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New Cross Gate NDC/Trust Board 

CONFIDENTIAL
NDC Centre Tender Evaluation
Objective of the report: 

To set out the process and results of the tender evaluation for the NDC centre and highlight key issues for the Boards attention.

Board action: For  decision
Author: Clive Wilson NDC CEO.

1 Recommendations.
1.1 That the board notes the content of the evaluation and that it is used to inform the selection of the preferred developer for the NDC Centre.

2 Context. 

2.1 The NDC has promoted a mixed use development provisionally called the NDC Centre since the very early days of the programme when the community identified a healthy living centre as a major priority.

2.2 Over the past six years the Board have considered a number of reports and made decisions which have led to the acquisition of three adjoining sites in Besson Street/Briant Street/ New Cross Rd. 

2.3 The Board have also carried out a selection process for a developer, Rydons, and approved detailed work that led to s planning application for a mixed use development which gained planning approval in July 2008.

2.4 Following the downturn in the housing market the approved scheme was no longer seen as viable by Rydon who withdrew in September 2008. The NDC then carried out some market testing of new approaches to the scheme and started a new selection process for a developer partner in November 2008.

2.5 Short listing was carried out in January 2009 which led to the selection of Building Better Health and Cathedral as the two developer candidates. Both developers were invited to submit tenders in April 2009. These tenders have been evaluated by a panel consisting of;

· Elisabeth Oloo
NDC Board Chair

· Clive Wilson

NDC Chief Executive

· Derek Frost

Cost Consultant (Frost Associates)

· Sam Tyler 

Design Consultant (Feilden Clegg Bradley)

2.6 Consultant reports were commissioned on the tender submission and these were considered by the evaluation panel. They are attached to this report at appendix one and appendix two.

3 Introduction to the tender assessment

3.1 The procurement process for the selection of a preferred developer is one governed by European Union rules because of the anticipated cost of the proposed scheme. The particular process we have carried out within these rules is called the ‘Competitive Dialogue’. This process is designed to allow the client (NDC/Lewisham Council) to work with more than one developer during a selection process which could involve several stages before we ask the developers for a ‘best and final offer’. 

3.2 After we accept this offer the rules do not allow for any substantial changes to the nature of the scheme. If such changes were made then the process could be challenged by the unsuccessful candidate which would cause inevitable delays, costs and uncertainty.

3.3 Both candidates have expressed the view that they do not wish to enter into any further scheme development until they have been selected as the preferred developer. If we accept this position then dialogue can be carried out with the preferred developer to bring the scheme to an acceptable stage before receiving a best & final offer. the evaluation report and the interviews planned for the meeting of the 10th June can inform the NDC board on making the  selection.

3.4 In making this selection the Board and the preferred developer are not bound by all the detail of the tender submission.  as there will then be detailed “dialogue”  on costs, design, management and uses before a final scheme can be agreed based on which the preferred developer will make a best and final offer. In tandem with these negotiations a planning application will need to be submitted and approved and a development agreement negotiated.

4 Key factors for consideration

4.1 While the assessment of the tenders has produced  a result  which shows one developer scoring higher than the other, the margin between the two is only 5%.  The panel believes that both schemes have strengths and weaknesses and some of these can be given further critical evaluation during the interviews proposed for the 10th June. For the purposes of this report, where both developers had the same strengths and weaknesses we have not gone into these in any detail, but have focussed on areas where they show clear differences.

4.2 Both developers have  proposed  demanding conditions of 80% pre lets and an immediate transfer of the freehold interest of the site on commencement of the scheme. In terms of the pre-lets this will have an impact on the tender selection because the board will need to take a view of the viability of the proposals to achieve this condition. The matter of the freehold transfer will need to be the subject of future  dialogue with the successful developer.

4.3 Building Better Health. Overall the panel felt that this company has a strong track record in delivering mixed use schemes and working in a genuine partnership with local community organisations such as the NDC. We were particularly impressed with their proposals to bring the NXG Trust into a specially formed company which could help deliver and/or manage the scheme. We felt that this was a clear demonstration of their ability to work with the Trust as equal partners. We also felt that BBH had a stronger financial backing as part of a wider group of companies and would be able to provide a ‘parent company guarantee’. The parent company guarantee was particularly important for Lewisham in our previous negotiations with Rydon. The panel felt that the proposals which excluded student accommodation but included care home facilities were on balance more likely to be deliverable and there was no doubt about their commitment to high quality design.

4.4 On the negative side the proposals do not give any clear commitment to providing an income for the Trust and the amount of space dedicated for the community uses, particularly the Gym, have been reduced. This issue needs to be resolved because the Board may take the view that to deliver the NDC Centre without any income for the Trust would make the long term future of the Trust unviable in the way we currently envisage it. In terms of design the proposals will reduce the density on the site as the proposed care facilities are smaller than those proposed by Cathedral for student accommodation. The panel had some debate about how care facilities might change the nature of the development and whether  this would have a negative effect on the use of the public space and the potential for economic development of surrounding businesses. On balance we felt that care facilities might provide increased local employment opportunities but might not have such a great impact on the local economy.

4.5 Cathedral. Overall the panel felt that this company had provided a more ambitious scheme that was more in keeping with the original design and regeneration aspirations and had the potential to have a greater economic impact on the area by providing student accommodation. They were also more clear on the facilities that would be provided to the NDC and the income these could provide. Both the Pharmacy and Mini Supermarket would be transferred to the NDC as well as the other community facilities. In the BBH proposals the income from these facilities was capitalised to help fund the overall scheme. In terms of design the proposals maintained the existing density of the approved scheme and there was no doubt about their commitment to high quality design. It was felt that the student accommodation option would provide less pressure on parking and help maintain the integrity of the public space as a no car zone.

4.6 On the negative side we felt that the proposals had a greater element of risk. The viability of the student accommodation would be largely dependant on the willingness of Goldsmiths to take up at least part of the accommodation on offer and the current indications of this are not encouraging. Goldsmiths are currently carrying out a master plan for their own campus and have aspirations to provide all their new accommodation needs on their own site. The master plan is not due to be finished until November 2009 and a decision is not guaranteed even at that point. While Cathedral would not be able to provide a parent company guarantee this could be resolved by providing a bond so this is not seen as serious obstacle although it would have a negative  impact on the funding gap.

5 Summary of the tender evaluation

5.1 The tender assessment has been carried out using a long list of financial and quality criteria with 50% given to finance and 50% to quality. 

5.2  Of the key financial criteria a strong weight was given to the income proposals and funding arrangements making these  count for half of the finance criteria or 25% of the overall score. It should be noted that while there were differences in scores between these two criteria for both developers, overall they scored the same.

5.3 Of the key quality criteria additional weight was given to overall vision, where both developers scored equally, scheme and design proposals where Cathedral scored higher and community consultation and engagement where BBH scored higher. Additional weight was also given to the management structure where both developers scored equally and Heads of Terms(legal issues) where BBH scored higher.

5.4 The overall scores gave BBH 120 and Cathedral 114 out of a possible 200. The table below gives a complete list of scores and is followed by a brief commentary on each criteria.

Table one
 Evaluation Scores

	
	Finance Criteria
	Weight
	BBH
	CATH
	
	BBH
	CATH

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	 Completed Pricing Document
	1
	2
	1
	
	2
	1

	2
	Cost Proposals
	3
	3
	2
	
	9
	6

	3
	Income Proposals
	5
	2
	3
	
	10
	15

	4
	Funding Arrangements
	5
	3
	2
	
	15
	10

	5
	Programme Assumptions and Risk Analysis 
	2
	3
	3
	
	6
	6

	6
	Rent and Service Charge Levels
	1
	1
	1
	
	1
	1

	7
	Proposals to Share Overage
	1
	3
	2
	
	3
	2

	8
	Proposals to Improve the Financial Viability of the Scheme
	2
	3
	3
	
	6
	6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Quality Criteria
	
	
	Sub Total
	
	52
	47

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Overall Vision
	3
	4
	4
	
	12
	12

	2
	Affordable Housing Proposals
	1
	5
	5
	
	5
	5

	3
	 Housing Management Proposals
	1
	3
	4
	
	3
	4

	4
	Proposals for Integrated Management of the Public Realm
	1
	4
	3
	
	4
	3

	5
	Sales and Marketing Proposals
	1
	3
	3
	
	3
	3

	6
	Scheme and Design Proposals
	3
	3
	4
	
	9
	12

	7
	Proposals in Respect to Consultation and Engagement
	2
	4
	3
	
	8
	6

	8
	Proposals in Respect of Sustainability-Equality/Diversity/Environment/Economic
	1
	3
	4
	
	3
	4

	9
	Local Employment and Training Proposals
	1
	3
	3
	
	3
	3

	10
	Structure of the Organisation, The Delivery Team and Management Structure
	2
	3
	3
	
	6
	6

	11
	Proposals for Management of the Scheme on Site 
	1
	3
	3
	
	3
	3

	12
	Comments on the Heads of Terms 
	3
	3
	2
	
	9
	6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Sub Total
	
	68
	67

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Grand Total
	120
	114


6 Commentary on the assessment criteria scoring

1. Completed Pricing Document


Neither developer scored well on this criteria and both gave feedback to say that they found it difficult to complete the pricing document as it did not fit with their existing development appraisal models.
BBH gave a marginally better submission.

2. Cost Proposals


In this criteria the panel concentrated on the bottom line, how large 
the funding gap was. Based on their submissions BBH  had a gap of £900,000 compared to  £1.5m for Cathedral. We did not take into account the income proposals for the Trust in this criteria as these were considered as part of criteria 3.






3. Income Proposals

Without taking into account the financial gap, both developers had demonstrated credible income proposals to finance the overall development. However BBH had used capitalised income from the pharmacy and the mini supermarket to help finance the development and this would have a negative impact on the likely income for the trust which led to a higher score given to Cathedral for this criteria.








4. Funding Arrangements


Both developers had assumed a certain level of grant for the affordable housing with Cathedral assuming marginally more than we had factored into our previous development appraisal with Rydon. The panel felt that the income stream proposed for the care facilities was more solid than the comparative income stream from student accommodation and for this reason BBH scored higher on this criteria.


5. Programme Assumptions and Risk Analysis 


Cathedral allowed for a three year construction programme but indicated an aggressive time frame for resolving legal matters.  BBH allow more time to resolve the legal framework so work on site world commence later but be compressed to two years.  This two year construction programme may not allow for a phased developed as BBH had suggested.  In both instances the development completes in the second half of 2013.  On balance their programmes were equally valid.

6. Rent and Service Charge Levels

Both developers scored equally low on this criteria as very little information was provided.

7. Proposals to Share Overage


Both developers provided adequate but different models for sharing overage. BBH provided a marginally better offer.







8. Proposals to Improve the Financial Viability of the Scheme


Both developers provided adequate proposals for this criteria.

Quality Criteria

1. 
Overall Vision

The Panel felt that both developers had a convincing vision and demonstrated their commitment to the scheme and the aspirations of the NDC. Both scored equally highly.

2. 
Affordable Housing Proposals

Both developers would meet the Council criteria for providing affordable homes as part of the development and therefore scored equally highly.







3.
 Housing Management Proposals


Both developers provided adequate proposals for this criteria but the panel felt that Cathedral had more practical experience of managing housing developments and so scored higher.


4. 
Proposals for Integrated Management of the Public Realm


Both developers provided adequate proposals for this criteria but the panel felt that the BBH proposal to include the Trust in a special company to manage the development after construction was worth an additional point.

5. 
Sales and Marketing Proposals


Both developers provided adequate proposals to meet this criteria equally.






6. 
Scheme and Design Proposals


While the panel felt that both scheme proposals had different positive and negative aspects on balance the higher density of the Cathedral proposals, the larger size of the proposed community facilities  and the reduced pressure on car parking led to the panel giving them a higher score on this criteria. 

7.         Proposals in respect to Consultation and Engagement

While both developers gave an adequate response to this criteria the panel felt that BBH demonstrated a clearer understanding and commitment to working with the local community to ensure the development met their needs. On this basis they scored higher than Cathedral.

8. 
Proposals in Respect of Sustainability-Equality/Diversity/


Environment/Economic

Both developers provided adequate responses for this criteria. However the panel felt that Cathedral had a much better defined proposals for sustainability. We also felt the potential economic impact of student accommodation was greater than that of the alternative proposals and for these reasons scored Cathedral higher.








9. 
Local Employment and Training Proposals


Both developers demonstrated a similar commitment.

10. Structure of the Organisation, The Delivery Team and 

Management Structure

While both developers provided different options to meet this criteria on balance the panel felt that their proposals were of equal merit.








11. Proposals for Management of the Scheme on Site 


(including Health and Safety, etc.)

Both developers provided adequate proposals to meet this criteria equally.


12. Comments on the Heads of Terms 







On this criteria both developers gave similar and equally demanding pre-conditions for any legal agreement which the panel felt may  be difficult to meet. However the ability of BBH to provide a parent company guarantee meant the panel felt they would be better placed to make an acceptable agreement with the council and so scored higher on this criteria.

Appendix One 

Technical assessment of Developer Tender Submissions  

Two developers returned submissions for assessment in April of 2009:

1. Cathedral

2. Building Better Health

The following assessment considers their tender returns relative to the following issues:

· Design

· Environmental Sustainability

· Programme

Assessment of Cathedral’s tender submission:

Design

Cathedral’s proposals adhere closely to the envelope of the planning submission but introduce new uses to the scheme.   The private residential provision of the planning scheme has largely been replaced with student housing and a hotel.  

Block A, allocated to student housing, is made larger by increasing the depth of the block to achieve maximum efficiencies.  This increased area will however not be noticeable by people occupying the square or any of the accommodation.

Block B houses a 94 unit hotel and a total of 56 units of housing.  Roughly half of the residential units will be either shared ownership or socially rented units.  As per the planning scheme, tenure is segregated by core with the private residential being positioned in the tower with the affordable housing positioned over the GP.  The entrance to the hotel will be on Besson Street visually connected to New Cross Road.  The GP is unchanged and three commercial units are provided for.  The housing on the ground floor of block B is replaced by the hotel reception.

Block C, the NDC Centre, remains untouched with the same allocation of area provided for within their tender as indicated in the planning application. 

The new uses will provide activity in the square, surrounding streets and for local businesses.

There are outstanding issues to address:

· Cathedral may want to put an additional storey on to block A to achieve greater density on the site.   The impact of this will have to be assessed against sunlight-daylight criteria and the resultant character of the square.

· In relationship to the detailed drawings of the building envelope, it is identified that changes will likely need to be made in order to make the scheme viable.  At this stage Cathedral is not able to comment on the degree of change.  It is FCB’s view that amendments to the skin can be made which provide savings and still produces architecture which is visually comparable to that submitted at planning.  Without resolving the design at this stage it is not possible to comment fully on the extent of changes.

· The transfer slab between residential and the GP cannot be omitted.

· Additional parking may likely be required to cater for the hotel.  Where the parking will be placed remains to be resolved.  This may impact the primary square.

· The fit-out of the NDC Centre (block C uses) is not allowed for.  This is likely to result in amendments to the internal design.

· No specific comment is made about achieving the fit-out described in the stage E GP report.  Davis Langdon has assumed a rate used on other LIFT projects which should therefore deliver a quality scheme but design amendments are not unlikely.

· The cost allowed for the externals at £650,000 is below that allowed by Rydon.  It is likely that soft landscaping will need to be introduced into the main square.

· Additional comment from Frost Associates will be needed regarding the shell and core costs allowed for block B which is potentially low. 

Environmental Sustainability
Cathedral is targeting an increased level of environmental performance for the residential element at code level 4 for sustainable homes.  Code level 3 had been targeted in the planning scheme. 
BREEAM excellent or very good will be achieved for the community facilities.  This is comparable to the planning scheme.

They recognise that a biofuel boiler is no longer adequate in planning terms and are proposing the use of CHP.  This may be complimented by solar thermal panels and/or borehole cooling.  The energy source for the CHP plant will be either bio mass (wood), bio fuel (bio diesel) or hydrogen.

In transport terms Cathedral will work to bring car and bike clubs into the scheme.  A bike club is a new addition to the scheme.

Programme

Cathedral’s programme targets getting to site by September 2010, which requires that the development agreement is signed by July of 2009 with planning for an amended scheme being decided by early 2010.  The construction period is phased and spread over three years.  This is increased from two years for a single phase development.  The NDC Centre is to be completed by October 2013.  The NDC Centre makes up the penultimate phase with the completion of the hotel being completed last.

Assessment of Building Better Health’s (BBH) tender submission:

Design
BBH’s proposal maintains the foot print of the consented scheme but reduces the overall area of the build by approximately 3000 m2 or 14%.  This change is not problematic in design terms but does reduce the overall density of the scheme.  
Block A is proposed to be a three storey block occupied by a care home.  This is in contrast to the six storey residential building submitted at planning.  The building is proposed to be entirely brick clad and owing to its reduced height will provide a greater sense of openness in the main square.  With the contrasting mass of blocks A and B it is now proposed that this building adopt an irregular roof line like that used for block B to tie the two blocks together architecturally.

Block B houses a 103 unit hotel and a total of 59* units of housing.  55% of the residential units will be either shared ownership or socially rented units.  As per the planning scheme, tenure is segregated by core with the private residential being positioned in the tower with the affordable housing positioned over the GP.  The entrance to the hotel will be on Besson Street visually connected to New Cross Road.  With the elimination of the pedestrian route to the square aligned with Faulkner Street the GP is enlarged slightly and positioned over two rather than three floors.  The likely pharmacy is proposed to be on the ground floor of block B in an area previously occupied by a section of the gym.  Two commercial units are provided in total. 

Block C, the NDC Centre, provides the same uses but reduces the size of the gym from 815 m2 to 480 m2.  All other uses are the same.

There are outstanding issues to address:

· * BBH identifies 87 residential units on page 9 of their housing proposals but only 58 are identified on plan.  The schedule on page 21 further identifies that only 58 are provided for within their proposal.   This is acknowledged on page 19 but needs to be understood relative to their financial proposals.  Adding 29 residential units to block B would result in a substantial departure from the planning envelope.  Attention Frost
· Removing the access point from Faulkner Street is workable in urban design terms and improves the efficiency of the scheme.  It emphasizes the North/South axis of the proposals and may create space more easily managed when the NDC centre is closed.

· BBH do not make reference to the detailed drawings of the building envelope.  It is understood that their commitment is to excellent architecture not to the specific details of the planning scheme.

· BBH appear to have  allowed for the fit-out of the NDC Centre.   Attention Frost
· No specific comment is made about achieving the fit-out described in the stage E GP report.  Davis Langdon has assumed a rate used on other lift projects which should therefore deliver a quality scheme but design amendments are likely.

· The cost allowed for the externals is £900,000.  This is the same amount allowed by Rydon and appears a tight but realistic allowance.

· How the development will be phased should be demonstrated.

Environmental Sustainability

· BBH have demonstrated their approach to creating a sustainable development and are aware of where there is potential but have not committed to specific proposals.

· BBH are aware that the consented scheme sustainable approach is no longer valid and may be replaced by CHP, solar thermal and borehole cooling.  Extensive green roofs are excluded from cost plan but assumed in planning scheme and are likely necessary.

Programme
· BBH programme allows for demolition which will not be required.

· Construction starts on site in September 2011, a year later that Cathedral, but completes at roughly the same time after a two year build programme.  

· BBH should demonstrate how a two year build programme allows for phasing.

· Time allowed for the preparation of the planning application and detailed design appears adequate.  Development of stage C information appears as a milestone but time allowance is not identified.

Final Note
While neither developer has committed to the construction detail that can be achieved by a viable scheme, both BBH and Cathedral are known for delivering high quality schemes of architectural merit.  
Appendix Two.
New Cross Gate NDC Centre

Report on Evaluation of Responses to

Invitation to Participate in Competitive Dialogue (ITPCD)
Introduction

On 9th March 2009 ITPCD documentation consisting of:-

· Invitation to Participate in Competitive Dialogue

· Form of Tender

· Pricing Documents and Guide to Completion

· Technical Project Requirements

· Draft Affordable Housing Brief

· Code of Practice for Contractors, Suppliers and Service Providers

· Draft Principal Development Agreement

· Draft Schedule 106 Agreement

· Clarification and Communication Protocol

· Clarification and Comments Form

was  sent to the two shortlisted bidders with a direction that their responses must be submitted by noon on Friday 3rd April 2009.

The documentation described the original project but gave the bidders the opportunity to bid on the basis of the original project and/or to bid on the basis of revisions to the original project within prescribed guidelines.

During the course of the bidding period an amount of supplementary information was requested and issued to both bidders and an extension to the bidding period was granted with a new deadline of midday on 17th April.  On 17th April the bids were received.

Both bids contained revisions to the original project and in summary the schedules of accommodation were:-

Cathedral Group PLC

NDC Centre comprising:-

Doctor’s Surgery, Pharmacy, Newsagent, Community Space, Café, Library, Creche & Gymnasium.

Affordable rented dwellings:-

1 – 2B flat

7 – 3B flats

3 – 4B flats

Intermediate dwellings:-

10 – 2B flat

8 – 2B flats

Private dwellings for sale:-

19 – 1B flats

8 – 2B flats

Student accommodation:-

259 units.

Hotel accommodation:-

94 bedrooms

Building Better Health Ltd

NDC Centre comprising:-

Doctor’s Surgery, Pharmacy, Mini-Supermarket, Community Space, Café, Library, Creche & Gymnasium.

Affordable rented dwellings:-

8 – 1B flats

12 – 2B flats

12 – 3B flats

Private dwellings for sale:-

17 – 1B flats

9 – 2B flats

Affordable Extra Care Units:-

32 – 1B units

6 – 2B units

Hotel accommodation:-

103 bedrooms

Preliminary evaluation of the bids were carried out and a number of queries were sent to both bidders and written responses were received. These are contained in Appendix A to this report. Both bidders were interviewed, Cathedral Group on 12th May and Building Better Health on 14th May and notes of these interviews are contained in Appendix B to this report.

A summary of the results of the evaluation process under the stated selection criteria and a recommendation is contained in the rest of this draft report. 

2. Evaluation of Cathedral Group’s bid
Financial

· Completed Pricing  Document – Cathedral had some difficulty in completing the document and the final result was not entirely as required.

· Cost Proposals – Cathedral’s cost proposals were based on their consultant quantity surveyor’s estimates and they were not prepared to confirm that they would not change during the course of dialogue and at best and final offer stage.

· Income Proposals – Cathedral’s income proposals were not firm offers as  they confirmed they were only indications at this stage.

· Funding Arrangements –

In order to secure funding Cathedral require the freehold ownership of the site prior to work commencing. They were not very specific regarding the actual funding arrangements for the scheme. Cathedral and their funders require a minimum of 15% return on development value but their projections only show a 13.12% return therefore changes to the scheme will be required.

· Programme Assumptions and Risk Analysis –

Cathedral have assumed a start on site in September 2010 on the basis of an appointment in July 2009. They anticipate completing the project in October 2013. A basic statement of main risks foreseen has been provided.

· Rent and Service Charge levels –

Outline details of rents for the affordable rented dwellings was provided as part of the clarifications. Detailed service charge information was not provided.

· Proposals to Share Overage –

Cathedral require a priority return of 17.5% on development value. Above this and up to 25% return on development value the NDC would receive 25% of the overage. Where the return exceeds 25% the NDC would receive 50% of the overage.

· Proposals to Improve the Financial viability of the Scheme –

Suggested changes to the scheme included increasing the amount of student accommodation by adding another floor and changing the student accommodation to private dwellings if the housing market improved.

Additional Information

Bidders Grant Assumptions

Cathedral – Have included income confirmed to them by Gallions Housing Association for the affordable dwellings which includes an assumption in respect of the receipt of HCA grant totalling circa £2.5m (i.e. £32k or £35k per person for the affordable rented dwellings and £17k or £20k per person for the intermediate dwellings – Note: the clarification responses contradict the submission statements). The overall amount from Gallions Housing Association for the affordable dwellings is £5,292,232. However, it is considered unlikely that HCA grant will be available for the NDC scheme.

Anticipated Profit

Cathedral – require a priority return of 17.5% on development value. The breakdown of costs and income provided by Cathedral indicated that their scheme currently only generates a 13.12% return. In order to increase the return to 17.5% a further £1,742,740 of cost savings / increased income will need to be identified. 

Fit Out Costs

The fit out costs excluded will affect the Trusts future income / costs.

Cathedral – Have excluded the fit out of the library, gymnasium, café, crèche and the three commercial units. Cathedral have confirmed that they estimate the fit out costs of these to be as follows :-

Three commercial units (including the Pharmacy) – They have assumed that the end users will fit out these therefore there would be no cost to the Trust.

Café - £70,000

Creche - £35,000

Library - £330,000

Gymnasium - £557,500

The above totals £992,500.

Pre-let Agreements

Both bidders require 80% pre-lets / pre-sales as a condition precedent before proceeding.

Cathedral – do not have pre-let agreements for the hotel and student accommodation.

Evaluation of Cathedral Group’s bid 

Quality Criteria – Quality Criteria has not been commented upon in this Report.

Comments and concerns regarding the Heads of Terms –

· The NDC Centre will be provided as shell and core only. The fitting out works to be by others.

· The “commercial development” is to be in such form as Cathedral decide.

· Freehold transfer of the land is required to Cathedral once the PDA becomes un-conditional so that they can finance the project.

· The NDC Centre may be programmed to be at the end of the development.

· Cathedral will retain ownership of all of the land except the NDC Centre ( defined as the library, gym, crèche and café) for which a 299 year lease will be granted to the NDC successor body.

· Of the list of Preliminary Conditions precedent to be fulfilled the following are of particular concern :-

· Cathedral to pre-let / pre-sell 80% of the “commercial units” ( defined as the Medical Centre, Student Accommodation, Hotel and the Affordable Housing ) 

· The gyratory system to be approved.

· Of the list of Subsequent Conditions precedent to be fulfilled the following are of particular concern :-

· Cathedral being satisfied that the development is viable ( i.e. after the PDA has been entered into)

· Cathedral having obtained funding to its satisfaction (again after the PDA has been entered into)

· The 3 year period for satisfying the subsequent conditions and only appointing their procurement team after the unconditional date.

 3. Evaluation of Building Better Health’s bid Financial
Financial

· Completed Pricing document – Building Better Health provided entries into the pricing Document but did not fully complete the details of costs and income required.

· Cost Proposals – BBH’s cost proposals were based on consultant quantity surveyors estimates which are not firm but they are prepared to confirm that they will work to achieve a zero overall balance on the business plan.

· Income proposals – BBH’s income proposals are not firm offers but again confirmed that they will work to achieve an overall zero balance to the business plan.

· Funding Arrangements – BBH also require the freehold transfer of the site in order to finance the project. They propose to fund the project through their parent company Fulcrum and Meridian and another funding organisation (Conygor). The accounts of this other organisation that have been provided however appear to indicate that this organisation is relatively small.

· Programme Assumptions and Risk Analysis – BBH have assumed a start on site in September 2011 based on an appointment in October 2009. Their anticipated completion date is 14th November 2013. A detailed, but out of date, risk analysis has been provided.

· Rents and Service Charges – no details of rents and service charges have been provided.

· Proposals to Share Overage – BBH require a 15% priority return on development value however they propose that overage is not shared until a 17.5% return in achieved. From 17.5% to 20% return the NDC would receive 20% of the overage. From 20% to 25% return the NDC would receive 40% of the overage and above 25% return the NDC would received 50%  of the overage.

· Proposals to Improve the Financial Viability of the Scheme – Limited proposals were provided including substituting student accommodation for the extra care units and including a cinema in the development.

Additional Information

Bidders Grant Assumptions

Building Better Health – Have included income confirmed to them by Hyde Housing Association for the affordable dwellings which includes grant from LB Lewisham and Hyde’s recycled grant funding arising from staircasing receipts. The total of this grant included is believed to be £2.97m as established in connection with the earlier scheme. The overall amount from Hyde Housing Association for the affordable dwellings is £5,274,250.

Anticipated Profit

Building Better Health – require a priority return of 15% on development value which has been included within their financial submission.

Fit Out Costs

The fit out costs excluded will affect the Trusts future income / costs.

Building Better Health – Have excluded the fit out of the Pharmacy, Mini-supermarket, café, library, crèche and gymnasium. BBH have also assumed that the end users will fit out the Pharmacy and the Mini-supermarket. The fit out costs identified by BBH in their cost plan, but not included, are as follows and totals £2,661,000 :-

Café -
£300,000

Creche – £86,000

Library - £1,062,000

Gymnasium - £1,158,000 (smaller)

Associated plant fit out - £55,000

Pre-let Agreements

Both bidders require 80% pre-lets / pre-sales as a condition precedent before proceeding.

Building Better Health – do not have a pre-let agreement for the hotel accommodation but do have an in principle agreement in respect of the extra care facility with Hyde Housing Association.

Evaluation of Building Better Health’s bid

Quality Criteria – Quality  Criteria has not been commented upon in this Report.

Comments and concerns regarding the Heads of Terms –

· The Structure shown in the tender submission indicates that BBH will enter into a SPV with a Contractor to undertake the development. The contracting party stated in the Heads of Terms is BBH. We are concerned that this may change to the SPV in due course.

· Freehold transfer of the land to BBH is required before commencement of the development in order for them to secure funding for the project.

· Freehold transfer of Block C back to the NDC successor body is envisaged at the end of the development and the successor body will then be able to levy ground rents.

· The NDC Centre ( described as the library, gym, crèche and retail ) will be provided as shell and core only.

· BBH require achieving 80% of the sales pre-let / pre-sold as a condition precedent to the PDA.

· Detailed phasing and viability are required as conditions precedent (i.e.viability tests on phases) and a period of 36 months allowed for them to achieve viability is also of concern.

Recommendations

A recommendation cannot be made until the results of the scoring by the evaluation team are known.

The ITPCD documentation stated that “The Council envisages inviting up to two Tenderers to participate in the competitive dialogue stage”.

Therefore the choices that can be made are:-

· Both bidders proceed to first stage competitive dialogue

· One bidder proceeds

· Neither of the bidders proceed

Both bidders stated that they would be very much more prepared to invest time and money in developing their proposals to a level where a firm best and final offer could be made if they were selected as the only bidder to go forward to the dialogue stage. Therefore following the scoring process the panel should decide whether it considers that there is an equal chance of either bidder achieving a viable and firm best and final offer within the prescribed timescale or whether the project’s best interests are served by selecting one bidder who is clearly more likely to achieve this end (or that there is no likelihood of  either bidder succeeding).

I. APPENDIX A

CLARIFICATION QUERIES AND 

RESPONSES FROM BIDDERS

NEW CROSS GATE NDC – NDC CENTRE

INITIAL QUERIES FOR CATHEDRAL

1. The analysis of your tender provided and the completed summary page of the Pricing Document indicate a residual amount of £5,220,263. It is assumed from your analysis that this residual amount represents the developer’s return achieved that is noted as being 13.12% on development value. Your statement in respect of overage indicates that your priority return required is 17.5% on development value. Does this mean that in order to proceed with the project the scheme would need to be amended to achieve the priority return on development value of 17.5% or are you confirming that you would proceed with the scheme even though the return calculated is less than your priority return requirement.

To clarify, at the moment the projected profit is 13.12%. 

In this market, we would normally need c. 18.5 – 25% profit in order to secure development finance.  However, due to the way that we have structured our proposal we will be able to secure development finance with a lower profit margin.  This is due to the fact that there is a significant proportion of the development pre-let and the fact that we are proposing a phased development.

We do however need to make a minimum 15% return on sales to achieve a fundable development.  We believe that once we get into the process of design development and more detailed discussions with the Client about adding further value to the scheme as a whole then we will be able to find the additional 2% profit required.    

17.5% is the minimum profit that we would normally need to undertake a development.  Whilst we are prepared to sacrifice this level of profit, if needed, in order to get the development started we would like the opportunity to recoup this investment in order to recognise the risk related with the development.      

Over 17.5% there would be a profit share agreement as per our bid.

Following a discussion with Mike Dodd, I would like to clarify the Tender sum for the Invitation to Participate.  

In our Form of Tender we had put the value of Tender at £3.7m, which is the construction cost of the NDC centre plus associated works.  I understand from Mike that this is in fact not what Frost consider to be the tender sum.  Instead the tender sum the amount that Cathedral would require after profit.  Using this definition our tender price would in fact therefore be Zero, as we are not looking to take any value from the scheme that we would not create beforehand.    

2. Please provide a copy of the signed Form of Tender and the signed Tendering Certificate.

As discussed, there was no Tendering Certificate, only a Form of Tender.  I have attached a scanned copy of the original. 

3. A detailed build-up to the income from Gallions HA for the affordable dwellings is required in addition to the details of the assumptions made in respect of the HCA grant already provided. This information should identify the rents proposed, the void and bad debt allowances and the management, maintenance and future major repairs cost allowances.

The proposed rents on completion are as follows; 
 

Rent
2B £133.49 pw
3B £131.86 pw
4B £143.38 pw
 

Intermediate 
1B £200 pw 
2B £232 pw 
 

Grant assumptions;
 

Aff. rent. £35k pp
Intermediate £20k pp
 

Void/Bad debt allowances;
 

Rent
2B  £148.05 per unit pa
3B  £172.01 per unit pa
4B  £187.04 per unit pa
 

Intermediate
1B £152.62 per unit pa
2B £189.75 per unit pa
 

Management cost allowances; Rent - £400 per unit pa Intermediate - £550 per unit pa
Maintenance allowances; Rent and Intermediate - £600 per unit pa  
Future major repairs allowance (from year 5) £950 per unit pa
 

These are all inflated annually at RPI + 0.5%
 

The intermediate tenure is proposed as Rent to Homebuy, where the unit is let for 3 years at a sub market rent, and then sold as a shared ownership unit.
4. Details of the build-up to the income included for the PCT are required.

In the definition of ‘Rent’ in the agreement to lease that we have been provided with it is defined as “annual rent figure to be calculated and inserted once net lettable floor area of the Premises has been agreed by the parties in accordance with clause 11 of the Agreement for Lease, subject to agreement of rent by the District Valuer – N.B rent is to reflect the number of car parking spaces allocated to the Tenant.” 

We have been told that the NDC’s assumption of rent was £213,000 per annum which equates to £17/sqft.

Cathedral Healthcare are a subsidiary of Cathedral Group Plc who are experts in the healthcare field.  For a facility of this nature rent would normally be capped by the PCT at an affordability cap of £265 / sqm (£24.6 / sqft).

I have therefore assumed that we can increase the annual rent to £275,000 which breaks down to £22/sqft.  We feel this is very achievable and this is one area we would like to add further value to the scheme.

5. There appears to be no income included from the Pharmacy please confirm why.

It would be our intention to gift the pharmacy unit back to the PCT as one of the ground floor uses to give the successor body i.e. the NDC Trust a long term income stream.

I have attached a plan entitles ‘Units to be gifted to NDC Trust’ which shows what spaces we have allocated to be gifted back to the NDC. 

6. Your intended programme extends through to October 2013. Is your tender a fixed price tender for the full period of the development.

Yes, it would be our intention to secure a fixed price design and build contract with a main contractor for the duration of the contract period.  We have been advised by Davis Langdon, and we are finding ourselves when tendering contracts, that this is very achievable.  Fundamental to being able to achieve this is having a clear programme. 

This does assume that we start on site in September 2010, as per our programme.  

7. Please clarify which elements of the development will be left as shell and core and which will be fitted out.

All of the elements which are gifted back to the NDC will be fitted out to shell and core.  It would be our intention to negotiate on behalf of the NDC with the prospective tenants a deal where they would be responsible for the fit out costs of the units, in exactly the same way as private units would be fitted out.  This structure means that there would be no cash contribution necessary by the NDC.

The shell and core elements would be: library, gym, café, crèche, plus the commercial units gifted back to NDC.

8. Please confirm the sizes of the individual private dwellings proposed and their individual sales values.

The private residential units that we are proposing are located in the tower element of the proposals.  We have left these units unchanged from the extant planning consent.   

I have attached a schedule of values for the private flats which also includes the areas of the flats.

9. Has any provision been made for wheelchair accessible dwellings.

Yes. 10.3% of the flats have been designed to be accessible.  These are located within the socially rented element of the of the affordable housing.

10. The cost plan has excluded a list of items. How do you propose to deal with these exclusions.

Following on from our conversation I understand that your main area of concern here is inflation.  It is our considered opinion and that of Davis Langdon that there will be no inflation in 2009 and 2010.  In fact Davis Langdon are forecasting price deflation.  Whilst it is too early in the tendering process to factor in any price deflation we feel that being inflation neutral is a prudent position to be in.  

11. It is noted that you indicate that savings are required to the scheme and that value engineering is required but you are also not sure at this stage whether the savings already incorporated can be achieved. If further savings, or the savings already incorporated, are not achievable will this affect your ability to proceed with the project.

There are two ways to make cost savings.  The first is to take advantage of the market conditions and negotiate a more competitive fixed price build contract.  Given the market conditions this is a very realistic option.  This would be our preferred solution.

The second solution is to value engineer the scheme.  We have had team design meetings with both Feilden Clegg Bradley and our cost consultants Davis Langdon.  The area of savings that we have targeted is the Block B, which incorporates the doctors surgery, affordable housing, hotel and private housing.  The brick detailing on the elevations is expensive and Feilden Clegg have confirmed in a meeting that they could change this if they needed to.  Feilden Clegg Bradley are happy that they could create a beautifully designed building within the budget.  We do of course need the NDC to be party to these negotiations and we would welcome the opportunity to start these conversations as soon as possible.

The design of the NDC Centre would not be altered from the consented scheme.

NEW CROSS GATE NDC – NDC CENTRE

INITIAL QUERIES FOR BULDING BETTER HEALTH

1. There was an error in the cashflow worksheet that means the finance costs were incorrectly calculated. When corrected the finance costs total £1,125,817 and your tender will be revised to total a deficit of £938,752.

Noted.  It is assumed that the error in the cashflow worksheet will have an impact on the calculation of the finance costs on competitor’s bids, and that BBH’s bid will be judged on a like for like basis with competitor’s bids, in this regard.

2. A detailed build-up to the income from Hyde for the affordable dwellings is required including details of the assumptions made in respect of the HCA grant included. The information should also identify the rents proposed, the void and bad debt allowances and the management, maintenance and future major repairs cost allowances

The information provided is the level of initial offer made by Hyde Housing to BBH on 27th March and subsequently on 30th March.  We have confirmed that we will approach the HCA for further housing investment and this will be subject to the final level of affordable units to be provided and subject to planning and the agreed development programme. We have 32 social rented units provisionally agreed with Hyde, with a further 29 shared ownership units on offer and subject to further negotiation within the overall scheme (see Question 8).

3. Details of the build-up to the income included for the PCT, pharmacy and the mini supermarket are required.

PCT - 12,917 sq.ft. x £24.62 per sq.ft. (£265 per sq.m.) x 6.00%. 

Pharmacy - 1,453 sq.ft. x £20 per sq.ft. x 7.00% + £200,000 initial premium.

Mini Supermarket -  1,238 sq.ft. x £20 per sq.ft. x 7%. 

4. Your intended programme extends well beyond the period included in the cashflow of the Pricing Document. Will your tender need to be adjusted to allow for the extension of the programme in respect of cost and sales price inflation or does your tender remain as submitted.

Yes, the submitted tender will need to be adjusted to allow for an extension to the programme beyond that currently allowed in cashflow worksheet of the Pricing Document.  As with question 1. above, it is assumed that BBH’s bid will be judged on a like for like basis with competitor’s bids (if relevant), in this regard.

5. The programme shows a period of time for demolition and site clearance. The demolition works have already been undertaken by the NDC. Please confirm the improvement to the programme that this will have and confirm whether any demolition costs have been included other than the NDC’s costs shown on the Summary worksheet.

The programme shows 120 days for demolition works. The programme will be provisionally reduced by 120 days, subject to no abnormal grounds conditions, contaminations, remedial or consequential works. No demolition costs have been included in the Pricing Document and is cited under the Exclusions section.

6. Please clarify which elements of the development will be left as shell and core and which will be fitted out.

The Pharmacy, Mini Supermarket and NDC Centre will be constructed to a shell and core finish.  The incoming tenants for each element to meet the cost of the fit out works.

7. The text states that 32 affordable dwellings will be constructed but the breakdown of unit sizes totals only 31. Please confirm what size the other dwelling will be.

The main tender (Document A) shows 32 affordable units and is consistent with the plans and Pricing Document. The table has 12  x 3 bed units and should read 10.

8. The text also indicates that 29 shared ownership dwellings could be provided. These do not currently form part of your scheme proposals – please confirm.

As answer to Question 2.
9. Please confirm the sizes of the individual private dwellings proposed and their individual sales values.

The size of individual private dwellings is not specified at this stage.  The total sales value for the residential dwellings is predicated on £371 (average) per sq.ft., which equates to c.£185,000 for a 500 sq.ft. 1 bedroom apartment and c.£260,000 for a 700 sq.ft. 2 bedroom 2 bathroom apartment.  

10. Has any provision been made for wheelchair accessible dwellings.

The main tender document (Document A) states that 10% of residential units will be wheelchair accessible.

11. Please provide a detailed build-up to the income included from the extra care unit including details of any grant assumed.

The information provided is the level of initial offer made by Hyde Housing to BBH on 7th April, as follows:  c.£210,000 per unit (38 units total) which allows for land payment, construction and grant at c. £100,000 per unit.  Further discussion to be held with Hyde.

12. Please provide a detailed build-up to the income included from the hotel.

The total income for the hotel is predicated upon an average of £75 per night per room, with a 72% occupancy rate (net operating income), less operating costs, giving a capital value per room of £80,000.

13. Please confirm the monthly interest rates that allow for compounding to achieve the required annual rate.

14. The cost plan has excluded a list of items. How do you propose to deal with these exclusions.

Many of those exclusions referred to in Davis Langdon’s Cost Plan have been picked up in other sections of the pricing document, for example those listed under 3.1.1.  Others not allowed for will only be accurately determined with more detailed design work. 

15. The structure diagramme indicates that you intend to enter into a SPV with a Contractor. Will BBH remain the contracting party with the Council and the NDC where the SPV is entered into and what will be the basis of the SPV. 

BBH will be the contracting party with the Council and NDC.

16. The letter from Conygar confirms that they have provided account information in respect of their ability to fund the project. Please provide a copy of this information.

Copy of accounts from Conygar is attached (PDF).
17. In respect of overage do you intend that until the stated upper limits are reached the lower amounts are applicable ( i.e.until 17.5% is reached 0% will be shared with the NDC).

Yes.

18. It is noted that the extra care facility does not contribute any net income to the scheme. Please confirm why the extra care facility was included instead of some of the other uses mentioned which might contribute additional net income.

The Extra Care facility in fact generates more value than a private care facility (see question 11).  

Other uses considered include student accommodation, office accommodation and cinema.  Discussions with potential Student Accommodation providers has proven that while the value could exceed that shown for the Extra Care, that indeed this is not a location where those Student Accommodation providers spoken with, are interested in. 

Advice given in respect of office accommodation is that the location will not generate the required demand or value.

Further discussions are required with the Cinema operator, albeit that the size of facility required would not equate to that currently being allocated to the Extra Care facility.

II. APPENDIX B

NOTES OF CLARIFICATION MEETINGS

NEW CROSS GATE NDC – NDC CENTRE

BRIEF NOTES OF TENDER CLARIFICATION MEETING HELD WITH CATHEDRAL AT THEIR OFFICES ON TUESDAY 12TH MAY 2009

Present :

Richard Upton (RU)
-

Cathedral

Gavin Watters (GW)
- 
Cathedral

Clive Wilson (CW) 

- 
New Cross Gate NDC 

Derek Frost (DF)

-
Frost Associates

Mike Dodd (MD)

-
Frost Associates

DF opened the meeting by outlining the Competitive Dialogue procurement route being followed and confirming that after a period of dialogue on the scheme requirements and Cathedrals proposals a final proposal would be required (i.e. a best and final offer). The tender submitted by Cathedral appears to be aspirational rather than firm proposals : Cathedral’s costs were based on a QS estimate rather than contractors pricing; the income appeared to be indicative rather than firm offers; 

and for Cathedral to proceed with the development they would require a list of conditions to be fulfilled.

RU explained that Cathedral could not at this stage provide firm details of costs and income because the scheme had not been fully designed. In due course after further development of the scheme details Cathedral would standby their pricing. MD pointed out that according to Cathedral’s proposed Heads of Terms this would only be after the PDA contract had been entered into which was therefore presented a risk to the NDC.

RU indicated that Cathedral would not wish to invest in developing the design and refining the scheme prior to being appointed as the preferred bidder i.e. they would not undertake refining the scheme during the dialogue stage.

RU confirmed that the cost plan estimates were based on current prices as were the forecast incomes. Cathedral and their QS both anticipate a period of deflation in costs and are therefore expecting an improvement in viability.

The Heads of Terms proposed by Cathedral were discussed and it was highlighted that they require 80% pre-lets / pre-sales as a condition precedent and subsequent conditions relating to viability and funding to be to their satisfaction before they would proceed with the development. These are conditions applicable after the PDA was signed and Cathedral appointed. RU indicated that these conditions are applicable to other schemes with LBL. The Heads of Terms will be reviewed with LBL legal officer next Monday.

Another condition under Cathedral’s Heads of Terms requires that they be given 3 years to achieve the viability and funding to their satisfaction. CW confirmed that this condition would not be acceptable to the NDC. RU indicated that this could be reduced to 1 year and a period of time stated in the PDA for resolution of all conditions.

CW confirmed that the gyratory system is very likely to proceed therefore this condition would be cleared. He also confirmed however that there is a Virgin media cable running across the site which the NDC is currently trying to resolve.

MD asked when Cathedral propose to procure a Contractor. RU confirmed that it was their intention to negotiate with a contractor during the planning period and then if this was not successful to go out to competitive tender. If the target costs were not achieved the scheme might need to reduced.

It was confirmed that Cathedral had only included for shell and core to the NDC Centre. CW was concerned that this would leave the Trust to pay the cost of fitting out these areas thereby reducing the Trusts income. Cathedral are to confirm the additional costs of fitting out these areas.

Cathedral had indicated in one of the responses that they would be able to fund the project with a reduced return partly because the scheme is phased. MD enquired whether this meant that the development might not be completed. RU confirmed that this statement referred to cashflow from the phased development improving fundability.

Gallions HA are to prove additional detail on their payments for the rented and intermediate dwellings. It was noted that HCA funding had been assumed and CW indicated that this may not be achievable. He indicated that Cathedral should consult with Hyde HA regarding the grant previously to be provided in connection with the affordable dwellings which totalled £2.97m.

Cathedral undertook to confirm the anticipated income to the Trust from the retained parts of the development.

GW undertook to confirm whether the NHBC insurance cover costs had been included in the allowance for fees within the financial assessment.

It was noted that the exclusions not already dealt with by the NDC or for which costs had been included will need to be resolved as the scheme design develops.

In respect of Cathedral’s suggested ways of improving viability RU indicated that reverting to private dwellings from student accommodation is likely to produce additional income but they would be less able to secure funding for private dwellings than the student accommodation.

RU confirmed that their proposals include for Cathedral to let the student accommodation during the summer period with Goldsmiths College occupying during the academic year.  

NEW CROSS GATE NDC – NDC CENTRE

BRIEF NOTES OF THE CLARIFICATION MEETING HELD WITH BUILDING BETTER HEALTH ON THURSDAY 14TH MAY 2009

Present :

James Flitterman (JF)
-
Building Better Health

Ian Parker (IP)

-
Building Better Health

Clive Wilson (CW)
-
New Cross Gate NDC

Derek Frost (DF)
-
Frost Associates

Mike Dodd (MD)
-
Frost Associates

DF opened the meeting by outlining the Competitive Dialogue procurement route being followed and confirming that after a period of dialogue on the scheme requirements and BBH’s proposals a final proposal would be required (i.e. a best and final offer). The tender submitted by BBH appears to be aspirational rather than firm proposals : BBH’s costs are based on a QS estimate rather than contractor’s pricing and the income appeared to be indicative rather than based on firm offers.

JF confirmed that the income from the affordable housing and the extra care facility were based on offers made by Hyde HA.

JF confirmed that despite their tender now showing a deficit of £938k their bid was £0 based on their own financial model. BBH undertake to achieve a development which has no deficit based on their current scheme proposals but indicated that value engineering savings will need to be made to the scheme in order to reduce costs. JF confirmed that he will forward MD a copy of BBH’s own financial model in respect of their tender.

The process to be followed if BBH were asked to participate in the competitive dialogue process was discussed. BBH confirmed that they would work to the NDC’s programme to finalise the scheme details (Sept/ Oct 09 was stated as a target). IP confirmed that BBH would require preferred developer status and a conditional agreement before investing in obtaining planning approval for the scheme.

In respect of BBH’s Heads of Terms regarding viability tests IP confirmed that the viability test would be carried out in parallel with the design for planning and the conditional PDA signing would follow this.

CW expressed concern over the 36 month period stated for BBH to achieve viability, 80% pre-lets and the other conditions cleared and stated that this would not be acceptable to the Trust. JF indicated that this could be reduced to 18 months.

CW asked whether BBH would provide a parent company guarantee. IP confirmed that Fulcrum would provide this. 

MD pointed out that the tender indicated that SPV was proposed by BBH with the contractor. IP explained that BBH would contract with the Council. The SPV would be in effect the successor vehicle for the Trust.

It was noted that BBH required freehold transfer of the land after planning before any construction works took place in order to secure funding for the project. This was an area of concern to the Council previously but JF confirmed that this was an absolute requirement in the current economic climate.

MD pointed out that the NDC Centre has only been included as shell and core. CW confirmed that not fitting out these areas will reduce the Trusts income. JF to confirm the individual fit out costs of each of the NDC Centre areas i.e. library, gym, crèche, etc.

In respect of the Hyde offer for the affordable dwellings IP confirmed that this included the grant from LBL and Hyde’s recycled grant funding rather than HCA funding. A breakdown of the offer is still required to be provided by BBH.

It was noted that the extra care facility comprised only 38 units which was thought by FA to be uneconomic based on other schemes. However Hyde have proposed this to BBH based on their previous schemes.

JF confirmed that the exclusions from the cost plan costs would need to be resolved as part of the on-going design development and as necessary cost savings achieved.

The account details provided for Conygar appeared to indicate that this firm was relatively small and had reduced income from 2007 to 2008. It did not appear to be able top fund the project but IP confirmed that Meridian / Fulcrum would also provide funding for the project.

JF confirmed that changes to the scheme e.g. student accommodation rather than the extra care facility may improve the viability of the scheme and they would consider this with the NDC during the competitive dialogue period if select to proceed further.
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