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1. Introduction
The proposed facility mix for the new LSSC was as follows:

Introduction
The Littlehampton Swimming and Sports Centre (LSSC) is one of two
wet and dry centres in Arun District Council’s leisure facility portfolio. It
was built in 1982 and is now over 30 years old. It occupies a prominent
site to the south of the town overlooking the sea on the Sea Road,
adjacent to a housing development, a boating lake and a pitch and putt
golf course. Given the age and condition, its future is uncertain. In May
2014, The Sports Consultancy (TSC) completed and initial feasibility
study and options appraisal for LSSC.
This report considered five different options:


Do nothing



Refurbishment of LSSC



Refurbishment and extension of LSSC



New build of LSSC on existing site



New build of LSSC on the Cornfields site (situated to the north of
Littlehampton town centre).

80-85 station gym (circa 450 sqm)



1 dance studio (50 capacity and divisible into 2 spaces)



1 spinning studio (25 capacity)



8-lane 25-metre pool (fully DDA compliant)



Learner pool (moveable floor and fully DDA compliant)



Café (30 capacity)



Multi-purpose/meeting room.

In addition, the option of including a four-court multi-purpose hall was
considered. The supply and demand assessment indicated that the need
was less clear and dependent to a large extent on the new build location
(two were considered), hence why it was not part of the core mix.

The report considered the capital costs of the options as well as the
future revenue position, grant funding and potential for prudential
borrowing. The report stated that there was a clear need for a wet and
dry facility in Littlehampton and recommended that LSSC should be
demolished and redeveloped to provide a new venue that meets the
needs and expectations of the local community. Refurbishing the existing
building was not recommended given its age and design limitations (e.g.
inadequate changing provision and separate sports dome).
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Although both sites (i.e. the existing site and Cornfields) would work as a
location for the new facility, the report identified the Cornfields site as the
preferred location. This was primarily because it would offer the potential
to raise capital through the sale of part of the existing site (which would
contribute to making the project affordable), but also because it would
bring the centre closer to some of the more deprived parts of the town
and areas of population growth to the north, thus, giving it a more
prominent role in raising participation rates.
Following the publishing of the report, the Council took the decision that
the provision of a new Centre would not be dependent on the
redevelopment of the existing site (in the event of relocation) and instead
has taken the view that it will be funded through a mixture of financial
reserves and funding pending the outcome of this study. As a result, and
also due to some emerging uncertainties with the Cornfields site (which
will be explored in this report), the Council’s Cabinet decided to retain
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1. Introduction
both sites for consideration. The Council is fully committed to reproviding LSSC.
The purpose of this report was to take the analysis undertaken in the
initial report to a greater level of detail. This involved the following:


Development of designs to RIBA Stage C



Site investigations of both locations



Topographic survey for both sites



Traffic impact assessment for Cornfields



Arboricultural report for Cornfields



Revised revenue projections



Development of a construction programme



Development of a risk register.

will be for ten years (with the option for a five year extension). The new
operator will be expected to take on the management of the new LSSC
when it opens.
To ensure consistent responses, bidders were asked to base their
submissions on the new LSSC being delivered for the start of year 4 of
the new contract (i.e. the 2019-20 financial year) and that it would be
based on the existing site. The existing LSSC would remain open until
the new facility opens to ensure continuity of service.
The tender responses were submitted on 12 May 2015 and the Council
has evaluated them and identified its preferred bidder (confidential at the
time of writing). The preferred bidder’s financial submission will be used
as the basis of the revenue and affordability analysis in this report.
Report Output

This combined work will give the Council greater certainty over the
implications of redevelopment. As part of this, both sites would be
considered in full so that the report could also make a firm
recommendation on which option to pursue.

The output of this report will give – as outlined above – greater certainty
on the capital costs, designs and affordability of the redevelopment of
LSSC and, critically, a clear recommendation on which of the two sites is
most appropriate. This will then enable the Council to progress the
redevelopment to achieve the 2019-20 target set as part of the
management contract.

The report has been compiled by TSC, AFLS&P Architects (designs) and
Mace (cost management and programme development).
Leisure Management Contract
Running concurrently with the work on the redevelopment of LSSC, the
Council is also retendering its leisure management contract (which
covers LSSC, Arun Leisure Centre, the Windmill Theatre and Cinema.
Bersted Park Community Centre and the sports and community
development service). The new contract will commence in April 2016 and
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1. Introduction
Report Structure
The report is set out in the following sections:
2. The two sites
3. Designs & layouts
4. Capital costs and assumptions
5. Revenue implications
6. Financial analysis and affordability
7. Programme
8. Risk analysis
9. Options analysis and preferred option
10. Conclusions and way forward.
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2. The Two Sites
The Two Sites
As set out in the introduction, the report considers two sites for the
redevelopment of LSSC, i.e. the existing Sea Road site and the
Cornfields site.

Both sites are described in greater detail in the following paragraphs.
Their relative locations are shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Location of the two sites

CORNFIELDS

CURRENT SITE
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2. The Two Sites
The Sea Road Site
No. 6
LSSC is located on a prominent site on Sea Road, around one mile to
the east of Littlehampton town centre. It overlooks the sea and is
adjacent to a housing development to the east, a pumping station to the
west and Mewsbrook Park boating lake to the north-east. It is bounded
on the east side by Hendon Avenue.

To 0.6m
0.6m-1.1m
1.1m-2.2m
2.2m-4.0m

It is proposed that the new Centre would be located to the rear of the
existing one. Following consultation with the Council’s planning
department, it was agreed that it could be on the site of the existing
sports dome (rather than immediately in front of the existing building as
previously proposed). This approach would ensure full continuity of
service and limited disruption to the car park.

No. 7

To 0.8m
0.8m-1.1m
1.1m-2.5m

The sports dome site is bounded by Mewsbrook Park to the east, a
natural habitat to the north and sewage pipes to the west and south. This
does introduce some limitations to the building plan; however, even if a
sports hall is included within the brief, the facility mix can be
accommodated. If needed, the southerly sewer (only 300mm diameter)
could be rerouted, although there would be a cost implication to this.
The site investigations consisted of eight trial pits being taken on the
entirety of the current site, four of which were on the proposed site for
the new facility. The results of the four pits were broadly similar and
indicated no major issues. In summary, they were as follows:
No. 5: To 0.10m
0.10m-0.9m

0.9m-1.2m
1.2m-4.0m

Topsoil - brown silty fine sand
Made ground - loose to medium dense
brown and dark orange brown, slightly
gravelly fine and medium sand. Gravel
consists of fine to coarse angular flint
and red brick. Slightly clayey in parts
Firm grey and orange brown sandy clay
Soft grey sandy clay with occasional
bands of fine to coarse sub-angular flint
gravel becoming slightly gravelly at base
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2.5m-4.0m
No. 8

To 0.9m
0.9m-2.5m
2.5m-4.0m

Made ground - grass over topsoil, brick
and stone
Firm-to-stiff brown clay bound sand and
gravel flint
Medium compact orange brown sand
and gravel with chalk nodules
Soft to firm grey brown alluvium clay
with chalk
Made ground - grass over topsoil, brick
and stone
Firm-to-stiff brown clay bound sand and
gravel flint
Medium compact orange brown sand
and gravel flint
Medium compact sand and gravel with
chalk
Made ground - grass over topsoil, brick
and stone
Soft-to-firm orange brown silty clay
Soft-to-firm grey clay, sand alluvium.

Although the facility would be located towards the rear of the site (subject
to assessing carefully the impact on neighbouring properties), it would
still be highly visible from Sea Road and from the south west across the
pitch and putt venue. The first floor would have an excellent view out to
sea as it would be at least three metres above the sea wall (see Section
3 for further details).
As the new facilities are to be located north of the existing car park, it
should be possible to undertake some simple modifications to it (i.e.
relining and a new top surface).
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2. The Two Sites
to the A259, serves to increase its catchment area as it would become
within reach of the residents of towns such as Arundel.

The Cornfields Site
The Cornfields site comprises two sections: Cornfields and Daisyfields
Caravan Park. It is located about a mile to the north of the town centre.
The overall area is bordered by the A259 Worthing Road to the north, the
houses on Highdown Drive to the west, Littlehampton Academy to the
south and the houses off the Horsham Road to the east.
The Cornfields part of the site is owned by West Sussex County Council
(WSCC) and there are embryonic plans to develop it for housing.
Daisyfields occupies the north east section and is currently accessed
from the A259 via Cornfield Close. It is owned by Arun District Council
and leased to the caravan park. There are plans to develop a new link
road from the A259 running south along the western side and connecting
up with Fitzalan Road. This is part of the north Littlehampton
development (to the north of the A259). The new link road would be
fundamental to the delivery of a leisure facility on this site as it will open
up the access. This will be considered in the report.
As part of the previous report, the merits of the two areas were
considered and it was recommended that the Cornfields section of the
site should be pursued as it would give the centre a prominence on the
new link road (rather than being hidden away as it would inevitably be on
Daisyfields). However, it was also recognised that it was not yet certain
that this could be achieved given the WSCC ownership (and plans for
the site) and the dependence on the delivery of the link road, which itself
is connected to the progress of the North Littlehampton residential
development. This report focuses on the Cornfields section of the site,
but also provides considerations of the implications of having to develop
on Daisyfields.
Both locations have the potential to accommodate the facility mix
(including a sports hall) with good parking provision. The North
Littlehampton major housing expansion (focused around Toddington
Lane) means that the population of the town is shifting northwards. This
site would bring the Centre closer to some of the more deprived areas of
the town. Also, by moving the Centre away from the sea front and closer
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The major drawback for Cornfields as a whole is the reliance on the
delivery of the new link road for access. Curtins was commissioned to
undertake an assessment of the access requirements for the site
following consultation with local highways (WSCC) and planning officers.
The site has no suitable existing access provision and, therefore, is
dependent on the delivery of the new link road. This represents a serious
risk in terms of programme and costs. The north Littlehampton
development (of approximately 1,260 residential units) is progressing
and as part of this there will be upgrades to the local highways
infrastructure (part of which is the new link road). However, the proposed
link road and associated highways are not guaranteed at this stage. The
impact of this is that this site would be subject to variables that are
difficult to control, programme and cost. This issue is covered in Section
8 of the report (risk analysis). The Council’s planning officer felt it was
unlikely that delivery of the road and roundabout would be achieved
within the next two years, which would jeopardise the Council’s aim to
deliver the new Centre by 2019-20.
Although the designs have been based on the premise that the Centre
would be located adjacent to the link road, consideration could be given
to a temporary access off Cornfield Close for a limited period (to enable
later delivery of the link road), although this would be subject to Council
approval and may be difficult to achieve as it would need either to cross
the caravan park or enter via the car park of the adjacent special needs
school.
As also set out above, Cornfields is owned by WSCC and while the
potential for a land acquisition and disposal with Daisyfields has been
tentatively discussed, it is far from certain as yet that it could be
achieved.
As a final point, it should be noted that Daisyfields is known to be
contaminated land (it was previously a landfill site and brickworks) and
while a public building with a large car park is often suitable development
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for this, there will be cost implications (in terms of land remediation).
Typically, it would require more costly construction solutions for the
foundations and drainage and the design of the swimming pool may
entail them being built above ground to minimise ground disturbance
(which will have an associated impact on building area or height).

Borehole
No.
6.

The Council has previously undertaken a site investigation for Daisyfields
and it reveals the extent of the issues. Eighteen boreholes were taken
across the site and below the topsoil each one encountered a layer of
made ground (to a depth of up to 3.3 metres). Within this layer, there
was a regular occurrence of both domestic refuse (as a result of its
former landfill use) and brick and ash (as a result of its former brickworks
use). The report concluded that:

8.

7.

9.
10.
11.

“The investigation has shown the area to be underlain by made
ground in a poorly compacted state to depths of up to 3.3m,
often overlying soft clay. In view of its poorly compacted state it
is considered that the made ground in its present condition would
be unsuitable for the support of structural loadings.”

12.
13.

A summary of the findings at the 18 boreholes is shown in Table 1.
Table 1: Summary of previous site investigation at Daisyfields
Borehole Location
Details
No.
1.
North west corner Made ground to 1.2m – silty, sandy clay with
of site
occasional fine gravel
Made ground from 1.2m to 2.1m – Silty clay with
domestic refuse
2.
Northern
Made ground to 2.2m – ash and clay and domestic
boundary of site
refuse
3.
Northern
Made ground to 2.5m – loose ash and domestic
boundary of site
refuse
4.
North east corner Made ground to 2.6m – very loose clay, brick, ash
of site
and domestic refuse
5.
Western
Made ground to 3.3m – domestic refuse and silty
boundary of site
clay
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Location

Details

Central area of
site
Central area of
site
Eastern side of
site
Western
boundary of site

Made ground to 2.2m – clay, ash, brick and
domestic refuse
Made ground to 2.4m – clay, loose brick and
domestic refuse
Made ground to 2.6m – loose brick wood and
domestic refuse
Made ground to 0.5m – sandy clay
Made ground from 0.5m to 2.6m – silty clay with
domestic refuse and stones
Made ground to 2.5m – silty clay and domestic
refuse
Made ground to 0.5m – clay with ash
Made ground from 0.5m to 3m – loose ash and
domestic refuse
Made ground to 2.5m – silty clay and domestic
refuse with stones
Made ground to 0.5m – clay
Made ground from 0.5m to 2.5m – loose domestic
refuse with stones
Made ground to 0.4m – clay
Made ground from 0.4m to 2.4m – loose ash and
domestic refuse
Made ground to 2.5m – loose clay and ash with
domestic refuse
Made ground to 3m – very loose domestic refuse
with stones and a cavity between 1.9m and 2.6m
Made ground to 0.5m – sandy clay with ash
Made ground to 2m – loose domestic refuse with
stones
Made ground to 1.1m – clay with brick fragments.

Central area of
site
Central area of
site
Eastern side of
site
South
west
corner of site

14.

Southern
boundary of site

15.

Southern
boundary of site
South east corner
of site
Eastern boundary
of site

16.
17.
18.

Eastern boundary
of site

The implications of this for the Cornfields/Daisyfields options will be
considered further in Section 4.
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For Cornfields, the site investigation undertook six trial pits, the results
for which were all broadly similar and not indicating any significant
issues. They can be summarised as follows:
To c. 0.6m
c. 0.6m-c.2.0m
c.2.0-c.2.8m
c.2.8m-4.0m

Made ground - grass over silty sand
Firm-to-stiff orange brown silty sandy clay
Medium compact claybound sand and gravel
Firm-to-stiff brown clay with yellow sand and
chalk

The two sections of the site, Cornfields (owned by WSCC) and
Daisyfields (owned by Arun District Council), are shown in Figure 2.
Local support
There is support locally for the principle of redeveloping LSSC. Previous
surveys suggest a preference for the current site.
In autumn 2012, the Wavelength Panel Survey posed the question, “If it
were decided to provide improved leisure facilities, which of these
proposals would you prefer?” The 387 responses were broken down as
follows:





A subsequent petition was received by the Council in 2013 concerning
retaining the existing facility; however, it was not compliant with standing
orders and consequently was not debated by Council. An amendment
was made to the Leisure and Cultural Strategy to state:
“As a direct result of the feedback from residents and the petition
we received we will complete a full financial and viability
assessment in order to compare the existing and any suitable
potential new sites, undertake public consultation and seek to
build a new larger centre in Littlehampton OR undertake to
refurbish the existing Centre. In the event that a new, larger
leisure centre is built offering more facilities and a higher
standard of leisure provision the current centre should not close
until the new facility is open.”
The Council is expecting a further petition in September 2015 with about
7,500 signatures. Its wording is as follows: “I/We support the campaign
to stop our seafront community leisure facilities and land being used for
the development of flats, houses. We call on Arun District Council to halt
their plans to demolish the Leisure facilities, and hold further genuine
consultation with the local community on the way forward.”

16% - a new leisure centre at or near the Littlehampton
Academy site
54% - improvements to the existing leisure centre
21% - neither of the above
9% - no response.

Following this, there was a survey associated with the Council’s Leisure
and Cultural Strategy 2013-28, which identified the following from 1,270
responses:




17% wanted a new centre on Daisyfields/Cornfields
66% wanted the existing centre improved
17% wanted neither.

Arun District Council
Littlehampton Swimming & Sports Centre Detailed Feasibility Study

- Page 9 -

www.thesportsconsultancy.com

2. The Two Sites
Figure 2: The Cornfields site

Daisyfields
Cornfields
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Arboricultural Survey
An arboricultural survey was completed for Cornfields site due to the
multiple and varied trees on the site, mainly around the site boundary.
The survey revealed no substantial risks in terms of tree protection
measures or trees of particular importance (in planning terms). The
survey has recommended that tree protection measures would be
highlighted during the planning phase if the site is chosen for
development. It should be noted that any trees removed may require
additional foundation detailing (and costs) to mitigate structural issues.
The client is recommended to undertake a full ecology assessment once
the preferred site is chosen due to the substantial impact protected
species can have on developments in terms of planning, costs,
programme and design.
The full arboricultural report can be found in Appendix A.
The Local Market
As part of the initial options appraisal, TSC commissioned a latent
demand study from The Leisure Database Company (TLDC). This report
provides a detailed analysis of the catchment area of a leisure facility
using Experian’s MOSAIC consumer profiling. It examines the profiles of
consumers on a postcode basis and their propensity to join a health and
fitness club as well as the competing facilities and their current
membership numbers. This enables a detailed estimate of latent demand
for health and fitness facilities to be produced and the likely overall
membership targets to be defined. This is critical for understanding the
demand for leisure centres as the health and fitness gym makes up the
most important area of income generation.
These reports are used by most major commercial health and fitness,
operators when making decisions on the location for new leisure
developments. As such, they provide a robust, but relatively
conservative, estimate of membership numbers. Further details can be
found in Appendix B.
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The report commissioned for the initial report was based on the
Cornfields site and indicated a demand for 2,021 memberships, which
equates to circa 80 health and fitness stations (based on 25 members
per station). This informed the preferred facility mix.
For this report, an updated report for Cornfields was commissioned as
well as a separate one for the current site. The purpose of this was to
see if there was a difference in demand between the two sites.
Given its location on the sea front and away from the centre of the town,
the catchment area for the existing site may be restricted. The analysis
identifies a latent demand for 1,693 members from within three miles,
rising to 1,992 when allowance is made for circa 15% living close to but
just outside the catchment. Around 200 of these, particularly around the
fringes, may be lost because of the comparative difficulty in reaching the
sea front site from the Angmering and Worthing areas in particular. This
leaves a net demand of 1,792 (circa 342 more than the current
membership level). This figure is also 229 below that identified in the
previous report for Cornfields, so it does indicate that the current site is
less attractive from a commercial perspective.
The Cornfields site has the potential to attract 1,732 members from
within a three miles radius. This is because the site gives convenient
access on to the A259 Worthing Road and therefore is easier to reach
for those living in much of Littlehampton and, potentially, to those more
than three miles away in Worthing, Felpham and, conceivably, Bognor
Regis, which has lost its Fitness First club (although Arun Leisure Centre
may absorb many of these members). This takes the gross demand
figure to 2,165 (so circa 140 more than the previous estimate), which
indicates that demand at this site has held up since the first report was
published.
In terms of the other two important elements of the facility mix, to recap
the previous report, there was a strong demand for increasing the size of
the swimming provision (from a 6-lane to an 8-lane pool) and, as
discussed earlier, there was a more marginal case for including a sports
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hall. There is a stronger case for inclusion of a sports hall at the sea front
as there are no equivalent venues in close proximity. At Cornfields, the
adjacent Littlehampton Academy has two halls and from consultation
undertaken for the first report, neither is used to full capacity.

The catchment areas for the two sites are shown in Figure 3. The new
Worthing Splashpoint is located just to the east of the map area.
The section has established the context for the two sites and in Section
3, the designs and layouts are considered in detail.

Figure 3: Catchment areas for the two sites
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3. Designs and Layouts
Designs and Layouts



A 50m pool would incur a significantly increased capital costs.
The pool hall itself would increase in size by circa 80% and the
impact on the capital cost of this alone would be circa £2.1
million. When the associated increase in size of other spaces in
the building are taken into account (e.g. more changing, more
circulation space, spectator seating), the total additional cost is
likely to be circa £3 million



In practice, the provision of a 50m pool has a relatively small
impact on net income generation. This is because there will be
additional costs in terms of staffing (more lifeguards required),
utilities, repairs and maintenance, etc, and these will only just be
offset by increased income.

As set out in Section 1, the facility mix for the new LSSC is as follows:


80-85 station gym (circa 450 sqm)



1 dance studio (50 capacity and divisible into 2 spaces)



1 spinning studio (25 capacity)



8-lane 25-metre pool (fully DDA compliant)



Learner pool (moveable floor and fully DDA compliant)



Café (30 capacity)



Multi-purpose/meeting room.

So, a 50m pool is not recommended because there is not the demand for
it and it would have a negative impact on the capital cost and overall
affordability of the project.

The option to include a 4-court sports hall was also considered.

The Planning Context

50m Swimming Pool

Before setting out the designs of the facilities, the planning context for
each site was considered. Set out below is a brief overview as outlined in
the Arun District Local Plan (currently being rewritten), the Local
Development Scheme and the Neighbourhood Plan for Littlehampton in
respect of the LSSC site and the land south of Cornfields Road
(including Daisyfields).

Locally, there have been some suggestions that the Council should
consider developing a 50m swimming pool as part of the redevelopment
of LSSC. The preferred facility mix was informed by a detailed analysis
of the local market in the initial options appraisal report. The proposal for
a 25m, 8 lane pool (rather than a 50m one) can be justified for a number
of reasons:


The supply and demand assessment indicated a need for
additional swimming pool water space in the district of 167 sqm.
This unmet demand will be addressed by the increase in the size
of the pool from six lanes to eight and the provision of a large
learner pool. Providing a 50m, 8 lane pool would provide an
additional 425 sqm of water space, which would be significantly
in excess of demand
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The Neighbourhood Plan specifically identifies the existing LSSC site in
Policy 11 supporting refurbishment or replacement on the “current site”
suggesting that the local plan shows a preference the swimming centre
to remain on the sea front; however, it also recognises that it may
relocated elsewhere, therefore not precluding Cornfields.
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Current Site

Cornfields and Daisyfields

There is little specific policy relating to the current leisure centre site in
the Local Plan, other than general guidance with flooding (GEN10) and
protection of open space (Policy Area 5).

There is less specific policy concerning these sites; however, it is
identified in Policy 4, Appendix 2 and Appendix 8 of the Local Plan.

The Neighbourhood Plan (in Policy 16) reiterates the Policy AREA5
(Protection of Open Spaces) and identifies the proposed site (i.e. the
sports dome area) as being within this. The presumption is that
development of accessible public open space is likely to require a
positive argument as to the benefits of locating the venue there.
However, exemption can be met with the argument that service
continuity of use is of community benefit and therefore moving the
building into the open space is required. In addition, it could be argued
that given the sports dome has a footprint of 737 sqm and combined with
the LSSC footprint of 2,147 sqm is likely to be more than the footprint of
the new centre, overall there would be no loss of open space within the
wider site.
The Environment Agency has identified the site as being a tidal flood
plain and, therefore, is subject to Policy GEN10 (Tidal Flooding and
Coastal Defence). On the basis that existing buildings of similar size and
use are located within the area, it should support the case for
redevelopment; however, early consultation with the Environment
Agency is recommended when developing the planning application to
understand the extent, if any, of mitigation or design features that they
may require.
As we understand it, there are no tree preservation orders on the site.
Depending on the options chosen (see end of section), there may be
minimal tree loss, but mainly of shrubby trees. There is a covenant on
the hedge between the park and the sports dome which relates to
previous landowners, although this is not seen as a hindrance to the
design.
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Policy 4 and Appendix 2 identify the Cornfields site, (excluding
Daisyfields) as being for housing with some public open space to be
retained abutting Oakfield Close. Appendix 8 provides a more detailed
assessment of the site allocated for housing in Policy 4 and identifies
both Cornfields and Daisyfields (ref. LU12). The potential for ‘new leisure
uses’ is noted and the new housing development cannot be progressed
until plans for the potential leisure uses are known. Additionally it
identifies that the site cannot be developed until the new link road has
been constructed, which is clearly a constraint on development.
General Planning Considerations
Other policy that is likely to impact on any development for a new sports
centre irrespective of location includes the following:


GEN7 (The form of new development): this mainly covers
design quality in its broadest sense along with visual and
amenity impact and identifies the need for a ‘design statement’
as being required in support of a planning application. Both sites
have neighbours and while they are relatively distant,
consideration will need to be taken to ensure the amenity impact
on these parties is not excessive. It may be that the sea front site
is a more sensitive location and this could impact on the detail
required with the planning submission



GEN12 (Parking in new development): although parking
standards are identified in Appendix 2, this only covers
swimming pools with the fitness facilities being classified
separately and therefore to be proven by other standards;
however, with the existing parking in place it may be possible to
argue for continuity of provision
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3. Designs and Layouts




GEN 15 (Cycling and walking): the development of either
location offers the potential for connection into the cycle routes
shown on the proposals plan. In addition, the current site has the
potential to connect to existing pedestrian routes on the sea
front. For Cornfields, the new link road and housing development
would enable an integrated footpath to be developed. Both sites
provide the opportunity to ensure easy access and the provision
of well-lit covered and overlooked cycle parking
Appendix 6 (Assets of Community Value): the existing LSSC
is identified as an Asset of Community Value in the
Neighbourhood Plan; however, as the proposals are for more
than a like-for-like replacement, the only issue may about the
relocation to the sports dome, which can be justified from a
service continuity perspective.

The M&E engineer’s report, which has also informed the designs, can be
found in Appendix G. For clarity, the various options considered are as
follows:


A: Development on the current site (sport dome) with a 4-court
sports hall



B: Development on the current site (sports dome) without a 4court sports hall



C: Development on Cornfields with a 4-court sports hall



D: Development on Cornfields without a 4-court sports hall.

Layouts and Designs
The designs set out in the following pages have been developed by
AFLS&P Architects in association with Furness Partnership (structural
engineers) and VZDV (M&E engineers). They are based on/have been
informed by the following:


The preferred facility mix as set out at the start of this section



Consultation with Council planning officers and the guidance
offered by the Local Plan and associated documents (as
described earlier in this section)



The findings of the topographic surveys (see Appendix C)



The findings of the site investigations (see Section 2 and
Appendix D).

Layouts for each of the options are presented in Figure 4 to Figure 7.
Figure 8 shows two sketch views of the new Centre on the current site.
Further information and drawings can be found in Appendices E and F.
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3. Designs and Layouts
Figure 4: Option A - Current site including a 4-court sports hall

FIRST FLOOR

GROUND FLOOR
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3. Designs and Layouts
Figure 5: Option B - Current site excluding a 4-court sports hall

GROUND FLOOR
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3. Designs and Layouts
Figure 6: Option C - Cornfields including a 4-court sports hall

FIRST FLOOR

GROUND FLOOR
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3. Designs and Layouts
Figure 7: Option D - Cornfields excluding a 4-court sports hall

FIRST FLOOR

GROUND FLOOR
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4. Capital Costs
Figure 8: Sketch views of the new centre on the sea front site

Above: View from Sea Road
Left:
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View of the gym looking out to
sea

www.thesportsconsultancy.com

4. Capital Costs



Current site - £13,283,144

The estimates represent the anticipated construction cost at current
prices using a competitive method of procurement and a contractor
design form of contract. Tender prices are currently rising and an
inflation uplift has been allowed to the construction costs to the
anticipated mid-point of construction (Q12017) at a rate of 7%.



Cornfields - £13,545,316.

Professional fees have been allowed for at 10%.

Capital Costs
The initial options appraisal report estimated the following capital costs:

These figures were based on Q22014 prices and included allowances
for:

Other exclusions are as follows:


Planning and building control fees



Any costs directly incurred by the client



Land purchase (Options C and D)



Any allowances for building in close proximity to sea (Options A
and B)



In the past 18 months, there has been noticeable movement in the
construction market and, therefore, it is important that these costs are
updated in line with the revised designs.

Costs associated with the full Fitzalan Link Road (Options C and
D). Only access to the proposed facility from the A259 has been
included



Surveys required

Updated Capital Costs



Onerous substructure solutions, planning conditions, dealing
with contaminants, etc

The updated capital costs have been based on the designs set out in
Section 3. The gross internal floor area of the options is as follows:



S106/278 works



Car parking



External works



Demolition



Risk (15%)



Professional fees (12%).



Option A – 5,148 sqm



Extensive site levelling



Option B - 4,222 sqm



Retaining structures



Option C – 5,181 sqm



Upgrade to incoming services



Option D - 4,206 sqm.



Diversion of existing services and site obstructions
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4. Capital Costs




Costs associated with dealing with high water table



Diverting/dealing with existing sewerage runs on existing site



Any attenuation/enhanced drainage requirements



Enhanced sustainability requirements, e.g. BREEAM



VAT, as it is assumed it will be recoverable by the Council.

Option 3: excavation and disposal off site of hazardous material
that fails Waste Acceptance Criteria including haulage £3,375,000.

For the purposes of the capital costs, option 1 was included (i.e.
£1,125,000); however, it should be recognised that the expenditure
required could be greater.
The capital costs for the four options are summarised in Table 2.
Further detail on the capital costs can be found in Appendix H.

Contamination and Remediation at Cornfields/Daisyfields
As stated in Section 2, the land at Daisyfields is known to be
contaminated. If the Council were to proceed with the option to develop
the new Centre at Cornfields, it would require the completion of a land
acquisition and disposal with WSCC to exchange the Daisyfields for
Cornfields. As part of this, the Council would have to remediate the land
at Daisyfields prior to exchange. Therefore, the costs for Options C and
D include an allowance for it.
It is important to note that putting a firm cost to this would require
extensive input from environmental and geotechnical consultants to
determine the levels of contamination and the remediation strategy. At
this stage, however, the following high level budgets provide options for
three levels of contamination. In all cases, it has been assumed that
excavation to three metres deep across an area of 22,500 sqm would be
required:


Option 1: excavation and disposal of non-hazardous material off
site including haulage - £1,125,000



Option 2: excavation and disposal of hazardous material off site
including haulage - £2,700,000
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4. Capital Costs
Table 2: Summary of the capital costs of the options
Option A
£
£/sqm
Building Costs
Wetside
Dryside
Ancillary areas

4,005,900
3,537,800
2,663,100

Sub-total

200,000
500,000
200,000
100,000
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

Sub-total
Preliminaries, overheads and profit
Design development
Contingency

5%
10%

TOTAL

Included
560,340
1,120,680

7%

1,288,782
902,147

10,867,224 2,574
1,086,722
760,706

15,078,749 2,929
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9,449,760 2,238
Included
472,488
944,976

12,887,820 2,503
10%

8,449,760 2,001
200,000
500,000
200,000
100,000
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

11,206,800 2,177

Sub-total
Professional fees
Inflation to Q117

4,011,130
2,019,320
2,419,310

10,206,800 1,983

External works (allowance)
Demolition of existing building (allowance)
Raise building height by 1m (allowance)
Fixed FFE
Link road inc roundabout (allowance)
Incoming services (allowance)
Gas protection to building (allowance)
Remediation to Daisyfields (allowance)

Option B
£
£/sqm
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12,714,652 3,012

Option C
£
£/sqm
4,013,900
3,556,800
2,696,200

Option D
£
£/sqm
4,051,270
2,095,320
2,263,530

10,266,900 1,982
300,000
500,000
n/a
100,000
650,000
300,000
175,000
1,125,000

8,410,120 2,000
300,000
500,000
n/a
100,000
650,000
300,000
150,000
1,125,000

13,416,900 2,590
Included
670,845
1,341,690

11,535,120 2,743
Included
576,756
1,153,512

15,429,435 2,978
1,542,944
1,080,060

13,265,388 3,154
1,326,539
928,577

18,052,439 3,484

15,520,504 3,690
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5. Revenue Implications
Revenue Implications
In the original feasibility study, TSC developed revenue projections for
the options using its business planning model. The outputs were
benchmarked against key performance indicators from its Operational
Database (which contains 920 separate income and expenditure records
from 350 facilities across the UK). This ensured that the projections (and
associated affordability analysis) were robust and realistic.

These assumptions amount to Option A. In order to create assumptions
for Options B, C and D, the following adjustments were made to the base
revenue assumptions:


Option B: the sports hall income was removed and the
secondary income was reduced in line with the reduction in
overall income. On the expenditure side, all items were reduced
in proportion with the reduction in overall income other than the
cost of sales, which were calculated based on the same
percentage of secondary income as in Option A. Finally, the
head office overhead was estimated based on the same
percentage of income as Option A



Option C: this option is the same as Option A, but located at the
Cornfields site. As discussed in Section 2, from a commercial
perspective, it has been deduced that the Centre at Cornfields
would be a stronger proposition as that location gives access to
a greater catchment population. As part of their submission, one
of the bidders provided an alternative business plan for
Cornfields, which underlined this view. This bidder estimated that
income would be 10% higher at Cornfields. On this basis, and
taken into account some prudence, the revenue projections for
Option C were based on income levels 5% higher than in Option
A. Expenditure was held at the same level other than for the
head office overhead which was estimated based on the same
percentage of income as Option A (but a higher income level).



Option D: was based on Option B, but located at Cornfields, so
income was inflated in the same manner as for Option C as were
cost of sales and the head office overhead on the expenditure
side.

Given the progress made with the leisure management contract, the
Council now has the preferred bidder’s financial submission for the full
ten years of the contract, which can be used as a basis for
understanding the revenue implications of the options and assessing
affordability.
Using these data as the basis for the analysis has a number of
advantages:


It provides the Council with much greater certainty in terms of
the affordability of the options as the revenue figures and
management fee are those that will become part of the contract



It allows the financial implications of the whole of their leisure
facility portfolio to be taken into account (rather than just LSSC in
isolation)



It enables an accurate 10-year profile of the affordability to be
provided.

However, the bidders were only required to submit one set of revenue
projections and these were based on the following underlying
assumptions:


The new LSSC would be built on the existing site



The facility mix would include a four-court sports hall.
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Therefore, although Option A is the only one to use figures directly
provided by the preferred bidder, the fact that the other three are closely
linked to the preferred bidder’s submission means that they should be
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5. Revenue Implications
robust and realistic. The revenue projections are summarised in Table 3.
Further detail can be found in Appendix I.
Table 3: Summary of the revenue implications of the options

10 year average
Option A
Option B
Option C
Option D
Seafront site
Seafront site
Cornfields site
Cornfields site
including sports excluding sports including sports excluding sports
hall
hall
hall
hall
Income
Total

£4,768,711

£4,699,788

£4,842,728

£4,770,359

(£4,027,083)

(£3,955,706)

(£4,034,298)

(£3,962,366)

£741,628

£744,083

£808,429

£807,994

(£238,435)

(£234,989)

(£242,136)

(£238,518)

Net contract profit/(loss)

£503,192

£509,094

£566,293

£569,476

Management Fee to Council/(from Council)

£503,192

£509,094

£566,293

£569,476

Expenditure
Total
Net operational surplus/(deficit)
Central support costs
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6. Financial Analysis and Affordability
low level of inflation in the UK since 2011, the CPI index used
has been based on the average of the last ten years

Financial Analysis and Affordability
Having established the revenue projections in Section 7, the affordability
of the four options can now be tested. The analysis considers the capital
costs set out in Section 4 and assesses how and to what extent they can
be covered by the following:


Council funding (from reserves, Community Infrastructure Levy
or Section 106 contributions)



External body grant funding (from Sport England)



Prudential borrowing (funded by the improvement in the annual
management fee).

In the previous report, a range of facility options were included in the
affordability analysis, including “do nothing”. Following the submission of
that report, the Council has made a clear commitment to redeveloping
LSSC and therefore, it is only the current management fee and the
management fees offered by the four redevelopment options that are of
concern in this analysis.



The Council has in principle allocated an amount from its capital
reserves, Community Infrastructure Levy or Section 106
contributions to part fund the project. For the purposes of this
analysis, £4 million has been assumed



Funding of £1 million from Sport England’s Strategic Facilities
Investment Fund. This was the level identified at the last stage
following consultation with their Regional Facilities Officer for the
south east and it has been re-verified with him as a realistic
target of the level of funding that could be allocated to the
scheme. It should be noted that Sport England will not commit
funding until prices have been secured from contractors and
their funding will be on a needs basis, so if the scheme is
affordable from the Council’s own resources, it will reduce the
likelihood of their providing funding



Funding can be raised via prudential borrowing based on the
improvement to the contract management fee. As with the
previous report, an annual rate of 4% and a term of 30 years
was used



The analysis was undertaken over a ten-year period to match
with the length of the new management contract.

The analysis is based on the following key assumptions:


The current management fee paid by the Council (2015-16) is
£528,607 (this is based on the total management fee for the
current contract of £599,080 adjusted to take into account the
fact that the outdoor recreation sites and beach huts have been
removed from the new management contract



The capital costs are as set out in Section 4 (and include
inflation to the mid-point of construction



The management fees for the four options are as set out in
Section 7 and indexed as per the terms of the draft contract
using Consumer Price Index (CPI) data. Given the abnormally
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An overall summary of the options is shown in Table 4. The full financial
model can be found in Appendix I.
It clearly shows that all of the options are affordable. The key reason for
move to a much stronger position in affordability terms for both sites
since the last report is the response to the management contract
tendering, which has achieved improvements to the management fee in
excess of what was previously estimated.
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Table 4: Affordability analysis summary
2015-16

Option A
Option B
Option C
Option D
Cornfields site
Cornfields site
Seafront site
Seafront site
including sports excluding sports including sports excluding sports
hall
hall
hall
hall

Current
Management Fee to Council/(from Council)

(£528,607)

£503,192

£509,094

£566,293

£569,476

£590,548

£597,427

£665,171

£668,835

£1,119,155

£1,126,034

£1,193,778

£1,197,442

(£15,078,749)

(£12,714,652)

(£18,052,439)

(£15,520,504)

Council Funding

£4,000,000

£4,000,000

£4,000,000

£4,000,000

Grant Funding

£1,000,000

£1,000,000

£1,000,000

£1,000,000

£18,010,164

£18,113,170

£19,111,598

£19,167,152

£7,931,414
affordable

£10,398,518
affordable

£6,059,159
affordable

£8,646,648
affordable

£582,855
52.1%

£446,139
39.6%

£754,824
63.2%

£608,402
50.8%

Indexed Management Fee to Council/(from Council)
Revenue saving versus 2015/16 management fee
Capital Costs

Prudential Borrowing Potential
Funding Gap (surplus/(deficit))

Amount of revenue saving required to fund scheme
% of annual revenue saving required to fund scheme

The above table presents the affordability based on the average
management fee over the life of the new leisure contract. This allows a
clear representation of the overall affordability of the project. In practice,
the contractor will pay a profiled management fee because the new
LSSC will only come into the contract at the start of year 4. It is not
reasonable to expect them to pay an average management fee over the
life of the contract (because in years 1 to 3, they would be absorbing
the financial implications of a facility that had not yet been delivered and
thus that they not benefitting from).
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As with any leisure management contract financial profile, there is a
build-up to the mature position over the first three years. Based on an
analysis of the preferred bidder’s profiled management fee, there would
be a small affordability gap in the first year of the contract, but this would
be more than compensated for by later improvements to the financial
position.
The detailed financial model can be found in Appendix I.
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7. Delivery Programmes
April 2019 deadline would not be achievable. This is dealt with further in
Section 8 (risk analysis).

Delivery Programmes
A strategic programme for each site has been developed based upon the
anticipated timescales from September 2015 through to the new Centre
opening. The key difference between the two programmes is that for
Options A and B (the current site), the project can move to pre-contract
design development promptly on the Council achieving internal approval
for the scheme. For Options C and D, the Council needs to complete the
land acquisition and disposal and confirm the timescales for the new link
road prior to progressing into the detailed design and construction
phases.

Summary programmes are shown in Figure 9 and Figure 10. A detailed
programme can be found in Appendix J.

It is envisaged that the project will be procured based upon a two-stage
design and build procurement. The construction phase allows for a 20
month period with practical completion in August 2018 for Options A and
B and December 2018 for Options C and D. This is followed by an
allowance of three months for operator mobilisation. Overall, this means
that the centre could open as soon as November/December 2018 for
Options A and B, but March/April 2019 for Options C and D. Inevitably,
these timescales are based on a relatively smooth progression through
the next stages of design and then the procurement and relatively quick
decision making by the Council. However, it does indicate that certainly
for the current site, the Council’s tentative opening date of April 2019 is
very much achievable. If the new centre could be delivered sooner
than this, it would be financially advantageous to the Council. There
would be a management fee improvement to account for the fact that the
greater proportion of the contract would be with the new centre in
operation.
There is less certainty for Cornfields given the known delivery issues for
that site (the link road and completion of the land acquisition and
disposal with WSCC). The programme indicates that it could still be
achieved; however, this is based on completing the land acquisition and
disposal with WSCC in four months and also promptly resolving the
issues around and programme for the development of the new link road
(as far as the new Centre). If either of these timescales were to slip, the
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7. Delivery Programmes
Figure 9: Summary project programme for the current site
No.

Stage
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A

Council approval to proceed
Pre-contract design development (RIBA Stages 0-4)
Planning permission
Procurement of prerferred contractor
Post-contract construction phase (RIBA Stages 5-7)
Management contractor
Leisure centre open

◊

Figure 10: Summary project programme for Cornfields
No.

Stage
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A

Council approval to proceed
Fitzalan link road programme
Cornfield/Daisyfields land acquisition/disposal
Pre-contract design development (RIBA Stages 0-4)
Planning permission
Procurement of preferred contractor
Post-contract construction phase (RIBA Stages 5-7)
Management contractor
Leisure centre open
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8. Risk Analysis
plain and may therefore require flood defence details being
incorporated within the overall design. This will be subject to
review during the planning consultation process

Risk Analysis
The final stage of the project was to undertake a risk analysis for the two
site options. It takes into account the design work and findings of the
various feasibility surveys, i.e.:


Topographic surveys



Highways review (for access detail)



Arboricultural survey



Site investigation surveys (trial pits and bore sampling).

The outputs of the analysis have been collated, contained and risk-rated
within separate risk registers for each site. The key findings are
summarised below.
Current site
The site is considered generally low risk in comparison to the Cornfields
site with the exception of several items which should be targeted at an
early stage:




Existing site constraints: the main sewage services to a
treatment facility are located within the site boundary and will
need to be carefully identified to avoid impacting the design and
construction requirements. They have been taken into account in
the design work set out in Section 3. Re-routing or alterations to
the main sewage pipework could cause substantial impact in
terms of costs and programme at the outset of the scheme
High water table/flooding: the site is located in close proximity
of the sea and, therefore, there is a high probability that the
water table will influence the foundation design and construction
methodology during excavations. In addition, the local
Environment Agency has stated that the site is located on a flood
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Demolition of the existing leisure building: the existing leisure
facility will remain operational during the redevelopment. It is
likely that there would be some impact due to main services
connections and shut down, but these are considered minimal
and an area to detail with a future appointed contractor. The
main risk relates to the unknown levels of Asbestos Containing
Materials within the building, which will require suitable allocation
in terms of programme for removal and budget. There will also
be a need to remediate the land so that it is appropriate for a
park setting and amenity.

The existing leisure centre site offers several advantages in relation to
maintaining continuity of service. The redevelopment of the existing site
should be relatively straightforward from a planning and highways
perspective with likely local resident and community support for its
retention and improvement.
Cornfields and Daisyfields
The risk analysis has highlighted a number of concerns and items
requiring mitigation. In addition, several of these are subject to actions
outside of the project control and, therefore, pose a high risk for
programme and cost purposes. The key risks include:


Planning and highways: it is an existing greenfield site which is
used by the local public for informal recreation and, therefore,
likely to be opposed for development during the planning period.
The site has no suitable access point at present. The new link
road should address this, but delivery timescales are uncertain.
In addition, the highways department are considering
improvement works to the surrounding road networks which will
cause the project initial phases to be delayed until highways
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8. Risk Analysis
confirm if and when the works will be undertaken. The risk of
highways contributions being required should also be noted.


Ownership: the site is owned by WSCC and will, therefore,
require negotiations to purchase (or exchange for Daisyfields).
This poses a risk to the initial phase of the project and may
cause further costs to the client in legal transfer costs and due
diligence. The key risk is that WSCC could delay the
negotiations or withdraw and this would have a serious impact at
the front end of the overall programme (jeopardising the
Council’s April 2019 target date)



Services: through consultation with the Council’s planning
officers and Highways (WSCC), concerns have been identified in
relation to the current drainage provisions within the locality of
the site. As it is undeveloped, the risk of works and associated
works to install new services could impact the overall budget



Trees: it is an open green space with mature established trees
along the perimeter and at independent central locations. It is
therefore likely to nurture wildlife and this presents a risk to the
project and it will be necessary to address this during the
planning application process.

Overall, Cornfields is considered to be of higher risk in terms of
development due to the initial requirement to purchase or transfer the
site. The access to the site is poor and is subject to a further risk relating
to highways improvement works and new link road, which, at present, do
not have definitive timescales or an allocated budget. It is also deemed
to pose far higher risks in terms of planning and associated constraints
such as objections to development and ecology issues. These types of
risks often cause programme and cost issues if they are highlighted
through an ecology survey or pre-planning requirement.
Summary risk registers for both sites can be found in Table 5 and Table
6. More detailed versions can be found in Appendix K.

Arun District Council
Littlehampton Swimming & Sports Centre Detailed Feasibility Study

- Page 31 -

www.thesportsconsultancy.com

8. Risk Analysis
Table 5: Risk register for the current site
Risk ID
1
2

3

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

Risk (Event)

Cause(s)

High level cost model actioned to provide client leads with
Budget and
Project Funding budget allowance based upon initial surveys and early
concept designs
Client has stipulated that the main operator contract is due
Programme
to commence operating from April 2019
New build will require full planning application and approval
Planning
process which will be built into the overall strategic
programme

Highways
Existing site
constraints

Effect(s)

Strategic programme produced for the feasibility stage

Proposal to locate new facility to the rear of the site (location referred to as 'the Dome') to maintain existing business
continuality.
Planning permission for building at the existing location would be considered to be of low risk although this would be
dependant upon the future usage of the front of the site which would be redundant for disposal or further use by the
Council
Linked with planning - Highways consultation required
Highways consultation likely to be relatively in favour of the scheme due to the existing site usage. Potential impacts
incorporated within planning application
include additional costs due to TRO's or further highways/ access works and or/ impact upon programme
Sewage Pipe locations running through the existing site may Re-locating sewage pipework will also impact upon the construction costs, programme and extensive consultation with
impact upon new build design/ building location on site.
the local utilities and planning dept.

High water table Location of existing site near seafront/ sea level

Highway water table may impact the installation of the foundations and therefore incur additional costs and programme
timescales.
Proposed scheme intends to utilise the existing car park
Cost and programme implications and some operational disruption to the operating leisure centre will impact the project
Existing Car
with minor alterations but at present the condition of the car budget.
Park
parking surface and required adaptions is unknown
Location of site - beneficial to local residents
Likely positive support for redevelopment of an existing leisure facility. Likely minor disruption to existing centre during
End Users/
construction phase
Public Support
Planning application will require consultation with local
Negative support for the scheme could impact decision, however site deemed low risk as existing site used for leisure
Neighbours /
residents and stakeholders
facilities
Planning
Existing leisure centre - unknown future usage / demolition If the existing leisure centre is demolished, it is unknown whether the building features Asbestos which will impact the
Demolition of
costs of the project for removal
Existing Leisure
centre
Close proximity of site to sea front/ level
Initial feedback for the environment agency has stated that as the proposed development is located on a flood plain, the
Flood risk
design of the new building will require additional flood defence details to be included
The current capacities and condition of the existing services Unknown quantities of replacement or upgrades of services need to be confirmed due to impact on design, cost and
Services
are unknown and therefore considered a risk item
programme
Capacities
Protected species - current information of the proposed
Protected species such as bats could impact the demolition phase and impact the programme. Other species e.g.
Ecology /
development has not been subject to an appropriate ecology badgers would also require careful management which may cause an impact to the programme and budget
Wildlife /
survey .
Conservation
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Risk Type

BRAG score

Financial

Moderate

Programme

Low

External

Low

External

Low

External

High

Cost

Moderate

Cost

Moderate

Public

Low

Public

Low

Cost

Moderate

Cost

Moderate

Cost

Moderate

Programme

Moderate

Adequate client budget to be determined to ensure proposed scheme has adequate funding
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8. Risk Analysis
Table 6: Risk register for Cornfields
Risk ID
1
2
3

Risk (Event)

4

5
6
7

8

9

10

Cause(s)

High level cost model actioned to provide client leads with
Budget and
Project Funding budget allowance based upon initial surveys and early
concept designs
Client has stipulated that the main operator contract is due
Programme
to commence operating from April 2019
New build will require full planning application and approval
Planning
process which will be built into the overall strategic
programme
Linked with planning - Highways consultation required
Highways
incorporated within planning application

End Users/
Public Support
Neighbours /
Planning
Services
Capacities
Ecology /
Wildlife /
Conservation

Land
Ownership/
Exchange of
Title
Site Services

Effect(s)

Risk Type

BRAG score

Financial

Moderate

Programme

Low

Adequate client budget to be determined to ensure proposed scheme has adequate funding

Strategic programme produced for the feasibility stage

The proposed site is currently a green field site adjacent to schools and residential areas. It is likely that planning
permission would be more onerous in terms of pre planning conditions and consultation with local stakeholders. The loss
External
of public green fields is also considered to represent a risk to the planning process
The current Cornfield site does not have any main access points. A new access road would need to be formed and local
research during the concept design stages has revealed that the LPA/ Highways are planning to upgrade the local road
Cost /
network Inc. a roundabout. This represents several considerable risks to the project due to highways/ LPA delays and
Programme
unknowns which could cause a substantial impact on the project programme and budget as these would both be at risk
and uncontrolled by the project.
Location of site - beneficial to local residents but likely
It is envisaged that the proposed site would have a mixture of support and resentment to the scheme by the local
Public
issues will be raised during the planning period.
residents.
Planning application will require consultation with local
Negative support for the scheme could impact decision, and site deemed likely to cause local resident objections due to
Public
residents and stakeholders
the loss of green field space currently enjoyed by the local community.
The current capacities and condition of the existing services Unknown quantities of replacement or upgrades of services need to be confirmed due to impact on design, cost and
Cost
are unknown and therefore considered a risk item
programme
Protected species - current information of the proposed
Protected species would also require careful management which may cause an impact to the programme and budget.
development has not been subject to an appropriate ecology
survey .
Due to the nature for the site, the risk is rated as High due to the likely ecology present which needs further investigation Programme

High

High

Moderate
Moderate
Moderate

High

The existing Cornfield site is owned by West Sussex
Council and therefore the client would need to purchase (or
other) the land in advance of the main construction phase

The land tranfer may take time and put strain on the front section fo the programme. Also a key risk to the client would
be if an agreement to transfer the land was cancelled at any point leaving the project programe at serious risk

Programme

High

The current site is green field and therefore no services are
provided in close proximity. (Water supply, Telecom/ IT,
Gas/ Electricity

New services would need to be installed at substantial cost and may impact the programme upfront via an enabling works
Cost and
package.
Programme

High
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9. Options Analysis and Preferred Option
Options Analysis and Preferred Option
The report has set out a significant amount of research and analysis on
the future options for the new LSSC. Importantly, the financial and
affordability analysis has indicated that all four options are affordable.
Therefore, the purpose of this stage is to assess these options and
determine which is the most appropriate. In order to achieve this, the four
options were assessed against seven criteria:


Financial affordability



Meeting demand



Encouraging participation



Site ownership



Planning considerations



Site considerations



Timescales.

The evaluation is presented in Table 7 overleaf. Against each of the
criteria, the options have been categorised on the following basis:


Red: significant concerns/negative
deliverability of the project



Amber: Minor concerns that should be easily addressed



Green: No concerns.

implications
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9. Options Analysis and Preferred Option
Table 7: Options analysis

1.

2.

3.

4.

Option A

Option B

Option C

Option D

Seafront site including sports hall

Seafront site excluding sports hall

Cornfields site including sports hall

Cornfields site excluding sports hall

Financial affordability

Affordable

Affordable

Affordable

Affordable

Meeting demand

This option fully meets the identified demand, This option meets the key facilities identified in This option fully meets the identified demand, This option meets the key facilities identified in
the demand assessment. It does not include a
including the provision of a sports hall
the demand assessment; however, it omits a including the provision of a sports hall
sports hall, but given the close proximity of
sports hall
Littlehampton Academy, the demand for it at
this site is less clear

Encouraging
participation

As the local market assessment showed, the
catchment population and accessibility of the
sea front site is slightly less attractive than
Cornfields, so locating the centre here may not
encourage increased participation to the same
extent. However, it is clear that a facility here
would still attract substantial usage (as
supported by the responses to the leisure
management contract tender)

A centre at Cornfields would be accessible to a
greater percentage of the local population and it
would be closer to some of the more deprived
areas of the district (which have lower
participation levels). Therefore, there is greater
potential at this site

A centre at Cornfields would be accessible to a
greater percentage of the local population and it
would be closer to some of the more deprived
areas of the district (which have lower
participation levels). Therefore, there is greater
potential at this site

Site ownership

The site is owned by the Council and is the The site is owned by the Council and is the The site is owned by WSCC and although the
location for the current centre, so there are no location for the current centre, so there are no potential for a land acquisition and disposal has
been discussed in principle, there is no certainty
issues around ownership
issues around ownership
that it could be achieved. If it could not, the
development would have to be moved to
Daisyfields, which is not as prominent and
would require remediation due to the known
contamination. This would have an impact on
the cost of and timescales for the scheme

The site is owned by WSCC and although the
potential for a land acquisition and disposal has
been discussed in principle, there is no certainty
that it could be achieved. If it could not, the
development would have to be moved to
Daisyfields, which is not as prominent and
would require remediation due to the known
contamination. This would have an impact on
the cost of and timescales for the scheme

As the local market assessment showed, the
catchment population and accessibility of the
sea front site is slightly less attractive than
Cornfields, so locating the centre here may not
encourage increased participation to the same
extent. However, it is clear that a facility here
would still attract substantial usage (as
supported by the responses to the leisure
management contract tender)
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9. Options Analysis and Preferred Option

5.

6.

7.

Option A

Option B

Option C

Option D

Seafront site including sports hall

Seafront site excluding sports hall

Cornfields site including sports hall

Cornfields site excluding sports hall

The location of the new centre within the current
site was moved to the northern end (the sports
dome) following consultation with Council
planning officers. On this basis, there should be
no significant planning concerns. The sports
dome site and immediate surrounds are
Planning considerations designated as open space, so there may be
some issues to address in terms of loss of open
space; however, consultation has indicated that
this could be overcome on the basis that there
would be no overall loss of open space on the
site as a whole

The location of the new centre within the current
site was moved to the northern end (the sports
dome) following consultation with Council
planning officers. On this basis, there should be
no significant planning concerns. The sports
dome site and immediate surrounds are
designated as open space, so there may be
some issues to address in terms of loss of open
space; however, consultation has indicated that
this could be overcome on the basis that there
would be no overall loss of open space on the
site as a whole

At present, the site is designated for housing,
although the potential for new leisure uses is
also recognised. There is the potential for this to
be overcome by a land acquisition and disposal
with Daisyfields. Also, development cannot
commence on the site until the link road has
been constructed, which is a constraint

At present, the site is designated for housing,
although the potential for new leisure uses is
also recognised. There is the potential for this to
be overcome by a land acquisition and disposal
with Daisyfields. Also, development cannot
commence on the site until the link road has
been constructed, which is a constraint

The site surveys show that there are some
constraints on the site due to subterranean
drainage pipes, etc. However, the designs
(informed by the topographic and site surveys)
show how the facility mix can be delivered
without major disruption to these areas and
meeting the guidance of the Council's planning
officers

The site surveys show that there are some
constraints on the site due to subterranean
drainage pipes, etc. However, the designs
(informed by the topographic and site surveys)
show how the facility mix can be delivered
without major disruption to these areas and
meeting the guidance of the Council's planning
officers

The primary concern with Cornfields is that the
ability to develop on that site is dependent on
the delivery of the link road. At present, there is
no clear timescale for delivery (and it is unlikely
to be within the next two years). This would put
significant pressure on meeting the 2019-20
target. Alternatively, the Council could build the
road as far as the centre as part of the
development; however, it would have to be to
adoptable standards and would represent a
significant additional cost.
The other concern with the site is that
Daisyfields is know to be contaminated.
Remediation would be required regardless of
whether the construction were on the preferred
Cornfields area or Daisyfields as the Council
would need the remediate the latter prior to
achieving the land acquisition and disposal

The primary concern with Cornfields is that the
ability to develop on that site is dependent on
the delivery of the link road. At present, there is
no clear timescale for delivery (and it is unlikely
to be within the next two years). This would put
significant pressure on meeting the 2019-20
target. Alternatively, the Council could build the
road as far as the centre as part of the
development; however, it would have to be to
adoptable standards and would represent a
significant additional cost.
The other concern with the site is that
Daisyfields is know to be contaminated.
Remediation would be required regardless of
whether the construction were on the preferred
Cornfields area or Daisyfields as the Council
would need the remediate the latter prior to
achieving the land acquisition and disposal

Given that the site is in the Council's ownership
and the designs have been informed by
consultation with the Council's planning officers,
the 2019-20 timescale is realistic. It could
potentially be delivered sooner

Given that the site is in the Council's ownership
and the designs have been informed by
consultation with the Council's planning officers,
the 2019-20 timescale is realistic. It could
potentially be delivered sooner

Given the site ownership and link road issues, Given the site ownership and link road issues,
there are doubts as the achievability of the 2019- there are doubts as the achievability of the 201920 target. This would have two financial impacts: 20 target. This would have two financial impacts:
firstly, it would increase the capital cost due to firstly, it would increase the capital cost due to
building cost inflation; and secondly it would building cost inflation; and secondly it would
reduce the management fee received by the reduce the management fee received by the
Council as the new centre would be delivered Council as the new centre would be delivered
later in the contract (i.e. year 4)
later in the contract (i.e. year 4)

Site considerations

Timescales
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9. Options Analysis and Preferred Option
The analysis indicates that the option that most appropriately and meets
the Council’s objectives is Option A (i.e. redevelopment of LSSC
including a sports hall on the current site). In simple terms, it is
affordable, meets the demonstrated facility need and can be delivered
within the timescales set out by the Council.
It is still TSC’s view that, from an operator perspective, Cornfields is the
better of the two locations as it offers a larger catchment size and it is
closer to some of the deprived areas of the town, so would serve a
greater role in increasing participation. This view was supported by the
results of the latent demand assessment (which estimated a greater
demand for health and fitness facilities at Cornfields) and the tender
responses for the leisure management contract. Three of the four
bidders stated that Cornfields would be the better of the two sites from
their perspective with one indicating that income could be circa 10%
higher here.
However, the current site is still a very strong alternative and this is
supported by the latent demand report (Section 2) and the fact that it
already houses a well-used existing centre. That all four leisure
management contract bidders were comfortable that this would be a
viable site and were prepared to submit on this basis, supports this point.
Following the closer inspection of the two sites as part of this report, it is
our view that the current site is the more appropriate of the two based on
three reasons:


Ownership considerations



Delivery of the link road at Cornfields



Contamination of Daisyfields.

dependent on being able to negotiate a land acquisition and disposal
with WSCC involving Daisyfields Caravan Park. Although initial
discussions have indicated that this would be possible, there is no formal
commitment or to timescales at the moment. In addition, the Cornfields
land is largely designated for residential development, so there could be
planning difficulties associated with developing a leisure centre there.
The delivery of the link road also places significant uncertainties over the
delivery of the scheme at Cornfields. At present, there is no firm date as
to when it will be delivered and it is connected to the delivery of new
houses at north Littlehampton. As we understand it, the developer is
currently trying to negotiate revised timescales and trigger points for
delivery of the road. It is the view of Council officers that there is
significant doubt as to whether it will be delivered within the next two
years. As the presence of the link road is vital (as the site must be
accessible), it could then fall on the project to deliver the first part of the
link road. As such, it would have to be constructed to an adoptable
standard and this would have a significant financial impact on the
project’s affordability.
In terms of the contamination at Daisyfields, it is inevitable that this would
have to be addressed as part of a land acquisition and disposal
agreement with WSCC. It should be made clear that, unlike the
landownership and link road issues, it does not present a barrier to the
deliverability of the Cornfields option; however, it does represent an
additional cost (for which £1,125,000 has been allowed for the in cost
plan at this stage, although it could end up being higher than this).
On this basis, the current site is regarded as the preferred option if
the Council is to achieve its target of having the new centre ready by
April 2019. Of the two options, inclusion of the sports hall is
recommended as it meets a need that is clearer on this site than at
Cornfields (due to the proximity of Littlehampton Academy).

The second and third issues would both have an impact on the cost of
the project. However, more importantly the first two both have the
potential to delay the scheme significantly. The Council does not own the
land at Cornfields and so the deliverability of the scheme will be
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10. Conclusion and Way Forward
Conclusion and Way Forward
This report has taken the initial LSSC options appraisal work and has
provided a significantly greater level of detail and analysis. As part of
this, it has considered the two sites from the previous report and
identified a preferred option. The Council is committed to delivering the
replacement for LSSC and the work presented in this report should
provide the assurance that the project is both affordable and deliverable
by its aspired deadline of April 2019.

The Cornfields site also has its merits in that it would open up the centre
to a wider catchment area (as it is located closer to the main travel
routes to the north of the town) and to the more deprived areas of the
town (which demonstrate lower participation rates). As a consequence,
from an operator perspective, this site is seen as the stronger of the two
and this was supported by the leisure management contract tendering
(as three of the four bidders stated this as their view and one of them
estimated that income could be 10% higher there).

Concurrently, the progress of the leisure management contract tendering
has shown that there is considerable interest in the portfolio as a whole
and the prospect of a new LSSC specifically. The preferred bidder has
been identified (confidential at present) and the new contract will deliver
a significant improvement on the Council’s current management fee.

However, there are a number of significant challenges with this site, the
two more prominent being the uncertainty of the timescales for the
delivery of the new link road (which is essential to this site being suitable)
and securing the ownership of the appropriate part of the site from
WSCC.

It is our view that the re-provision of LSSC should be a high priority for
the Council. Given the age and condition of the current facility, its future
is uncertain and there would be negative reputational and social impacts
for the Council of not taking this opportunity. In addition, there would be a
financial impact of at least £170,000 per annum on the management fee
(based on the preferred bidder’s submission). In reality, it is likely that
this figure would be higher as there would be an ever increasing
maintenance burden of the current centre if it were retained beyond the
April 2019 target.

Capital costs

The key observations against each area of this report are set out below.
Designs and layouts
Both of the sites can accommodate the full facility mix and the option of a
4-court sports hall. The current site has a number of advantages in that
continuity of service can be achieved and it is simpler in planning terms
given the presence of the existing centre. There are some challenges to
overcome in terms of the underground network of pipes; however,
informed by the site investigations, the design process has shown how
the facility can be delivered within minimal disruption to them.
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The estimated capital costs for the options vary from £12.7 million
(Option B - current site and excluding sports hall) to £18.1 million (Option
C - Cornfields including sports hall). These costs allow for inflation to the
anticipated mid-point of construction (Q1 2017).
Revenue costs
The revenue costs have been based on those of the preferred bidder for
the new leisure management contract. These were predicated on the
new LSSC being on the current site and including a sports hall (in effect
Option A). Taking into account some adjustments to reflect the other
options and indexation across the life of the contract, the saving on the
current management fee is between £1.1 million and £1.2 million.
Affordability
The saving on the current management fee means that the Council has
the opportunity to fund a significant level of prudential borrowing. Clearly,
this will depend on the proportion of the management fee saving that can
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10. Conclusion and Way Forward
be committed. However, if it were 100%, it would mean that in the region
of £18 million to £19 million could be raised (based on a 30-year
borrowing term and 4% interest rate).
Added to this there is the indicative £4 million available from reserves
and potentially £1 million from Sport England. Putting these three items
together, it shows that all of the options are clearly potentially affordable
to the Council and that there is flexibility for them in terms of the balance
between borrowing and reserves.
Timescales
The indicative programme shows that the Council’s aspiration to deliver
the new centre on the current site by April 2019 is very much achievable
and there is the possibility that it could be delivered up to a year earlier
than this. As the project progresses, it will be important that this plan is
revised and refined to take into account, for example, the need for
Council member approval at certain stages.
However, despite this apparent float in the programme, the Cornfields
site has the potential to be challenging in terms of delivery by April 2019.
The uncertainty over the delivery of the link road and securing ownership
of the site could easily together result in more than a year’s delay.

It should be clearly stated that the current site is commercially attractive.
Firstly, there is a well-used centre already there and all of the bidders for
the management contract were comfortable with the prospects of
operating from that site (and offered significantly improved management
fees for that element). Therefore, the Council should have comfort that a
new, well-designed and attractive centre on that site will be successful.
Based on this site, we would recommend the inclusion of the sport hall to
the facility mix. The site does not benefit from the adjacency of
Littlehampton Academy (as Cornfield does) and the facilities on offer
there. Including a sports hall here will ensure the full range of wet and
dry leisure facilities in that part of the town.
Next steps
In the short-term, the Council should consider the findings of this report
and confirm its continued commitment to delivering the new LSSC. It
should also consider the affordability analysis and the approach they
wish to take in terms of the balance of funding between reserves and
borrowing. Once completed, it will be possible to move into the next
phase of the programme, which will be to develop the preferred option
further and then proceed to procurement.

Options appraisal
Of the four options, it is our recommendation on the preferred option is
that the Council proceeds with Option A, i.e. development on the current
site with the inclusion of a 4-court sports hall.
It is our view that the Cornfields site presents too many uncontrollable
risks, in particular and as mentioned previously, around the delivery of
the link road and securing ownership of the appropriate area of the site.
In addition, there is the need to undertake remediation of the Daisyfields
site (to be able to effect the proposed land swap with WSCC). So,
despite the greater commercial potential of the site, it is outweighed by
the problems and challenges that it is likely to present.
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