
 

 

CABINET  

11 FEBRUARY 2014 

RELOCATION OF THE CHILDREN’S SOCIAL CARE 
SERVICES’ TEAMS  

Portfolio Holder: Councillor Alan Jarrett, Finance 
Report from: Perry Holmes, Assistant Director Legal & Corporate Services. 

Phil Watson, Assistant Director Children’s Social Care 

 Author: Noel Filmer, Valuation & Asset Management Manager 
 
Summary  
 
This report seeks authority to take a lease or leases of premises and ancillary 
parking to relocate the Children’s Social Care Services’ Teams. It is further 
proposed that the three existing Children’s Social Care Services Teams’ premises 
at Woodlands Place Gillingham, The Redvers Centre Chatham and The Elaine 
Centre Strood be declared surplus so that they can be disposed of or let on the 
best terms reasonably obtainable and that Full Council makes an addition to the 
Capital programme to fund the moves. 
 
 
1. Budget and Policy Framework  
 
1.1 As the rent payable for the property or properties to be leased will be 

above £20,000 per annum per property, but below £1,000,000 per 
annum per property, the delegation of authority to take a lease or 
leases is a matter for Cabinet. 

 
1.2 As the disposal value of the existing properties is over £100,000 but 

below £1,000,000 per property, the delegation of authority to declare 
them surplus is a matter for Cabinet. 

 
1.3 As the rental value of the existing properties is likely to be over 

£20,000 per annum per property but below £1,000,000 per annum per 
property, the delegation of authority to grant leases at the properties is 
a matter is a matter for Cabinet. 

 
1.4  The council’s policy and budget framework requires Full Council 

approval for additions to the council’s capital programme. 
  



2. Background 
 
2.1 The Council owns in excess of 1,000 property assets and, next to staff, 

property is the Council’s largest single cost.  Effective management is 
therefore essential if the Council is to fulfill its core objectives and 
provide good quality, value for money services. 

  
2.2 To ensure that the Council’s property assets contribute to its priorities, 

outcomes, objectives and key actions, as set out within the Council 
Plan, all properties are considered in the context of rationalisation. 

 
2.3 This report brings forward proposals to lease new premises in order to 

relocate the three existing Children’s Social Care Services Teams. 
 
3.1 Woodlands Place Gillingham.   
 
3.1.1 The Council owns the freehold of the above premises as shown edged 

black and the long leasehold interest of the premises shown hatched 
black on the plan at appendix 1 to the report.  

 
3.1.2 The premises have been used as accommodation for a Children’s 

Social Care Services’ team for over 7 years. The premises are no 
longer considered to be fit for purpose due to their age, layout and 
condition. 

 
3.2 The Redvers Centre Chatham.   
 
3.2.1 The Council owns the freehold of the above premises as shown edged 

black on the plan at appendix 1 to the report.  
 
3.2.2 The premises have been used as accommodation for a Children’s 

Social Care Services’ team for over 7 years. The premises are no 
longer considered to be fit for purpose due to their age, layout and 
condition. 

 
3.3     The Elaine Centre Strood.   
 
3.3.1 The Council owns the freehold of the above premises as shown edged 

black on the plan at appendix 1 to the report.  
 
3.3.2 The premises have been used as accommodation for a Children’s 

Social Care Services’ team for over 7 years. The premises are no 
longer considered to be fit for purpose due to their age, layout and 
condition. 

 
4. Options 
 
4.1 The council can either retain the existing premises, which are used by 

the Children’s Social Care Services’ teams or acquire new premises 
and dispose of or let the old premises.                                                                                



 
5.  Advice and analysis 
 
5.1 The three existing premises are no longer fit for purpose and moving to 

alternative premises will result in efficences and service improvements. 
As a result, it is proposed that new premises are secured and authority 
is delegated to officers to let the existing premises or declare the 
existing premises surplus so that they can be disposed of. 

 
5.2  A screening Diversity Impact Assessment (DIA) is attached at 

Appendix 2 to this report, this concludes that: 
  

“ Whilst some groups, particularly people with disabilities, some due to their 
age and some low income families may be inconvenienced and/or 
disadvantaged by the proposed changes, it is believed this will be a relatively 
small number. Many people, young, old and disabled, do use the current 
services whilst having to travel to the centres from their homes and for some 
of these the new location would be closer to their homes. It is believed that 
the benefits to all users that will come from an improved service justify the 
changes.” 

 
6. Risk Management 

 
 

Risk Description 
 

Action to avoid 
or mitigate risk 

Risk rating  

Adverse reaction to 
relocation proposals  

Service Users and staff 
react badly to the 
proposals.  

Consultation with 
staff and service 
users. 

D3 

Empty properties are 
expensive and difficult 
to manage pending 
disposal 

Empty properties become 
a target of antisocial 
behaviour /vandalism / 
squatters pending 
disposal.  

Dispose of or let 
the properties as 
soon as possible 
after they have 
become vacant.  

C3 

Less access for 
service users.  

The new premises are not 
well located for service 
users. 

If new premises 
are located away 
from a public 
transport hub the 
Council will 
provide “satellite” 
premises 
(Probably at Eagle 
Court Rochester 
which is already 
council owned) to 
improve   public 
access. 

D3 

 
 
 
 



7.  Consultation 
 
7.1 Consultation has taken place with the service directorate, which in turn 

has consulted its staff and a screening Diversity Impact Assessment is 
attached as appendix 2 to this report.  No objections to these 
proposals have been received. 

 
8. Financial and legal implications 
 
8.1 The estimated running costs for the new premises are £195,000 per 

annum, which will generate revenue savings compared to the current 
operational costs of the existing buildings. These savings are 
dependent on the disposal or lease of those buildings. This is 
alongside the potential capital receipts from the disposal of the present 
premises. Disposal or letting of the three existing premises will also 
reduce the council’s potential maintenance commitment by £954,500. 

 
8.2 The capital cost of moving to the new premises (including the new 

furniture which is needed) is estimated at £185,000. It is proposed that 
this cost is funded by the capital receipts from the sale of the surplus 
properties.  If the surplus properties are let on a long term basis the 
capital investment will need to be funded from the revenue savings / 
rental income.  

     
8.3        Under Part 5 of Part 3 of the Council’s Constitution, the decision to: 

 Take a lease of new premises is one for Cabinet as the rent 
payable will be over £20,000 per annum. 

 The disposal of or letting of the existing properties is one for 
Cabinet, as the disposal value of the properties is likely to be over 
£100,000 per property but less than £1,000,000 and the rental 
value of the properties is likely to be over £20,000 per annum.  

 
8.4      The Council has power under section 120 Local Government Act 1972 

to acquire land for any of its functions, including Children’s Services. 
  
8.5      The Council has a duty under section123 of the Local Government Act 

1972 to obtain the best consideration reasonably obtainable when it 
disposes of property, unless the disposal is by way of a lease for a 
term of 7 years or less or consent is obtained from the Secretary of 
State. 

 
8.6      In considering whether to relocate Children’s Services to new 

premises, Medway Council must comply with its duties in section 149 
Equality Act 2010 to have 'due regard' to the need to eliminate 
discrimination, advance equality, and foster good relations. Attached 
as appendix 2 to this report is a copy of a screening Diversity Impact 
Assessment, (DIA) and the conclusions of this are discussed in 
paragraph 5.2 above. 
 

 
 



9.  Recommendations 
 

That Cabinet:  
 
9.1.1 Delegates authority to the Assistant Director, Legal and Corporate 

Services in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Finance, to take a 
lease or leases of premises and ancillary parking to relocate the 
Children’s Social Care Services’ Teams to on the best terms 
reasonably obtainable. 

 
9.1.2    Delegates authority to the Assistant Director, Legal and Corporate 

Services in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Finance, to 
declare surplus Woodlands Place Gillingham, so that it can be 
disposed of or let on the best terms reasonably obtainable. 

 
9.1.3 Delegates authority to the Assistant Director, Legal and Corporate 

Services in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Finance, to 
declare surplus the Redvers Centre, Chatham so that it can be 
disposed of or let on the best terms reasonably obtainable. 

. 
9.1.4 Delegates authority to the Assistant Director, Legal and Corporate 

Services in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Finance, to declare 
surplus the Elaine Centre, Strood so that it can be disposed of or let on 
the best terms reasonably obtainable. 

 
Recommends to Full Council that it:  

 
9.1.5 Adds £185,000 to the capital programme, funded by the capital receipts 

generated by the disposal of the present premises, for the ‘fitting out’ 
and relocation costs in moving the Children’s Social Care Services’ 
teams to new premises. 

 
10.  Suggested reasons for decision(s)  
 
10.1     In order to reduce revenue costs, improve service delivery, realise 

capital receipts, reduce the council’s maintenance requirement and 
gain investment in the Medway area. 

 
Lead officer contact:   
 
Noel Filmer, Asset & Property Services 
Telephone: (01634) 332415 
 
Email: noel.filmer@medway.gov.uk 
 
 
Background Papers: 
 
Corporate Property Strategy, approved by Cabinet on 4 April 2006. 
http://democracy.medway.gov.uk/mgIssueHistoryHome.aspx?IId=2047 
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Appendix 2 
Diversity Impact Assessment: Screening Form 
 
Directorate 
 
Children and 
Adults Services. 

Name of Function or Policy or Major Service Change; 
 
The Relocation of the Children’s Social Care Services’ 
Teams 
 

Officer responsible for assessment 
 
Paul Clarke 
 
 
 

Date of assessment 
 
22 January 2014 
 
 

New or existing? 
 
New 

Defining what is being assessed 
1. Briefly describe the 
purpose and objectives  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The purpose of the relocation is to co-locate the existing 
three Children’s Social Care service provisions from The 
Elaine Centre Strood, The Redvers Centre Chatham, 
and Woodlands Place Gillingham into one building within 
the Chatham Maritime area. By doing so the council will 
benefit from premises efficiencies and economies of 
scale. It will create better working environments for staff 
across Children’s Social Care; it will improve 
communications between staff, and between staff and 
service users. It is intended that the change will enable a 
better coordination of Children’s social care provision. 
This will ensure that the council is in a stronger position 
to monitor the quality of the delivery of provision to 
service users, which it is expected will result in better 
outcomes for the service users. 
 

2. Who is intended to 
benefit, and in what way? 
 
 
 
 

By creating a central office for Children’s Social Care as 
described above, both staff and service users and their 
families are intended to benefit. Benefits for staff include 
improved working environments (all three current 
premises are considered to be no longer fit for purpose); 
the opportunity for flexible working; ease of sharing 
knowledge, expertise and best practice. These benefits 
for staff will transmit into the establishment of improved 
working practices for staff enabling improved outcomes 
for children and their families and therefore user 
satisfaction. 

3. What outcomes are 
wanted? 
 
 
 
 

Improved working conditions for staff and better 
outcomes for service users. 

4. What factors/forces 
could contribute/detract 
from the outcomes? 
 
 

Contribute 
.Better working 
environments could lead 
to better staff morale, 
which it is expected 

Detract 
Some staff dissatisfaction is 
possible due to the new 
centralised location no 
longer being close to home 



 
 

would lead to improved 
performance and thus 
likely better outcomes for 
service users and their 
families. 

for some and therefore 
meaning they would now 
incur additional travel to 
work costs.  
Similarly some service users 
who live local to the current 
locations would be 
dissatisfied with having to 
travel further to access the 
service, incurring costs 
which could impact 
particularly upon low income 
families.  

5. Who are the main 
stakeholders? 
 
 
 

The children and young people and their families who 
access the service; Foster carers and adopters; Staff 
who work currently at the three centres.  

6. Who implements this 
and who is responsible? 
 
 
 
 

Phil Watson Assistant Director for Children’s Social Care 

 
Assessing impact  

YES 
7. Are there concerns that 
there could be a differential 
impact due to racial groups? 

NO 

NO 

What evidence exists for 
this? 

 

N/A 

YES 
8. Are there concerns that 
there could be a differential 
impact due to disability? 

NO 

YES 

What evidence exists for 
this? 

 

There could be a differential impact upon people with 
disabilities who currently access their local centres, 
and who would now be required to travel to the new 
centre. This could cause logistical difficulties as well 
as incurring additional financial costs. 

YES 
9. Are there concerns that 
there could be a differential 
impact due to gender? 

NO 

NO 

What evidence exists for 
this? 

 

N/A 



YES 
10. Are there concerns there 
could be a differential impact 
due to sexual orientation? 

NO 

NO 

What evidence exists for this? 
 

N/A 

YES 
11. Are there concerns there 
could be a have a differential 
impact due to religion or belief? 

NO 

NO 

What evidence exists for this? 
 

N/A 

YES 
12. Are there concerns there 
could be a differential impact 
due to people’s age? 

NO 

YES 

What evidence exists for this? 
 

Younger and older people who access the current 
centres could be impacted upon by needing travel 
further to reach the new centre, which could cause 
some logistical and financial issues for some service 
users. 

YES 
13. Are there concerns that 
there could be a differential 
impact due to being trans-
gendered or transsexual? NO 

NO 

What evidence exists for this? 
 

 N/A 

YES 

14. Are there any other 
groups that would find it 
difficult to access/make use 
of the function (e.g. young 
parents, commuters, people 
with caring responsibilities 
or dependants, young 
carers, or people living in 
rural areas)? 

NO 

YES 

What evidence exists for 
this? 
 

Some low income families who may not be able to 
afford public transport could be disadvantaged by the 
moves. 

YES 
15. Are there concerns there 
could have a differential 
impact due to multiple 
discriminations (e.g. 
disability and age)? 

NO 

YES; disability and age 

What evidence exists for 
this? 
 

See relevant sections above 



 
Conclusions & recommendation 

 
 

YES 

16. Could the differential 
impacts identified in 
questions 7-15 amount to 
there being the potential for 
adverse impact? NO 

YES, as explained in each section. 

 
YES 

 

17. Can the adverse impact 
be justified on the grounds 
of promoting equality of 
opportunity for one group? 
Or another reason? 

NO 

YES; Whilst some groups, particularly people 
with disabilities, some due to their age, and 
some low income families may be 
inconvenienced and/or disadvantaged by the 
proposed changes, it is believed this would be 
a relatively small number. Many people, 
young, old and disabled, do use the current 
services whilst having to travel to the centres 
from their homes, and for some of these the 
new location would be closer to their homes. 
It is believed that the benefits to all users that 
will come from an improved service justify the 
changes.  

Recommendation to proceed to a full impact assessment? NO 

 

This function/ policy/ service change complies with the 
requirements of the legislation and there is evidence to show this 
is the case. 
 

 

What is required to 
ensure this complies 
with the requirements of 
the legislation? (see DIA 
Guidance Notes)? 

) 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Give details of key 
person responsible and 
target date for carrying 
out full impact 
assessment (see DIA 
Guidance Notes) 
 

 
 
 

 



 
Action plan to make Minor modifications 
Outcome Actions (with date of completion) Officer responsible 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 
Planning ahead: Reminders for the next review 
Date of next review 
 
 

6 months after relocation has occurred. 

Areas to check at next 
review (e.g. new census 
information, new 
legislation due) 
 
 
 

Impact upon those users highlighted above, and 
evidence of wider benefits for users. 

Is there another group 
(e.g. new communities) 
that is relevant and ought 
to be considered next 
time? 
 
 
 

NO 

Signed (completing officer/service manager) 
 
 

Date  

Signed (service manager/Assistant Director) 
Phil Watson – Assistant Director Children’s 
Social Care. 
 
 

Date 23rd January 2014 
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