn Road

· Surge tanks or technical solution.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Communications and Information Technology.
	· C & IT infrastructure degradation.

· Provision of computer classrooms to support managed learning environment initiative.
	· Maintain level of investment to address economic obsolescence.

· Provide necessary accommodation by redistribution of space.

· Acquisition of on-site privately owned buildings.

· New facilities.
	· Funding source as above (from £3M).  Additional funding to be subject to institutional approval.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


PLANNING / LOCAL COMMUNITY / INDUSTRY AND COMMERCE INCOME GENERATION

	Objective
	Problem / Issue
	Opportunity
	Proposal

	
	
	
	

	Planning framework


	· Existing Town Planning Framework places constraints and risk on future redevelopment and new facilities in the University estate.

· The designation of Old Aberdeen as a conservation area places additional physical and financial constraints on development of facilities.
	· Ensuring that the University is actively represented in the local planning process to ensure the best use of the estate is facilitated.

· Obtaining and developing recognition of the value of the University and its estate within the City and within the local community.
	· Input into the next structure plan.

· Input into the local plan being prepared for strategic initiatives, eg Pathfinder, Faculty of Education and collaborative ventures.

· Liaise with regional agencies.

· Contest planning contrary to the University’s ambitions.

· Monitor and respond to planning applications 

· Continue to develop good relations with local and community councils.

	
	
	
	

	Local Community
	· Ensuring the University and its estate is properly represented with local community and amenity groups.

· Perception by local community of the University and its estate.
	· Foster better and closer relationships with the local community.

· Increase community use of / involvement in University facilities.

· Improve perception of the University and the estate.
	· Liaise with local community groups including the Old Aberdeen Community Council, Old Aberdeen Heritage Society and Bridge of Don Community Council.

· To increase awareness of the University’s role and its contribution to the local community.

	
	
	
	

	Industry and Commerce


	· Ensure that the University does play a major role in local and regional commerce and industry.
	· Improve revenue from external use of estate and building facilities.

· Improved links with Property Sector in Aberdeen reflecting influence of estate.

· To support PR based liaison activities bolstering estates perception and awareness.

· Increase community involvement.

· Explore commercial links and opportunities at Foresterhill with GUHT to jointly develop the site.

· Explore potential opportunities to attract commercial services into King’s College to enhance range of services available.
	· To provide and maintain high quality facilities and support services for commercial use.

· To promote external use of the University’s recreation, religious and sport facilities.

· Liaise with GUHT and the property market to provide site services and facilities.

· Explore retail and catering opportunities in conjunction with Pathfinder.

· Proceed with accommodation aspect of the Pathfinder Project.

· Development of Health Centre project.

· Development of high quality sports facilities.

	
	
	
	


8 OPTION APPRAISAL

8.1 Introduction
5.1.1
The option appraisal process follows logically from the objectives, proposals and planning criteria described in Section 4.  The methodology applied involves the evaluation of a range of increasingly ambitious options.  It is recognised that the institution is never in a static position and, as a consequence, a number of ongoing initiatives and financial performance models are factored into the appraisal process.

8.2 Option Identification

8.2.1 Although the University is relatively well served by its current estate, good practice determines that a number of options be considered to ensure that the best strategy is being adopted.  A number of generic options have been ruled out as being unrealistic and untenable.  These are as follows:

· Consolidate to a single site;

· Relocate to an entirely new single site;

· Adopt a four-campus strategy (King’s College, Foresterhill, Marischal College and Hilton);

· Adopt a three-campus strategy (King’s College, Foresterhill and either Marischal College or Hilton).

The appraisal of more radical options would, for example, need to be revisited in light of any significant developments in the University’s collaboration with other institutions.

The following generic options are deemed realistic and tenable and, as such, worthy of evaluation.

· Status quo (do the minimum);

· Consolidate, rationalise and improve existing estate;

· Consolidate, rationalise, improve and develop existing estate.

5.2.2
Firstly a base case must be identified against which these options can be assessed.  In this option there would be no investment in the estate.  It is envisaged that no maintenance, repair or development work would be carried out and that running costs would continue at present real values.  As a result of the lack of investment, buildings would deteriorate and fall into disrepair, and their residual value would eventually drop to zero. 

8.3 Option Evaluation

8.3.1 Option 1 - Status Quo (Do the Minimum)
In this scenario present expenditure levels would be continued in order to ensure that all buildings and infrastructure were adequately maintained.

The emphasis would be on maintaining rather than changing premises.  It is a passive / reactive strategy, responding to any deterioration of the estate in order to maintain the status quo.  This strategy would offset depreciation in so far as economic obsolescence, however, there is no attempt to improve the estate either in terms of quality or functionality.

No new buildings would be acquired or disposed of and there would be no major refurbishment or remodelling.  Academic floor space size would be retained at present level.  Deterioration of the condition of the estate would result in a loss of competitivity in the long-term, which in turn would cause reduced academic income and activity.

Strategy

· Continued use of facilities with no change;

· Maintain estate to statutory construction standards.

Advantages

· No additional resources needed;

· Fewer planning issues to address;

· Least disruption to staff and students;

· Minimal short / medium term risk;

· Short-term financial benefit to profit and loss account;

· Addresses economic obsolescence of buildings.

Disadvantages

· Progressive decline in functionality and fitness for purpose;

· Closure of facilities (eg Dunbar Hall);

· Inability to deal with changes in student profile;

· Loss of flexibility;

· Serious implications for volume and quality of research activity;

· Decline in potential commercial use and external revenue generation.

· Irresponsible, both as custodian and guardian of the University.

Conclusion

Becomes untenable in the medium to long-term.

8.3.2 Option 2 - Consolidate, Rationalise and Improve Existing Estate
In this scenario, present provision would not only be maintained but works would be systematically undertaken to ensure that functionality concerns were addressed.  This option would require an enhanced level of expenditure on the existing estate than that of Option 1.

This progressive strategy would be to maintain, upgrade and enhance the existing premises.  It aims to address economic and functional obsolescence over a planned period of time.  There is no attempt to develop the estate in terms of new buildings.  All resources would be directed towards improving existing facilities.  The strategy does, however, encompass the disposal and acquisition of assets.  Academic floor space would be broadly retained at current levels.

It is envisaged that levels of competitivity would at least be maintained.  Operational and academic income would be maintained or increased by improved general facilities.

Strategy

· Optimise utilisation of existing facilities;

· Rationalise any surplus or redundant assets;

· Improvement in the estate dependent upon the generation of financial surplus.

Advantages

· Makes full use of existing facilities;

· Targets expenditure on existing problems;

· Removes assets which are not cost effective;

· Maintains the current value and University ethos;

· Positive impact on the University community;

· Promotes and encourages commercial use.

Disadvantages

· Failure to secure initiatives that require new build facilities;

· No growth in estate.

Conclusion

Tenable, practical, achievable, low risk and affordable if University is producing a surplus.

5.3.3
Option 3 - Consolidate, Rationalise, Improve and Develop Estate
The basis of this option is the same as Option 2 but the acceptance, in principle, of new build facilities in the estate is introduced.  This option would require an enhanced level of expenditure on the existing and developed estate than Options 1 and 2.

The emphasis of Option 3 would be to maintain, upgrade and provide new facilities.  This is an aggressive, proactive strategy which aims to improve existing facilities and provide new facilities.  Replacement of existing facilities would be considered where it is more economic than to upgrade existing facilities.

In essence, this strategy targets economic and functional obsolescence in the existing estate as well as sustaining the capital and revenue costs of new facilities.  Acquisitions and disposals would be expected.  Academic floor space would be increased from current levels.  It is envisaged that increased competitiveness in the HE sector would result in increased academic activity and income.

Accurate investment appraisal analysis and comprehensive business case preparation is necessary to demonstrate whether this increased activity and income would be proportional to capital and revenue costs.

Strategy

· Optimise utilisation of existing facilities;

· Rationalise any surplus or redundant assets;

· Improvements to existing estate dependent upon annual financial surplus generation;

· New facilities dependent on institutional approval of business case.

Advantages

· Makes use of existing facilities;

· Permits development on strengths;

· Targets expenditure on existing problems;

· Removes assets which are not cost effective;

· Maintains and develops value and University ethos;

· Positive impact on University community;

· Promotes and encourages commercial use;

· Develops University status.

Disadvantages

· Financial risk if poor business analysis.

Conclusion

Desirable but dependent on the generation of sufficient surplus and sound business case.

5.4
Overall Option Assessment
The 1994 estate strategy reviewed a very wide range of generic options for the estate but at an early stage dismissed a number as being unrealistic and untenable.  Options to do nothing, consolidate to a single campus or relocate to a new site continue to be unrealistic and are rejected.

The strategy recommended that the University should consolidate to two campuses.  In essence, this has been completed, with the exception of the Anatomy Department.  The merger with Northern College introduced the Hilton site campus, although an institutional decision has been taken to relocate the Faculty of Education to King’s College.  As a consequence, the ethos of a two-campus strategy remains as stated.  

The age and condition profile of the University’s buildings, as illustrated in Section 3, would indicate that the strategy historically has been one of maintaining the status quo.  Most initiatives have either been in response to specific problems or where external funding, such as JIF or SRIF has been secured.  With the exception of the halls sector, development at Foresterhill accounts for all new build investment over the last decade.

This approach has succeeded on the whole in controlling economic obsolescence, but has failed to address the issue of functional obsolescence.

The selection of a preferred strategy is dependent on the institution’s strategic objectives and financial standing.  Option 1 requires that sufficient capital funding be made available to address economic obsolescence, even in the event that the University does not meet its target financial surplus. In Section 6, it is recommended that an amended budgeting framework be adopted to actively improve existing facilities.  Approval of this recommendation would signify a move from Option 1, maintain the status quo, to Option 2, consolidate, rationalise and improve the existing estate. This would result in a positive impact on the quality of the estate over the planning period. 

Further, it is recognised that the authorisation of new developments, subject to the approval of a business case, in accordance with HEFCE 99/21, might be both necessary and desirable in promoting the achievement of the Institution’s strategic objectives. It is recommended, therefore, that the University adopt as a formal policy the intention to change its approach from one of maintaining the status quo to that of Option 3, to consolidate, rationalise, improve and develop the existing estate.

FINANCE AND IMPLEMENTATION

8.4 Budgetary Framework
6.1.1
Expenditure on the estate may be defined as follows.

· Maintenance

The day-to-day costs associated with the upkeep of the estate can be subdivided into reactive and planned preventative maintenance (PPM).  A formal PPM regime will be implemented using QFM software.  This would enable budgets to be more accurately forecast and more closely controlled.  A well managed PPM system will reduce reactive maintenance in the medium to long-term by identifying problems in advance.  In the short-term, the introduction of PPM may increase reactive costs as problems are identified and addressed.  An industry standard suggests approximately 40-45% of overall maintenance expenditure should be on PPM.

· Revenue Projects

Revenue projects are those which maintain the building but do not prolong its economic life, for example, decoration and carpet replacement projects.

· Minor Capital Projects

Minor capital projects are those which extend the economic life of a building, for example, roof replacement and major rewiring (also referred to as building sub-element replacement).   Works of this nature address issues of economic obsolescence and ensure the building envelope or elements are maintained.  Works associated with large scale refurbishment also address issues of functional obsolescence.  These ensure accommodation is suitable for the present use.

· Major Capital Projects

Major capital projects are generally those of a strategic nature which involve new buildings or comprehensive refurbishment.  The approval of such estate projects is dependent on the approval of a business case and risk assessment (see Section 4) and the identification of necessary funding.  The ongoing Capital Programme is attached at Appendix 12.

6.1.2
Capital Requirement

Surveys of the capital requirements of the University’s estate have been completed.  The summary sheets from the surveys are included in Appendix 10.  Table 16 summarises the capital requirement of the estate over a fifteen year period.

Table 16 – Capital Requirement Profile

	
	Year 1-2
	Year 3-5
	Year 6-10
	Year 11-15

	University Estate*
	7,920,000
	14,720,000
	10,021,000
	9,723,000

	Annual Requirement
	3,960,000
	  4,906,000
	  2,004,000
	1,944,600


* King’s College, Foresterhill and outlying areas (excluding Halls and Catering). 
The first 5-year average requirement is £4.53 million, 10-year average is £3.26 million and the 15-year average is £2.82 million.

Significant supplementary capital investment in the existing estate would lessen the above funding requirement over the periods shown.  An example of this supplementary investment would be the refurbishment of the MacRobert Building.

The Hilton Site appraisal summary is summarised in Table 17.

Table 17 – Capital Requirement Profile

	Site
	Year 1-2
	Year 3-5
	Year 6-10
	Year 11-15

	Hilton
	1,690,412
	1,460,870
	6,692,060
	2,248,760

	Annual Requirement
	   845,000
	   486,956
	1,338,412
	   449,752


The first 5-year average requirement is £630,000, 10-year average is £984,000 and the 15-year average is £806,000.

6.2
Core funding Requirement Indicators
6.2.1
The condition of the estate, and consequently the revenue and capital funding required, is linked with its age and where the building is within its economic life cycle.  Figures 11a and 11b demonstrate this correlation.

Figure 11a – Condition of the Estate

Figure 11b – Age of the Estate
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This shows that those buildings constructed in the 1960’s and early 1970’s are now reaching an age where they require significant element replacement (economic obsolescence).  In many cases this is compounded by them no longer being fit for current purpose (functional obsolescence).

6.2.2
Surveys conducted by the Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors have established that at least 1.5% of an estate’s insured value should be set aside to keep it in good condition.  This principle would suggest a total spread requirement of £5.87 million per annum on Academic and Related buildings and £1.37 million per annum on the student residences.  This basis assumes no backlog maintenance is required.

6.2.3
Examination of the University Asset Valuation, undertaken with the Department of Finance, has indicated an annual asset depreciation of the estate of £4.54 million.

6.2.4
The building condition assessment reviewed earlier was based on the RICS categorisation recommended by the Funding Council.  Corresponding to this classification was project capital required in the estate infrastructure.  Excluding Halls, an average sum of £3.26 million per year over 10 years was recommended.  Earlier years were even higher.

6.2.5
The Hilton site has not been included in the consideration of the core funding requirement indicators because the decision has been taken to dispose of this site.

6.3
Financing
6.3.1
A sustainable review and capital funding plan is essential for the effective implementation of estate plans.  Funding Council guidance on estates stresses that short and long-term funding of buildings within the HE sector must be on a firm and structured basis to avoid being undermined by piecemeal cut backs.   A core funding schedule has been established by the institution.

6.3.2
The University will increasingly face issues of economic and functional obsolescence as a result of the age profile of its built estate.  From 2002/03 the University’s Financial Strategy is to release an additional £1 million from reserves on an annual basis, provided that current cash reserves are satisfactory and that the forecast surplus is achieved in the previous year.  This £1 million will be ring-fenced and only used for functionality improvements to the estate.  Table 18 shows a proposed budgeting framework which would be sustained from internal funding sources.

Table 18 – Proposed Budgeting Framework 2002-2003 (excludes Hilton and Halls)

Academic and Related 

	
	Reactive Planned Maintenance
	Revenue Projects
	Minor Capital
Infrastructure Replacement*
	Minor Capital
Functionality Improvement
	Total

	Funding Profile
	1,200,000
	400,000
	3,000,000
	1,000,000
	5,600,000


*  This funding includes C&IT infrastructure requirement.

Within this framework an inflationary increase using an appropriate building cost index will be employed.  Over the planning period, budgets will be adjusted to reflect additional buildings as part of the business case for these.  Similarly, budgets will be adjusted downwards in the event of buildings being removed from the estate to reflect savings.

Current commitment for major capital projects is £38.4 million over the next 3 years (Appendix 12).  
6.4
Implementation

6.4.1
Annual Minor Capital Programme – Infrastructure and Replacement and Functionality Improvement

The Minor Capital Programme, which aims to address legislation compliance, economic obsolescence and functional obsolescence, is planned on an annual basis.  Priorities are identified in accordance with the recommendations of the building condition survey (Appendix 10) and the Strategic Plan, and are subject to the approval of the JPFEC.

The Estates Advisory Committee has resolved that, where possible, refurbishment and maintenance should be undertaken on a building by building basis in future to maximise value for money and minimise disruption.

6.4.2
Major Strategic Projects

Following institutional approval of a proposed major project, an implementation plan is drawn up and used as a monitoring tool.  

A Project Board is established which submits progress reports and any funding requests to the Capital Expenditure Sub-Committee, which in turn reports to the JPFEC.  Committees monitor and review expenditure via the monthly management accounts.

6.5
Review Mechanism

6.5.1
The Estate Strategy is reviewed and updated annually, in co-ordination with the Strategic Plan and Financial Strategy.

All proposed projects are included in Section 4, which is reviewed and updated quarterly, in order to ensure a comprehensive approach is taken to the selection and management of projects.

9 CONCLUSION

The University fully recognises the fundamental role played by the estate in the achievement of its strategic objectives.  In the short to medium term, the University faces a period of significant change with a number of major estate initiatives planned. 

Policy is to consolidate, rationalise, improve and develop the existing estate. Following the proposed disposals at the Hilton campus and Marischal College, it is expected that activity will be consolidated at King’s College and Foresterhill, where there is a strong presumption against feuhold disposal. Commercial opportunities that arise at Kings College and Foresterhill will be considered by the University and pursued if they are found to be financially sound and consistent with institutional strategic objectives.  The University proposes that an agreement be entered into with GUHT to formalise the broad planning principles for the long-term development of the Foresterhill and nearby Cornhill sites. The future of outlying sites will be considered in light of a review of their performance and business cases. 

The ongoing Pathfinder Review of student residences and catering will consider the future ownership and management of the remaining student accommodation and develop a long-term catering strategy for the University. The University’s policy is that all new students (undergraduate, postgraduate, non-graduating, home and overseas) have access to hall type accommodation. This will either be in University-owned properties or through arrangements with Private Sector student accommodation operators. 

In recognition of the problem of increasing functional obsolescence, the University plans, subject to the achievement of satisfactory surplus and cash reserves, to invest an additional £1 million per annum in improving the existing estate. A budgetary framework has been established to address issues of economic and functional obsolescence and make progress towards building condition targets.

The Estate Strategy is a core and constituent element of the robust management regime identified in the Financial Strategy and Strategic Plan whereby a fully worked up business case and risk assessment must receive institutional approval prior to the commencement of any project.  It also provides a context within which new development proposals can be considered so that the University is in a position to seize relevant funding opportunities as they arise.
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