
 

Report to: Planning Committee  Date of Meeting: 11th April 2012 
 
Subject: Proposed Appointment of Specialist Consultants to Provide Economic Viability Advice on Affordable Housing Proposals – 
Outcome of Tender Invitation and Scoring Process 
 
Report of: Jane Gowing     Wards Affected: All 

Head of Planning Services 
 
Is this a Key Decision?   No   Is it included in the Forward Plan? 

No 
 
Exempt/Confidential No  
 
Purpose/Summary 
To advise Members of the outcome tender process to facilitate the appointment of specialist 
consultants to provide economic viability advice to the Council on affordable housing 
proposals and related viability matters submitted through the planning application process.   
 
Recommendation(s) 
That this report: 
 
- be noted; 
- that the highest scoring tender, as submitted by ‘Tenderer D’, be agreed as the 

preferred tender; and 
- that the Head of Planning Services be authorised to appoint ‘Tenderer D’ as retained 

specialist consultants to the Council to provide economic viability advice on affordable 
housing and related viability matters on the basis of the tender brief  

 
How does the decision contribute to the Council’s Corporate Objectives? 
 

 Corporate Objective Positive 
Impact 

Neutral 
Impact 

Negative 
Impact 

1 Creating a Learning Community  ü  

2 Jobs and Prosperity  ü  

3 Environmental Sustainability  ü  

4 Health and Well-Being  ü  

5 Children and Young People  ü  

6 Creating Safe Communities  ü  

7 Creating Inclusive Communities  ü  

8 Improving the Quality of Council 
Services and Strengthening Local 
Democracy 

 ü  

Reasons for the Recommendation: 
 
To ensure continuity of specialist consultancy advice on affordable housing economic viability matters to the Council.    
 
What will it cost and how will it be financed? 
 
(A) Revenue Costs 
 
The cost of meeting the annual retainer fee (£500 a year plus VAT fixed for the retainer period if ‘Tenderer D’ were to be appointed) 
can be contained within Planning Services overall revenue budget for 2012/13 and subsequent years. Other site-specific appraisal 
costs will be wholly met through the planning process and chargeable to the applicant (or pre applicant) for planning permission.   
 
(B) Capital Costs 
 
None 
 
Implications: 
 
The following implications of this proposal have been considered and where there are specific implications, these are set out below: 
 

Legal 
 

Human Resources 
 

Equality 
1. No Equality Implication      

2. Equality Implications identified and mitigated 

ü 

 

 



3. Equality Implication identified and risk remains  

 

 
Impact on Service Delivery: 
 
It will ensure that a robust and defensible stance will continue to be taken with regard to the delivery of affordable housing through 
the s106 process in the most cost effective way.  
 
What consultations have taken place on the proposals and when? 
 
The Head of Corporate Legal Services (LD 808) have been consulted and any comments have been incorporated into the report. 
 
The Head of Corporate Finance & ICT (FD1458/12) has been consulted and has no comments to make on this report, as costs 
based on the lowest tender can be accommodated within existing budgets. 
 
Are there any other options available for consideration? 
 
The tender submission by ‘Tenderer D’ is the best option on cost and quality grounds. The selection of no other tender submission 
would satisfy these requirements.  
 
Under the Council's Constitution [Contracts Procedure Rules] tenders must be awarded on the basis of the offer which is most 
economically advantageous to the Council. This rule can only be waived in exceptional circumstances and where the Committee is 
satisfied that the exemption is justified in special circumstances. Requests to waive Contract Procedure Rules shall only be made 
by the appropriate Service Director following consultation with the Director of Corporate Commissioning and the Head of Corporate 
Finance and ICT. 
 
No other options are available at this time (e.g. doing the work in-house) if economic viability is to be properly assessed in a 
rigorous and defensible way and especially with regard to the potential need to defend any appraisals at subsequent planning 
appeal.  
 
Implementation Date for the Decision 
 
Following the approval of Planning Committee regarding an appointment. 
 
 
Contact Officer: Alan Young 
Tel: 0151 934 3551 
Email: alan.young@sefton.gov.uk 
 
 
Background Papers: 
 
The following papers are available for inspection by contacting the above officer(s). 
 
The final tender brief. 
 



Proposed Appointment of Specialist Consultants to Provide Economic Viability Advice on Affordable Housing Proposals 
– Outcome of Tender Invitation and Scoring Process 
 
 
1. Background 
 
1.1 Members will recall that they received and agreed a report at the 11th January 2012 meeting of Planning Committee which, 

among other things, authorised the Head of Planning Services to commence the competitive tender process with a view to the 
selection of specialist consultants to provide economic viability advice to the Council on affordable housing and related 
matters ‘for a period of two years with a possible further year’s extension’ from 2012/13 onwards.   

 
1.2 Members will also be aware of the critical importance of maximising the delivery of affordable housing through the planning 

system and via s106 agreements on appropriate sites, subject to economic viability. This position is clearly set out in PPS3: 
Housing and in various Government, Ministerial and Homes and Communities Agency statements and pronouncements etc.   

 
 
2. Tender Invitation Process and Scoring   
 
2.1. Tenders were invited via an advertisement in the Planning Magazine on 27th January 2012 with a tender submission deadline 

of 17th February 2012. Seven tenders were submitted from, in alphabetical order, the following consultancies: 
 

A M Hey 
Downey Hynes 
GVA 
Keppie Massey  
Levvel 
Pioneer 
Three Dragons 

 
 
2.2. The submitted tenders were scored independently by three officers using an agreed scoring formula agreed prior to the tender 

process and as set out in the tender invitation (in accordance with best practice), on the basis of scoring by 60% quality and 
40% price. The process was endorsed by the Council’s Head of Procurement.  

 

2.3.  Overall the scores (out of 100) are set out below, with the highest score first:   
 

Consultancy   Total score 
 
‘Tenderer D’   84.37  
‘Tenderer F’   72.18 
‘Tenderer E’    65.84  
‘Tenderer G’   58.00 
‘Tenderer A’   55.71 
‘Tenderer C’   47.00 
‘Tenderer B’   32.80 
 

 
2.4. The difference between the scores for ‘Tenderer D’ and ‘Tenderer F’ (12.19 points) and ‘Tenderer E’ (18.53 points) is so 

significant that an interview process is not considered to be necessary, as the gap could not be bridged. Furthermore, and 
importantly, assuming that the annual retainer fee were to be applied over three year maximum period, the cost to the Council 
would be £1,500 (i.e. £500 multiplied by three years) for ‘Tenderer D’,  £7,308 (i.e. £2,436 multiplied by three years) for 
‘Tenderer F’ and  £10,500 (i.e. £3,500 for a notional three years) for ‘Tenderer E’. All figures are subject to VAT. 

 
3. Financial Implications 
 
3.1 If Members were minded to appoint ‘Tenderer D’, and assuming that they were appointed for up to three years, the total cost 

to the Council would be £1,500 plus VAT (i.e. at an annual retainer of £500 per year plus VAT), which could be contained from 
within Planning Services revenue budget for each year. Specific fees incurred for evaluating individual planning applications 
would be subject to a charge which is levied on the pre applicant or applicant for planning permission.  

 
 

4. Possible Provision of Economic Viability Advice ‘in-house’ 
 
 
4.1 Members will recall that at the 11th January Planning Committee meeting they also resolved as follows: 
 
 (4) the Head of Planning Services be requested to investigate the possible provision of economic viability advice to the 

Council on affordable housing and related viability matters “in-house”. 
 
4.2 Robust economic viability appraisals require the assessor to be either a qualified chartered surveyor or valuer (e.g. RICS 

qualified) or have similar skills. Furthermore, the appropriately qualified person would need access to up-to-date property 
values and sales data, current newbuild costs and to be able to demonstrate a good understanding of housing association 
funding sources, delivery mechanisms and costs etc. 
 

4.3  Additionally many sites in Sefton experience abnormal development costs arising from piling, made ground, contamination 
remediation etc and this requires a good understanding of how to cost these abnormals, a process which can often be 



complex and sometimes very contentious. This has necessitated, in some cases, our current retained adviser, Three 
Dragons, having to take specialist cost advice to inform their economic viability assessment.     There is nobody “in-house” 
who currently has this range of skills. Furthermore, it is highly unlikely that a developer, who submitted an economic viability 
assessment, would attach much weight to being challenged by a non-qualified person.  

   
4.4 In the event that a disagreement arose at the planning application stage and a planning appeal were to follow, raising issues 

about economic viability, limited weight would be attached to the Council’s case by a Planning Inspector where it were not 
was not supported by a viability appraisal carried out by a suitably qualified person. Moreover, and importantly, the Council 
would not be able to charge the applicant for this service at present. Importantly this advise, as currently delivered, is 
‘independent’ and robust . -further assisting the planning authority to challenge and negotiate on development proposals.   It is 
important to secure continuity in cover for this service as there are several major developments at application and pre 
application stage where this advise will be an essential part of the planning process. 

 
4.5 Notwithstanding the above should Members agree to the appointment of ‘Tenderer D’, assuming that they appointed for three 

years, the total cost to Council would be £1,500 plus VAT (i.e. £500 plus VAT multiplied by three years) as all site specific 
appraisals would be paid for by the pre applicants/ applicants. During challenging budget times this means of securing robust 
advice represents good value and would be more cost effective than undertaking the work in-house.  

 
 
5. Conclusion 
 
5.1 ‘Tenderer D’ scores consistently better than other consultancies on the basis of both quality and price. Furthermore, the work 

cannot be currently done “in-house” to a robust and defensible standard.   
 
5.2 The process and selection scoring has been endorsed by the Head of Procurement. 
 
5.3 ‘Tenderer D’ represents the best value for the Council in which it would secure specialist independent professional advice on 

the economic viability of affordable housing schemes from a leading specialist consultancy at a cost of £500 per annum plus 
VAT.  

 
5.4 Accordingly, Members are requested to endorse the appointment of ‘Tenderer D’ as the Council’s retained affordable housing 

economic viability consultants for a maximum period of three years (i.e. two years initially with a possible further year’s 
extension) from April 2012 onwards.  

 


