Market Towns

Appraisal Matrix (with Wei

Weighted Score (max 99 available)

Project Title / Town: East Cambs - Ely CCTV Network Expansion

Name: Hewdon Consulting
Date: 04.01.21

0 = not answered
does not meet the criteria
meets the criteria

Marking Guide (1-5) Comments Mark - Edit
Ely's ageing CCTV infrastructure is cited as an obstacle to
1.No delivering a safe city environment with a thriving ‘day and
Rationale Does the application evidence strong market failure? 2. Partially night-time’ economy. This project extends the impact of the 2 X 2 4.0
3. Yes City Council's planned 27 camera upgrade by providing a
further 12.
1. No, expenditure extends beyond 31 March 2021 Project aims to complete by early summer 2022, Its
e What is the planned implementation timetable and can spend be 2.Yes, expenditure achieved by March 2021 oy ahould e arelatively otraicht froward Gouncil 2 o 2 40
achieved by March 20227 3. Yes, expenditure achieved by March 2021 but further work on the project, using Y y 9 .
! ! procurement led exercise.
alternative funding sources, continues after March 2021
How well defined are the principal activities and what more 1. Not defined/inadequate Costs are provisional estimates based on Phase 1 costings.
Activities/Milestones ok ie princip: Tor the full anplication 2. Activities broken down The timetable for delivering the project is now clearly set out 1 X 3 3.0
: 3. Activities with key milestones identified through until Q1 22/23.
How developed is the project plan and does it have the following
?
:“”":;ﬁim and level of risk in Securing land. planning and remaining| N0 Strategy o secure any of the key elements Match funding seems to be in place, locations identified. A
Delivery Arrangements g 1 ) 9 land, planning 9| 2.Poor strategy to secure some of the key elements relatively modest procurement led project with limited 3 x| 3 9.0
funding if build or transport project - :
P . - o 3.Good strategy to secure ALL of the key elements but high risks apparent delivery risks.
e.g. route to and level of risk in securing remaining funding and
competent/experienced delivery resources if a service
No target outputs have been provided. The applicant has
Because the value of funding being requested can be considered a . . stated this project will strengthen community cohesion and
Strategic Investment, it is important that the application demonstrates |- NO Output and outcome information support the local economy by improving community safety
Outputs/Outcomes y . . . 2. Output and outcome information not clearly specified . . ! 5 X 1 5.0
outcomes that make a strategic-level impact against the approved ¢ and protecting the City's business community. However as
3. Outputs and outcome detailed clearly specified N N N
Market Town Masterplan public monies are being spent suitable performance
measures should be agreed.
Because the value of funding being requested can be considered a | 1. No - .
Strategic Fit Strategic Investment, it is important that the application demonstrates |2. Partially Z';ISE';;"J“' is in the masterplan which has a good fit with 5 X 3 15.0
good fit with the CPIER, Skills Strategy, or LIS 3. Yes
. : . " 1. No information . . .
?
o Lsﬂ x\:i p;o:;c; j;a;z :s\dn(;(()r:plllar;(. Has information been submitted |5 0\ XRNEIE o orovided g&:r p:dm:a ::geof: (p;zjsﬁ:rv;l:r nrz st:tjsald issues 1 o 2 20
Y Pply? 3. Sufficient information provided g proposals.
1 o sttamatn o s o s g o
Costs Are costs set out, at least as an initial budget estimate? 2. Some top level cost information project wi . - PP 3 X 2 6.0
: . now confirmed that the City Council will cover the revenue
3. Breakdown of cost information
costs.
Because the value of funding being requested, itis important that |1+ N Maich funding A match of 5% match s being provided from the City
Resourcing 9 being requested, P 2. Yes, match funding - <50% o 9 P! y 4 X 3 12,0
there is good leverage and/or match funding ! > council.
3. Yes, match funding >50%
As stated above, limited information has been provided to
Because the value of funding being requested and limited resources |1. No VFM information offered support VfM. The project has good leverage when
VFM allocated to each town, it is important that the application 2. Poor VM compared to others supported under this grant scheme. It is 5 x| 3 15.0
demonstrates a competitive cost per outcomes 3. Good value for money strongly supported locally and will compliment the other
projects the market towns programme has funded in Ely.
. No risk register was provided as should be a condition of
' ) 1. Norisks identiied funding if supported. The intention is to deliver the project
Risks Is there a realistic assessment of risks? 2. Poor risk assesment . . . 2 X 2 4.0
N " N within the budget available, which will mean cut backs
3. Risks identified and explained N
should costs increase following procurement.
Approve at the request amount of £120,000 subject to the
following conditions 1.Letter from the City of Ely Council
Approval and progress onto next stage (EAP and CA Board approval) wing b=t
Push back on applicant further information or clarity mem'"g (h'ey h:\{)el app:foved s Espllezlan, 2“h et
Recommendation(s) Reject as unsuitable. GEEE U B i T8 EESUES Wi CHIE (D Total Score 79.0

Please comment to explain recommendation decision.

measure the project's impact. 3. Confirmation that City of
Ely Council will underwrite any future capital or revenue
shortfall. 4. Submission of a risk register using the CPCA's
supplied template.




Market Towns

Appraisal Matrix (with Weighting)

Weighted Score (max 99 available)

VIRIMUm pass 1s 74 marks (75%]

Project Title / Town: East Cambs - Ely Town Centre Capital Investment Fund

Name: Hewdon Consulting
Date: 04.01.21

0 = not answered
1 = does not meet the criteria

2 = meets the criteria

Criteria Marking Guide (1-5) Comments Weighting Mark - Edit
I No Application is based on funding urgent interventions to
Rationale Does the application evidence strong market failure? 2. Partially stem the blight on COVID-19 on the towns high street. 2 X 3 60
3 ves Project aims to encourage local residents and visitors to eat
- and shop locally to return its vibrancy.
1. No, expenditure extends beyond 31 March 2021
. What s the planned implementation timetable and can spend be  |2.Yes, expenditure achieved by March 2021 .
[lnoscales achieved by March 20227 3. Yes, expenditure achieved by March 2021 but further work on the project, using |7 2"ed expenditure is to run to March 22. 2 X 3 60
alternative funding sources, continues after March 2021
Good level of detail provided on the objectives and
) management of the grant scheme, though the proposal has|
. . How well defined are the principal activities and what more 1. Not definedfinadequats yet to be signed off by the Council's Finance and Assets
Activities/Milestones " c 2. Activities broken down 1 X 3 30
work is for the full ) ; I committee. Grant scheme terms/application
3. Activities with key milestones identified
criteria/governance may therefore change from that
submitted in the application and supporting papers.
How developed is the project plan and does it have the following
2
attributes? ) 1.No strategy o secure any of the key elements Project will be subject to further development f approved,
' e.g. route to and level of risk in securing land, planning and ) b
Delivery Arrangements “ d level of a 2.Poor strategy to secure some of the key elements particularly on ts governance, application process and 3 X 3 20
remaining funding if build or transport project ) c rnance,
) ; ) 3.Good strategy to secure ALL of the key elements but high risks apparent identification of potential applicants.
e.g. route to and level of risk in securing remaining funding and
competent/experienced delivery resources if a service
Because the value of funding being requested can be considered a | 1\, oput and outcome information No target outputs have been provided. Application states
Strategic Investment, it is important that the application " . P
Outputs/Outcomes : 2. Output and outcome information not clearly specified that local businessestrade will benefit but no target values 5 X 2 10.0
demonstrates outcomes that make a strategic-level impact against '
3. Outputs and outcome detailed clearly specified have been set.
the approved Market Town Masterplan
Because the value of funding being requested can be considered a | 1. No The masterplan fits with the LIS and CPIER and this
Strategic Fit Strategic Investment, it is important that the application 2. Partially project will enable progress on the masterplan to be 5 X 3 15.0
demonstrates good fit with the CPIER, Skills Sirategy, or LIS 3.Yes monitored
The grant scheme requires further detailed state aid
consideration. The applicant is quite right in stating that
1. No information this needs to be reviewed on a case by case basis, but
’ Is the project State Aid compliant? Has information been submitted |5 4 ) gives no detail of the state aid assessments that will be
State Aid > 2. Insufficient information provided ! b 1 X 2 20
on why state aid does not apply? under taken on each project to ensure they comply with
3. Sufficient information provided
current subsidy control rules. Even small grants could face
legal challenges if not seen to be administered fairly and
checks made on eligibiliy for grant aid.
No detail s given on how this £100k figure has been arrived
1. No cost information at and whether any project management is included. Draft
Costs Are costs set out, at least s an initial budget estimate? 2. Some top level cost information guidance for the fund was provided but is now understood 3 X 2 60
3. Breakdown of cost information o be out of date with no rationale is given for the new 100%
intervention rate was selected over a more normal 50%.
No match funding is to be sought. Despite the example
1. No match funding application stating the funding would make a maximum
Resourcing a‘::‘::e g;‘::\',”: °Z‘;:‘;'/"‘f :::grfﬁ.f.:‘ed' itis importantthat 15" ie¢. ' match funding - <50% 75% contribution to each supported business, the Council 4 x| 1 4.0
g 29 9 3. Yes, match funding >50% subsequently confirmed they intend to make awards of up
0 100% to eligible businesses.
Because the value of funding being requested and limited resources | 1. No VFM information offered As stated above, limited information has been provided to
support VM with the project offering no leverage. However
VFM allocated to each town, it is important that the application 2. Poor ViM 5 X 2 10.0
itis strongly supported locally and will compliment the other
demonstrates a competitive cost per outcomes 3. Good value for money
projects the market towns programme has funded in Ely.
1. Norisks identified
Risks Is there a realistic assessment of risks? 2. Poor risk assesment No risk register provided. 2 X 2 40
3. Risks identified and explained
Approve at the request amount of £100,000 subject to the
following: 1. Submission of suitable economic measures on
Approval and progress onto next stage (EAP and CA Board approval) which to assess the performance of the business support
Push back on applicant further information or clarity grant such as number of businesses supported, jobs
Recommendation(s) Reject as unsuitable. created. 2. Submission of suitable state aid advice for the Total Score 75.0

Please comment to explain recommendation decision.

grant fund and a Risk Register. 3. Confirmation of the that
Fund has been approved by the Council’s Finance and
Assets committee with a copy of the final Grant scheme




Market Towns

Matrix (with Weighting)

Weighted Score (max 99 available)

Project Title / Town: East Cambs - Ely Street Furniture Upgrades

WMinimum pass is 74 marks (75%]

Name: Hewdon Consulting
Date: 16.06.21

0 = not answered
1 = does not meet the criteria
2 = meets the criteria

Marking Guide (1 Comments
This is a programme of urgent actions that have been assessed
1-No by the local authority to improve the appearance of Ely Town
Rationale Does the application evidence strong market failure? 2. Partially Y 2 ity to imp; ppearance of Ely 2 x| 3 6.0
3 Yes Centre by introducing new and improved facilities to improve
: vitality and vibrancy post-pandemic.
1. No, expenditure extends beyond 31 March 2021
What is the planned implementation timetable and can spend be 2.Yes, expenditure achieved by March 2021 Programme of works shc.uld.[‘)e comp\eted_ [.Jy March 2022,
Timescales y " ) subject to contractor availability and prevailing weather 2 X| 3 6.0
achieved by March 20227 3. Yes, expenditure achieved by March 2021 but further work on the o .
y " " conditions during the delivery of the works
project, using alternative funding sources, continues after March 2021
N " Limited detail is given on precisely what the monies will be spent
How well defined are the principal activities and what more 8 Nol_ d_e_ﬂned/madequate on - stated in the application as ' identified important shortfalls in
Activities/Milestones N 2. Activities broken down ' io 1 X 1 1.0
development work is recommended for the full application? 3. Activities with key milestones identified street improvements'. Nor is it clear why a 3rd tranche of funding
: Y is needed above the £210k already invested by the CPCA.
How developed is the project plan and does it have the following
attributes? 1.No strategy to secure any of the key elements Street Works appear to be ready to start with the project being
BT LR CIS e.g. route to and level of risk in securing land, planning and 2.Poor strategy to secure some of the key elements delivered by the County Highways contractor. Match funding 3 x 3 9.0
v 9 remaining funding if build or transport project 3.Good strategy to secure ALL of the key elements but high risks seems to be in place, locations identified. A relatively modest .
e.g. route to and level of risk in securing remaining funding and apparent procurement led project with limited delivery risks.
competent/experienced delivery resources if a service
Because the value of funding being requested can be considered a " NL.) larg_et outputs have bee". ;_)rowded._ The apphcanl has stated
. P 1. No Output and outcome information this project will encourage visitors to visit the city, and protect
Strategic Investment, it is important that the application . " e .
Outputs/Outcomes N . 2. Output and outcome information not clearly specified economic activity (jobs and income) but offered no measurable 5 X 2 10.0
demonstrates outcomes that make a strategic-level impact against " e )
3. Outputs and outcome detailed clearly specified targets. If supported suitable performance measures should be
the approved Market Town Masterplan agreed
Because the value of funding being requested can be considered a |1. No . L
Strategic Fit Strategic Investment, it is important that the application 2. Partially E’F‘:ISE‘;"J“‘ is in the masterplan which has a good fit with 5 M 3 15.0
demonstrates good fit with the CPIER, Skills Strategy, or LIS 3. Yes
" " : : " 1. No information : " " " .
?
State Aid Is the project S.lale Aid compliant? Has information been submitted 2. Insufficient information provided Wider public benefit project with no state aid issues envisaged 1 M 3 3.0
on why state aid does not apply? . ) based on the current proposals.
3. Sufficient information provided
1. No cost information No costs estimates provided though the applicant has stated
Costs Are costs set out, at least as an initial budget estimate? 2. Some top level cost information these will be provided shortly. If supported this should be a 3 X 2 6.0
3. Breakdown of cost information condition of any funding award.
" . - 1. No match funding
Resourcing ze;:u:e loh:)edezlueer:f:lann(g’/g t;?:tghr?q:giled' itis important that 2. Yes, match funding - <50% No match funding 4 X 1 4.0
g verag unding 3. Yes, match funding >50%
Because the value of funding being requested and limited resources | 1. No VFM information offered As stated abox{e, limited information has been provided to .
s I support VfM with the project offering no leverage. However it is
VFM allocated to each town, it is important that the application 2. Poor ViM ! ¢ ! 5 x 2 10.0
" strongly supported locally and will compliment the other projects
demonstrates a competitive cost per outcomes 3. Good value for money .
the market towns programme has funded in Ely.
1. No risks identified
Risks Is there a realistic assessment of risks? 2. Poor risk assesment No risk register provided 2 X 2 4.0
3. Risks identified and explained
Approve for the request amount of £124,000 subject to the
following iti ission of costs esti detailing
Approval and progress onto next stage (EAP and CA Board approval) the works to be via this ication. 2. Agreem of
Push back on applicant further information or clarity suitable performance measures with which to measure the
Recommendation(s) Reject as unsuitable. project's impact. 3. Submission of a risk register using the Total Score 74.0

Please comment to explain recommendation decision.

CPCA's supplied template.




Market Towns P

P ication A isal Matrix (with

Weighted Score (max 99 available)

Project Title / Town: East Cambs - Soham Agritech Business Centre

Winimum pass is 74 marks (75%] |

Name: Hewdon Consulting
Date: 16.06.21

0 = not answered
1 = does not meet the criteria
meets the criteria

Please comment to explain recommendation decision.

tender process with at least three quotations sought. 4.
Confirmation that all project revenue costs and any capital cost
overrun will be met by NIAB.

Comments
1.No The application is based on the opportunities stemming from
Rationale Does the application evidence strong market failure? 2. Partially Soham's historically strong farming-based economy and the 2 x| 2 4.0
3 Yes emerging job opportunities from Cambridgeshire’s strong agri-
: tech industry .
1. No, expenditure extends beyond 31 March 2021 The project is expepted to _be cr_)mple(ed by Summer 2022.
) Whatis the planned implementation timetable and can spend be  |2.Yes, expenditure achieved by March 2021 However the Planning position is currently unclear. The
Timescales " y application assumes that the project will not need planning 2 X| 2 4.0
achieved by March 20227 3. Yes, expenditure achieved by March 2021 but further work on the consent as a temporary building — if it does this will add 8 to 12
project, using alternative funding sources, continues after March 2021 weeks. porary 9
Acquisition and build of the log cabin style building should be
How well defined are the principal activities and what more 1. Not defined/inadequate relatively straight forward to deliver, however procurement of
Activities/Milestones Work ie princip for the fl > 2. Activities broken down building and groundworks, planning, connection of services and 1 X 2 2.0
" b 3. Activities with key milestones identified fit out are all in early stages of development... pending
confirmation of funding.
How developed is the project plan and does it have the following "
attributes? 1.No strategy to secure any of the key elements l:gr:?t?etjhz eggsb(?:raiz%g N.:_?]z,‘;he;‘ar ZET::;: aietween
" e.g. route to and level of risk in securing land, planning and 2.Poor strategy to secure some of the key elements Y e eg b oot
Delivery Arrangements . PP N them was not made clear in the application. If supported it is 3 X| 2 6.0
remaining funding if build or transport project 3.Good strategy to secure ALL of the key elements but high risks suggested that this be transferred to NIAB in order to make
e.g. route to and level of risk in securing remaining funding and  [apparent 99 o
y ) i . them party to the grant conditions.
competent/experienced delivery resources if a service
Because the value of funding being requested can be considered a 1. No Output and outcome information 50 Full time job equivalents are claimed to result from this
Outputs/Outcomes Strategic Investment, it is important that the a_lpphca(lon ) 2. Output and outcome information not clearly specified project along with 2 apprenticeships. If supported it is 5 M 3 15.0
that make a strategic-level impact against 3. Outputs and outcome detailed clearly specified recommended that further detail is provided from NIAB to
the approved Market Town Masterplan : P! " SPf ensure these are additional to other CPCA funding awards.
Historical link between Soham and its declining farm-based
Because the value of funding being requested can be considered a | 1. No economy due to the gradual mechanisation and reduction in job
Strategic Fit Strategic Investment, it is important that the application 2. Partially opportunities is well made. As is the need to rebalance this loss 5 X 2 10.0
demonstrates good fit with the CPIER, Skills Strategy, or LIS 3. Yes by putting Soham at the heart of Cambridgeshire’s agri-tech
industry.
1. No information NIAB have apparently sought legal council and have written to
State Aid Is the project State Aid compliant? Has information been submitted 2' Insufficient information provided the CPCA, though this was not included with their application. If 1 A 2 20
on why state aid does not apply? 3' Sufficient information Eovwded supported, an appropriate state aid (subsidy control) report is .
. P needed.
1. No cost information No detailed costings was provided. If supported, NIAB should
Costs Are costs set out, at least as an initial budget estimate? 2. Some top level cost information be asked to provide evidence of an appropriate tender exercise 3 X| 2 6.0
3. Breakdown of cost information and provide a guarantee that they will meet any costs over run.
" " da 1. No match funding
Resourcing Because the value of funding being requested, itis important that " ye¢ \1atch funding - <50% No match funding 4 X 1 4.0
there is good leverage and/or match funding " o,
3. Yes, match funding >50%
Because the value of funding being requested and limited 1. No VFM information offered As stated above, the project claims (o support 50 new jobs, but
VEM resources allocated to each town, it is important that the application |2. Poor VM € ge. » 1 these job 5 X 3 15.0
a ive cost per 3. Good value for money validated as being solely attributable to this funding award then
: the project would represent good VFM.
1. No risks identified
Risks Is there a realistic assessment of risks? 2. Poor risk assesment No risk register provided 2 X| 2 4.0
3. Risks identified and explained
Conditional approval for the requested amount of £145,000
subject to the following conditions: 1. Resubmission of the
Approval and progress onto next stage (EAP and CA Board approval) application with NIAB as the applicant. 2. Submission of
Push back on applicant further information or clarity evidence of Subsidy Control (state aid) compliance. 3.
Recommendation(s) Reject as unsuitable. Submission of a detailed cost break down along with details of a Total Score 72.0




