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1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND  

 

1.1 Paddock Wood Town Council have been progressing a Community Centre for many 

years with considerable work having taken place to prove and define the need, 

including surveys of community facilities usage and costs, questionnaires and 

feedback sessions with the public. The community facility being developed is 

anticipated to be paid for via a number of funding opportunities that will include a 

loan. Paddock Wood Town Council and Tunbridge Wells Borough Council will work 

closely together on the facility which is partly required due to the additional housing 

being proposed for the local area and the lack of community facilities to serve the 

growing town. It is currently envisaged that once developed, a village hall committee/ 

trust will be setup to run and oversee the facility. 

 

1.2 In order to identify a location for the proposed facility, the Town Council undertook an 

options analysis (see appendix) with a number of sites being considered across the 

town. Sites were then slowly discounted based on a number of factors including 

legal, financial and accessibility issues. A public consultation was then held in early 

2016 and locals were consulted on two locations, namely the Wesley Centre and the 

Memorial Field. The Memorial Field was the preferred option and as it is owned by 

the Council, also proved most cost effective. In January 2019 a parish poll called by 

a number of residents was held to determine whether the location of the site should 

be at the Memorial Field. 13.1% of the electorate voted with 409 (6.98%) votes cast 

against the location and 357 (6.09%) votes supporting the location. The NO 

campaign was run by a group of local individuals with the Town Council choosing not 

to run a significant YES campaign. The parish poll is not legally binding, no viable 

new location was subsequently proposed and any new location could also be subject 

to a further parish poll and any change would incur significant abortive costs. 
 

1.3 Paddock Wood has three large developments for housing on the outskirts of the town 

totalling c1000 dwellings with more potentially to come. This along with the current 

undersupply of community facility space delivers part of the rational for why a 

community centre is required. As part of this the Town Council has secured 

significant developer contributions (S106 agreements) towards the new community 

centre which times out after a given period believed to be five years from receipt of 

funds. The first payment has been made with the further two still pending their 

triggers, which means time is now critical to progress the project. Two of the 

residential development contributions have also been secured based on the memorial 

field location and the income could potentially be lost if the site were moved. In order 

to avoid this happening agreement would need to be sought from the developers 

prior to re-locating the facility.  
 

1.4 The project has since gone out to tender for the architect with Frankham architects 

being appointed in 2017 and FFT having been appointed as the Quantity Surveyor 

(QS).  
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1.5 RIBA stages 1, 2 and 3 have been signed off by the Town Council. Given the desire 

to de-risk the project and bring price surety, it was then put out to tender in 2020 for 

a two-stage design and build contract via the KCC Framework, which is open to all 

local government organisations to use. Following the competitive tender, the 

contractor prices for the Frankham design exceeded the Council’s budget and 

therefore endorsed the decision by the Council to pursue a contractor led design 

solution. This approach, supported by the Council will see a contractor brought in to 

refine the design, in order to deliver a facility that is within the financial envelop of 

the council, de-risk the project and avoid significant abortive costs had RIBA stage 4 

been pursued.  
 

1.6 The outcome of the tender (see appendix) was that Baxall were selected and have 

since signed a Pre-Construction Services Agreement. Baxall have now begun work 

on the design to ensure it is compliant with the budget. Their remit will be to protect 

the core principals within the design requirements such as the 300 seater hall, 

kitchen, café etc… but provide solutions that will reduce the costs and allow it to be 

submitted for planning.  

 

1.7 The current Baxall proposals effectively move the pre-school from the right-hand side 

of the facility to the north side, to square up the building and lower costs. They have 

then generally kept the remaining elements in line with the Frankham design, 

however, have proposed improvements in various areas including the following:  
 

1.7.1 removing air conditioning which is not environmentally sustainable in favour of 

alternative but just as effective mechanically vented solutions;  

1.7.2 proposed a significant increase in solar panels to aid the environmental footprint; 

1.7.3 removed the flat roof and make it mostly pitched to aid water run off;  

1.7.4 removed the energy centre building and incorporated it within or on top of the 

current proposals;  

1.7.5 re-configured the toilets to further maximise space;  

1.7.6 re-orientated the tennis courts so that the building can be pulled back from the 

field in order to minimise impact on the green area;  

1.7.7 proposed a significant amount of grasscrete car parking spaces in order to 

mitigate hard standing areas; 

1.7.8 delivered efficiencies in areas to ensure they are compliant with latest legislation 

including the Department For Education. 
 

1.8 A number of surveys have taken place including: 
 

• Topographical 

• Background noise survey 

• Geo-tech (ground conditions) 

• Ecology 

• Tree and Arboriculture impact survey 

• Drainage 

• Highways Pre-Application Advice 

http://www.google.com/url?url=http://pembury.org/links/&rct=j&frm=1&q=&esrc=s&sa=U&ei=TXTSU--dH8ab1AXOq4G4Cw&ved=0CCIQ9QEwBg&usg=AFQjCNGjP41CD94k2cmOMyP-75atxywGZg
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• Flood Risk Assessment 
 

1.9 Survey reports and their implications can be seen in the RIBA stage 3 final report. 

 

1.10 The site is owned freehold by PWTC and a report on title has been prepared 

which confirms that the land can be developed with no onerous legal 

impediments. The title deed can be seen on the PWTC website.  

 

1.11 The project has been out for consultation at each RIBA stage, including RIBA 

stage 3 in early 2019. Moving forward there will be further consultations taking place 

including throughout the planning stage during which there will be a 3-month 

consultation period. Following RIBA stage 4, the Town Council will then consult on 

the internal designs including the look and feel of the building while previous 

consultations have focused on scale, site and outline design proposals. 
 

1.12 Project governance for the scheme is as follows. The project’s day to day 

activities are overseen by a project group who report into the project board. The latter 

consists of three voting members from Paddock Wood Town Council and the Portfolio 

Holder for Communities and Wellbeing from Tunbridge Wells Borough Council who 

does not have a vote. All decisions taken by the board will at times require ratification 

by the Full Town Council. The voting representatives of the Town Council are as 

follows;  
 

the Chairman of the Council; 

the Chairman of the Estates Committee; 

Chairman of the Planning and Environment Committee. 
 

1.13 The following sets out the justification factors that support the project: 
 

1.14 The Community Centre’s funding is largely dependent on the Town Council 

agreeing to take out a loan to pay for the facilities’ capital costs and a decision in 

principal has been agreed by the Town Council to this effect. Loan rates are currently 

low thanks to below average interest rates from the Bank of England stemming from 

the 2008 recession, Covid19 and Brexit uncertainty. Rates are anticipated to rise 

over the longer-term and this could push interest payments up if the Council does not 

lock in the rates sooner rather than later. S106 funding of c£1M has also been sought 

and or secured in favour of the community centre and they remain viable but subject 

to time limitations which are now live in certain instances.  
 

1.15 PWTC have chosen to build the facility on land they own, in order to mitigate the 

additional costs of purchasing a site. The adjacent Police station site is currently on 

the market having sought planning for residential development and would require 

significant additional capital to purchase. 

 

1.16 The Town Council benefits from owning and or leasing a few community facilities 

in the town. Their current offices are based in the Podmore building which is an old 

http://www.google.com/url?url=http://pembury.org/links/&rct=j&frm=1&q=&esrc=s&sa=U&ei=TXTSU--dH8ab1AXOq4G4Cw&ved=0CCIQ9QEwBg&usg=AFQjCNGjP41CD94k2cmOMyP-75atxywGZg
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sport pavilion. Adjacent to this is St Andrew’s Hall, which is a 1970’s cement and red 

brick building in need of significant updating. Lastly they have a long lease on the 

Day Centre which forms part of the Dowding House complex with the freehold being 

owned by TWBC. 

 

1.17 With funding for services under pressure the proposals could offer the Town 

Council the opportunity to rationalise some of these facilities in order to deliver 

efficiencies that would help lower running costs and protect services. In considering 

their capital asset strategy the Council cannot move their offices to the new premises 

due to VAT regulations which would mean that VAT would be payable on the 

construction costs if they did move their offices to the new facility. By bringing 

facilities and potential anchor tenants (pre-school - yet to be determined) together in 

order to share revenue costs and drive up income generation, the outcome could look 

to ensure a long term viable and sustainable solution for community services in the 

heart of Paddock Wood. 
 

1.18 The new facility would look to minimise revenue costs through improved building 

efficiency, income generation and the final proposals will look to provide a flexible 

facility able to adapt to future needs, including the potential for the building to be 

expanded at a later date.  
 

1.19 PWTC is anticipated to be the freehold owner of the Community Centre with the 

potential to rent or lease spaces to other organisations within the building, including 

the formation of a corporate body (charitable or otherwise), to over see the 

community elements. The Trust would be in charge of employing and or overseeing 

volunteers for the new centre and could subject to their needs, occupy office space in 

the new facility.  
 

1.20 In progressing the scheme, the Board are seeking to ensure some of the facility is 

covered by anchor tenants in order to reduce the financial risk to the Council. The 

final split of lease vs hourly income has to a degree been finalised within the agreed 

RIBA stage 2 element with the halls generating hourly charging and the pre-school 

seeking a lease income. The preferred outcome will see the lease being advertised to 

ensure that the council meets its best value obligations and a suitable tenant with a 

strong covenant taking up the offer. 

http://www.google.com/url?url=http://pembury.org/links/&rct=j&frm=1&q=&esrc=s&sa=U&ei=TXTSU--dH8ab1AXOq4G4Cw&ved=0CCIQ9QEwBg&usg=AFQjCNGjP41CD94k2cmOMyP-75atxywGZg
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2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

2.1 Paddock Wood Town Council are seeking to deliver a Community Centre. 

 

2.2 Following public consultation the location has been decided as the Memorial Field in 

Paddock Wood. 

 

2.3 The new facility could complement or replace some of the Councils current ageing 

building stock subject to agreement and consultation. 

 

2.4 The facility will include a mix of leases and hourly income clients. 

 

2.5 Surveys have been undertaken on the site and RIBA stage 3 has been signed off. 
 

2.6 Contractor tender exercise has been completed and the Council have appointed 

Baxall to a Pre-Construction Services Agreement up to RIBA stage 4.  
 

2.7 Consultation has taken place at each RIBA stage to ensure feedback is taken 

account of and this will continue throughout the life of the project.  
 

2.8 The Council cannot move their offices to the new premises without incurring a 

significant VAT costs to the project.  

 

2.9 The Council have agreed to take out a loan as necessary to cover the funding of the 

building.  
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3. REASONS 

 

3.1 The Project is consistent with strategic policy across the partners in the following 

ways: 
 

3.2 TWBC Five Year Plan 2017-222 

“The Borough Council’s mission for Our Five-Year Plan is to be an enabler of change, 

encouraging economic growth and investment into the Borough whilst ensuring the 

appropriate infrastructure is in place to support growth and enhance quality of life”. 

The Paddock Wood Community Centre falls broadly within the ‘Confident Borough’ 

theme, which identifies that; ‘By 2022, the Borough will have worked alongside 

Parish and Town Councils and voluntary and community organisations to deliver a 

range of community facilities and to support them in delivering a range of services 

and events’. Paddock Wood is identified as a key settlement. The vision document 

confirming that TWBC is keen to work with partners to develop proposals for housing, 

retail, employment, tourism and community facilities as well as supporting 

infrastructure”; 

 

3.3 Paddock Wood Action Plan – March 2008 – “Develop more community facilities 

including a new Community Centre and swimming pool”. 

 

3.4 Paddock Wood Town Council Five Year Plan - 2019. 

 

3.5 Completion of this project will result in the following objectives being delivered; 

 

3.5.1 Assured financial viability through partnership working and pooling of 

resources; 

 

3.5.2 To provide new larger community facilities.  
 

3.5.3 Create the opportunity to deliver joined up services in a central location and 

to help with revenue savings and protect services; 
 

3.6  To provide a facility which is fit for purpose and demand led for the local community 

to hire.  

 

3.7 Funding secured towards the community centre via S106 obligations on housing 

developments in the area totalling up to c£1M. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2 http://www.tunbridgewells.gov.uk/residents/news/website-news-articles/2014/april/our-
five-year-plan 

http://www.google.com/url?url=http://pembury.org/links/&rct=j&frm=1&q=&esrc=s&sa=U&ei=TXTSU--dH8ab1AXOq4G4Cw&ved=0CCIQ9QEwBg&usg=AFQjCNGjP41CD94k2cmOMyP-75atxywGZg
http://www.tunbridgewells.gov.uk/residents/news/website-news-articles/2014/april/our-five-year-plan
http://www.tunbridgewells.gov.uk/residents/news/website-news-articles/2014/april/our-five-year-plan
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4. BUSINESS OPTIONS 
 

The following options were considered. 

 

4.1 Recommended Solution 

Option 1 Paddock Wood Community Centre joined up approach 

Explanation Community Centre developed on the PWTC owned land (Memorial Field) working in collaboration 

with Tunbridge Wells Borough Council to finance the delivery. 

Risks Reliant on Public Works Loan Board, TWBC funding and S106 funds covering the costs of the 

community asset and partners working well together to bring forward the project. 

Benefits Delivers viable community asset; potentially releases land for the enabling development; 

minimises any one partners development costs; potential to benefit from preferential taxation 

issues; delivers one place for residents to access a range of services. 

Estimated Costs Subject to the value of the loan, enabling development and other funding. 

 

4.2 Other Options Considered 

Option 2 Do nothing 

Explanation All assets remain as they are and no development takes place 

Risks Some facilities are currently in a poor state with high running costs and would need to be 

improved. 

Benefits No development costs, partnership risks or other uncertainties. 

Estimated Costs Increasing revenue and capital requirements will be needed to meet the current maintenance of 

the facilities. Minimal patch up work will continue to be done with longer term implications 

continuing to grow. 

 

Option 3 Paddock Wood deliver the scheme themselves 

Explanation Community Centre developed and delivered with no input from TWBC. 

Risks PWTC does not have the capacity, skills or know how to deliver the scheme. Possible issues with 

delivery, procurement and build. 

Benefits PWTC able to take whatever actions they wish to. 

Estimated Costs Dependent on what PWTC wished to deliver. 

 

Option 4 Adopt a different approach 

Explanation Look to other community partners to deliver the facility based on increased demand. 

Risks Partner may not wish to deliver what the town council want and partner may prove to be 

ineffective. Loss of control. 

Benefits Politically acceptable as no loan required, risks fully born by an external partner. 

Estimated Costs Subject to the partner. 

http://www.google.com/url?url=http://pembury.org/links/&rct=j&frm=1&q=&esrc=s&sa=U&ei=TXTSU--dH8ab1AXOq4G4Cw&ved=0CCIQ9QEwBg&usg=AFQjCNGjP41CD94k2cmOMyP-75atxywGZg
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5. EXPECTED BENEFITS  

 

5.1 Delivery of the new community centre including additional space to meet current and 

increasing demand from wider developments in Paddock Wood. 

 

5.2 Overall customer satisfaction levels improved across all services. 
 

5.3 Centre is financially viable longer term and provides a strong community benefit to the town; 

 

5.4 Capital contributions can be sought from a number of areas to ensure the project is viable; 
 

5.5 Up front project expertise shared between the partners; 

 

5.6 Potential for vacant facilities to be re-used and or disposed off once the Community Centre 

is complete and services have moved across subject to agreement and further consultation; 

 

5.7 Revenue costs to be affordable to the individual partners who will manage the services, with 

income generation being maximised to the benefit of the community facility and the services 

therein; 

 

5.8 Local communities book the facility for community purposes and generate an income stream 

to help cover running costs; 

 

5.9 Cost to serve overseen by the Trust does not rise above the current staffing levels and 

costs; 

 

5.10 Equalities Impact Assessment has been carried out. This is a live document that will be 

revisited at each stage of the project. 

 

5.11 The following table sets out the critical success factors for the project:  

 
Factor Current  Success factor Owner 

Capital 
cost 

Does not exceed total capital 
income  
(see finances) 

Project delivered within agreed costs Project 
Board 

Revenue See PWTC financial report 
on finances 

Revenue costs are sustainable longer term 
and services are enhanced and protected  

Project 
Board 

Revenue 
income 

PWTC currently subsidises 
the pre-school 

Income maximised with all profit put back into 
the facility and or the services 

PWTC and 
or partners 

S106 
income 

PWTC have secured c£1M 
of S106 development 
funding  

PWTC draw down and use c£1M of S106 
funds for the development of the community 
centre and none of it is lost through the funds 
timing out or a change in location resulting in 
a breach of legal agreements. 

Project 
Board 

Energy 
efficiency 
improved 

EPC Day Centre building 
rating – E 114 

Look to achieve BREEAM standards of 
excellent or very good 

Project 
Board 

http://www.google.com/url?url=http://pembury.org/links/&rct=j&frm=1&q=&esrc=s&sa=U&ei=TXTSU--dH8ab1AXOq4G4Cw&ved=0CCIQ9QEwBg&usg=AFQjCNGjP41CD94k2cmOMyP-75atxywGZg
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6. POSSIBLE DIS-BENEFITS 

 

6.1 Should services move from current PWTC facilities, then the re-use and or disposal 

of those facilities in a timely and thought out manner, will be critical in achieving 

desired financial outcomes.  

6.1.1 Project to review wider facility costs as required. 

6.2 Running costs of the new facility are higher due to unforeseen issues. 

6.2.1 Ensure design development looks to minimise running costs. 

6.3 Insufficient funding is generated from community use to cover the necessary costs 

leading to increased subsidy. 

6.3.1 Seek to secure anchor tenants to lower revenue risks. 

6.4 Community does not accept the centre, leading to low utilisation rates and no 

additional services are attracted to the facility.  

6.4.1 Consult with the community to ensure what is built is what is required. 

6.5 Increased traffic flow to the area adding to traffic issues. 

6.5.1 Work with Kent Highway Services to secure S278 works and minimise any 

traffic disruption. 

http://www.google.com/url?url=http://pembury.org/links/&rct=j&frm=1&q=&esrc=s&sa=U&ei=TXTSU--dH8ab1AXOq4G4Cw&ved=0CCIQ9QEwBg&usg=AFQjCNGjP41CD94k2cmOMyP-75atxywGZg
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7. MAJOR RISKS 
 

Risk Countermeasure 

Capital costs exceed available funding Value engineering will take place to ensure scheme is 
viable. Healthy contingency to ensure no overspends. 
Alternative funding options secured. 

Revenue costs in the new facility 
exceed sustainable levels 

Look to keep revenue costs down through prioritising 
measures which make the facility financially viable. 
Trust to oversee the asset with savings on business 
rates and through use of volunteers.  

PWTC likely to benefit from an increase precept from 
delivery of the c1110 homes. 

Legal issues arise and lease 
agreements cannot be resolved  

Report on title has been completed showing a clean site 
with no legal issues. Agree clear heads of terms at the 
outset and enter into agreements for lease prior to 
contract if required 

Covid19 pandemic There are a number of risks associated with the 
pandemic and it has a separate risk register as part of 
the project delivery. There are no risks within this 
category that cannot be mitigated and dealt with.  

Limitations re income generation from 
external partners 

Seek out potential users to ensure a baseline of 
community users will use the centre once opened 

Project fails to progress leading to 
increasing revenue costs and an 
eventual loss of community facilities 
as older buildings fail and close 

Ensure PWTC and partners are committed to delivery 
and work with stakeholders to build support for the 
project. 

S106 income is lost due to delays in 
the project 

Ensure timely draw down of S106 funding to ensure that 
the funds are used and not returned to the developer. 

PWTC fails to make timely decisions 
resulting in a delay to programme 

Programme setting out critical milestones complete with 
next steps well defined 

Local pressure groups are unhappy 
with the chosen location 

Continue to work with them and continue ongoing 
consultation and allow input to the scheme wherever 
practicable to assist with buy in 

Political support falls for the 
development resulting in abortive 
costs 

Ensure ongoing and effective communications to bring 
as many of the public on board as possible 

Legal and lease agreements cannot 
be resolved  

Agree clear heads of terms at the outset and enter into 
agreements for lease prior to contract 

 
See appendices for full risk register. 

http://www.google.com/url?url=http://pembury.org/links/&rct=j&frm=1&q=&esrc=s&sa=U&ei=TXTSU--dH8ab1AXOq4G4Cw&ved=0CCIQ9QEwBg&usg=AFQjCNGjP41CD94k2cmOMyP-75atxywGZg
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8. COST & TIMESCALE 
 

Capital Funding 

8.1 PWTC currently has funds set aside for the project to assist with the initial steps of 

delivering this project. TWBC will ensure the project has the necessary project 

managers and expertise in place to rapidly move the project forward while having 

direct access to a wide range of TWBC resources, such as frameworks and legal 

advice. 

8.2 Following a number of changes to the RIBA stage 3 designs, costs had increased 

to £3.2M (excluding contingency). Costs were based on a fully worked up RIBA 

stage 3 design with costs being provided by the project QS FFT and based on a 

facility of circa 804sqm3. Following tender returns based on a two stage design and 

build process, the costs were found to be over the Council’s budget and the 

Council then appointed Baxall via a Pre-Construction Services Agreement to 

ensure the costs can be brought back within budget. 

8.3 The table below gives a full breakdown of all capital income that can be allocated 

to the project. 

 
CAPITAL FUNDING £(000) 

PWTC loan 1,900 

TWBC 04 

S106 Mascalls Ct Farm 394 

S106 Mascalls Farm 317 

S106 Mascalls Farm extra 125 

S106 Church Farm 308 

PWTC funds 410 

Other TBC 

  

Total funding 3,454 

       

8.4 Baxall will now seek to work with the project group and the design team meeting to 

bring the project back in line with the budget. This will see some changes to the 

design but which respect the core principals of the project.  

8.5 See appendix 2 for a confidential cash flow forecast. 

8.6 In progressing the scheme it will be vital to secure one of the S106 contributions 

from TWBC up front prior to securing the contract with Baxall and this has been 

done. 

8.7 The project is proceeding on the basis that PWTC it will be drawing down the S106 

funding agreements prior to, during and post construction. Having drawn down one 

of the S106 payments already, PWTC has benefited from an increase of c£10k on 

 
3 Sufficient for a hall with 300 seats 
4 Following a decision by the town council not to accept the terms of the TWBC funding, this has been 
reduced and the loan increased.  
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the S106 payment thanks to index linked uplifts. This increase has been accounted 

for within the cash flow however no allowances are being made for any other index 

linked increases at this time.  

8.8 The Mascalls Court Farm development has planning and construction is currently 

underway with the trigger having been hit. Payment has therefore been made on 

the occupation of the first unit and the funding has been passed to PWTC.  

8.9 Mascalls Farm has started on site and payment is due on the occupation of the 65 

unit. On that basis the funding remains viable and the risk on this income is 

considered medium to low. A further 122 houses have been put forward by Berkeley 

Homes as part of their site and this is likely to generate a further £125k of S106 

development contributions. Finally there is a further S106 income stream from 

Church Farm development which has achieved outline planning and is now in for 

detailed planning. 

8.10 PWTC will be required to take out a loan from the Public Works Loan Board as part 

of the delivery of the facility. In order to do so, consultation has been ongoing to 

inform the residents how the precept payment will need to rise by £3.98 dwelling 

(based on band D) to cover these costs. Repayment costs over 50 years are 

fixed at current rates (2.9% Oct 2020) and would be £72,216 per annum. 

8.11 In reality the additional precept from the new housing will more than cover 

the payments (see revenue) however the increase in the precept position 

assumes no new homes are built. 

8.12 PWTC was previously seeking a grant from TWBC of £400k, the conditions of this 

grant however were not accepted by the council and therefore this funding has 

been removed and replaced by a loan.  

Revenue costs 

Interim period 

8.13 All services will be responsible for covering their own interim service provision 

revenue costs and PWTC already has an annual £50k (increasing to £60k in 

2020/21) allowance within the existing precept for the community centre.  

Future period 

8.14 The delivery of the c1110 homes will result in PWTC’s precept rising by 

£173,337/annum (see appendix 2 based on average band D). The additional 

income to PWTC is not likely to be offset by a commensurate rise in costs, as no 

costs are attached to the new dwellings with additional service charges being 

placed on the new dwellings to pick up specific community costs. This additional 

income to PWTC will offset costs/risk to this development and will be on top of the 

£60k/annum they already put aside for the community centre. These combined 

incomes could therefore easily be used to offset the loan repayments (£72k/annum) 

and any subsidy if any is required for the community centre. Even after these costs 

are accounted for, there is still the potential for there to be a revenue surplus and 

PWTC could therefore contemplate a reduction in the precept. On that basis the 
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future revenue risk to PWTC from delivering this project is considered to be 

very low. 

8.15 The following tables set out how the indicative future operational elements of the 

Community Centre. 

8.16 With areas yet to be fully determined due to cost being over budget, the exact cost 

sharing has yet to be agreed and the following indicative figures are given purely 

as an example. 

 

User SQM % of facility 

Community Halls inc stores 296.6 36.9 

Pre-school 206.7 25.7 

Office & meeting rooms 71.1 8.8 

Kitchen 24.9 3 

Shared areas5 204.2 25.6 

Total 803.5 100 

8.17 Allowing for shared areas where costs will be borne by several partners, the 

funding percentage will be as follows. 

User % of facility costs 

Community Halls inc stores 49.5 

Pre-school 34.5 

Office & meeting rooms 11.8 

Kitchen 4.2 

Shared areas6 0 

Total 100 

8.18 The following table will set out the facility revenue costs once designs have been 

finalised and plant and equipment is know. Figures will look to be agreed and will 

reflect what is deemed to be the worst-case scenario. Figures will be based on 

current comparable costs per SQM or actual costs taken from comparable facilities 

with a premium of a minimum c20%. 

 

 

 

 

 
5 Toilets, lobby, corridors etc… 
6 Toilets, lobby, corridors etc… 
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Community Centre  
facility revenue costs 

Total est 
revenue cost  

External service re-
charge 

PWTC revenue 
costs 

Cleaning Materials and Domestic Supplies    

Repairs, Maintenance and Running Costs    

Rates    

Refuse    

Electricity (sub meters to be installed)    

Gas (sub meters to be installed)    

Water (sub meters to be installed)    

Security    

Insurance    

Grounds    

Administration charge    

Miscellaneous    

Sinking fund    

Other    

Total 80,3007   

8.19 The Town Council will oversee the setting up of a village hall committee during the 

build period of the facility to ensure that a minimum 12-year lease can be entered 

into and this would then avoid PWTC paying the VAT on the construction costs. 

During those 12 years PWTC would not be allowed to take any income from the 

community centre. This setup will also mean that the facility will be able to claim a 

minimum of 80% discount on business rates with a further 20% discretionary 

reduction subject to TWBC approval. The proposals have yet to be firmed up on 

how the operational element of the facility will be run and whether it will be staffed 

by volunteers and or a paid employees, this will be updated in due course. If a paid 

member of staff were taken on to actively manage the facility and drive business, 

then the room booking income would be adjusted upward to take account of this 

business development potential which currently assumes word of mouth and little 

to no marketing.  

Income generation 

8.20 The building partnership will pro-actively seek out opportunities to generate income 

for the Community Centre and the new facility provides an ideal platform for income 

generation through appropriate and flexible spaces which can be offered to a wide 

range of public, private and 3rd sector organisations. Several discussions have also 

taken place with potential pre-school users and this has shown a very strong 

interest from the market for this element. This is further reflected in the fact that 

two of the representatives sitting on the project group work for pre-schools within 

Paddock Wood.  

8.21 When considering the income generation opportunities for the new facility it is 

important that market analysis be done to look at utilisation and income as far as 

 
7 Based on new build revenue costs of £100/sqm (excludes staff) 
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 BUSINESS CASE 
 

Page 19 of 58 

 

competing organisations will share that information with us. This work has been 

undertaken by PWTC and has looked at facilities including but not limited to Day 

Centre, St Andrew’s, Masonic Hall, Paddock Wood Primary School, Putlands, 

Social Club, Wesley Centre, outlying halls etc… this work will ultimately be used by 

the trust to set their charging levels but gives a good basis on which to estimate 

utilisation and hire costs for the proposed centre.  

8.22 The development provides an opportunity to create and offer a range of 

rooms/service desks which will also generate income through flexible bookings for 

small to medium sized organisations. 

8.23 Based on average facility revenue costs, the following table sets out indicative 

income generation. 

Community Centre – income  Year 1 (£) Year 2 (£) Year 3 (£) Year 4 (£) Year 5 (£) 

Community room Hire 15,000 20,000 25,000 27,000 28,000 

Kitchen hire 2,000 3,000 4,000 4,500 4,700 

Meeting room 3,000 4,000 5,000 5,500 5,700 

Other income8 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,0009 

Total 80,000 87,000 94,000 97,000 98,400 

Increases are based on forecasted growth in income from lettings and based on feedback from similar previous 

developments  

 

8.24 It is envisaged that agreements for lease will be entered into (where applicable) 

with the various partners to ensure that PWTC’s position is protected going 

forward. Marketing of the facility will commence once planning has been achieved. 

8.25 Following the Covid19 pandemic these figures are not currently being revised given 

that the facility is still within RIBA stage 3 and there remains a significant amount of 

work to be done prior to construction starting on site. The income is however been 

regularly reviewed in tandem with government guidance on what activities can and 

cannot be allowed. Pre-schools at the time of writing remain open with some 

limitations on social gatherings.  

Programme 

8.26 Following agreement by the council to progress a two-stage design and build 

procurement route. The cash flow in the appendices sets out the programme based 

on this approach. The Frankham report previously included the programme for the 

traditional approach. 

 

 
8 These figures represent the rental income from the remaining lettable areas and these figures have not 
been disaggregated in order to protect the councils negotiating position with potential tenants. 
9 Rent review after year 5 
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9. NEXT STEPS 

9.1 PWTC to work with Baxall to confirm that all main elements of the RIBA stage 3 

design for the PWCC have been secured within the revised facility; 

9.2 PWTC to confirm that the revised Baxall proposal should be submitted to planning; 

9.3 PWTC to finalise RIBA stage 4 and confirm Baxall costs are within the cost 

envelope; 

9.4 and that following the successful outcome of both planning and costs being 

affordable, that PWTC enter into contract with Baxall for the delivery of the 

community centre.  
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Appendix 1 – Historical location documents 

Sites considered c2015/16 

Option Road Access Pedestrian  Access Relationships Capacity of Site Ownership Impact 

 

 

1.Putlands 

Situated on a busy country 
road. Existing car parking 
fully used. Athletic Track 
will make car parking 
worse. Heavy school traffic  

Good pedestrian access 
from everywhere 15 min 
brisk walk from centre of P 
W. Suspected most would 
use cars. 

Near to Mascals school on 
existing Sports Centre 
site. Near to the edge of 
the Mascals Court Farm 
Development. Adjacent to 
housing 

Would mean the loss of 
at least one playing pitch. 
Would have the capacity 
but would mean loss of 
open space 

Owned by PWTC but 
with possible 
restrictive covenants 

Over development of 
the site. There is 
already a Sports 
centre, Bowling Club 
,rugger and football 
pitches as well as an 
Athletic track 

 

2.Green Lane 
Persimmons 
Site 

The site is situated on the 
junction of two busy 
country roads with feeder 
traffic approaching on other 
country roads. Is subject to 
heavy school traffic 

Good access from all parts 
of the Town by footpaths 
and cut troughs. A good 15 
mins walk from the centre 
of Town ,many would use 
cars 

Near to Mascals School 
adjacent to Putlands 
Sports centre. Currently 
no Housing within 200 
metres  

Green Field site, in reality 
the Hub could be built 
anywhere on the site 

Presently in private 
ownership but 
developer does have 
options on the land 

Loss of farming land 
but this has already 
been allocated for 
housing.  

 

 

3.Elm Tree 

By country roads in all 
directions. Several 
junctions to be negotiated  

No foot paths within a mile 
of the site. Would mean 
walking on roads with a 
national speed limit. 99% 
would use a car 

Sparsely populated near 
to Elmtree Pub. Site is 
currently being used as a 
playing field and is the 
home ground to a local 
football team 

Subject to the loss of a 
playing pitch there is lots 
of capacity 

Wholly owned by 
PWTC 

Loss of playing pitch  
in a known food risk 
area 

 

4.Church 
Farm 

By country roads and town 
centre . new housing will 
increase traffic in the area. 

Walkable from town centre, 
but most would go by car.  

Suggested site has only 2 
dwellings near but is on 
the edge of a stream that 
is know to flood 

Green Field site, in reality 
the Hub could be built 
anywhere on the site 

Presently in private 
ownership but 
developer does have 
options on the land 

Loss of farming land 
but this has already 
been allocated for 
housing . 

 

 

5.Green lane 
(existing 
playing 
fields) 

Access via country roads 
and residential area  

Good pedestrian access 
from everywhere 15 min 
brisk walk from centre of P 
W. Suspected most would 
use cars. 

On the edge of a 
residential area , possible 
objections due to noise 
traffic  

Subject to the loss of a 
playing pitch there is 
capacity, a build would 
be possible at the Church 
Road end of the site 
which would minimise 
residential impact , this 
would also mean no loss 
of playing pitch 

Wholly owned by 
PWTC 

If the church Road 
end were chosen 
then there would be 
the loss of an open 
green space. If the 
pitch end was chosen 
then it would mean 
the loss of a pitch 
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Option Road Access Pedestrian Access Relationships Capacity of site Ownership Impact 

 
6. St 
Andrews 
Field 

Accessed by country roads 
and through the centre of 
Town , new housing will 
increase the traffic  

Near to the centre of town 
with good pedestrian 
access.  

Surrounded by housing but 
the size of the site would 
allow a build 100 metres 
away from the nearest 
dwelling 

Large site capable of 
taking a building and 
associated car parking   

Wholly owned by 
PWTC. Possible 
restrictive covenants 
on the site  

Possible noise for 
adjacent dwelling and 
increased traffic. Loss 
of an open space, 
affect annual fete 

 
7.  Hop 
Pocket 

Access via a B road at the 
very edge of town  

Good access near to the 
centre of Town 

Nearest dwelling is 150 
metres away. Next to 
industrial site with 
associated traffic   

Small site not capable of 
having on site car parking 

In private hands 
currently for sale with 
building permission 

Little impact 

 
8. Nursery 
Road 

Access via a B road at the 
very edge of town and one 
very narrow residential road 

Good access near to the 
centre of Town 

Next to industrial site with 
associated traffic. At the 
end of a very narrow 
residential road 

Large site but in a flood 
plain zone 2/3 

Ownership unknown On residents due to 
the awkwardness of 
access and egress 
and noise 

 
 
9. 
Memorial 
Field 

Access via a B Road or 
residential road 

Good access near to the 
centre of Town 

Surrounded by housing but 
the size of the site would 
allow a build 100 metres 
away from the nearest 
dwelling if it was so wished 

Large site capable of 
taking a building and 
associated car parking   

Wholly owned by 
PWTC. Possible 
restrictive covenants 
on the site 

Possible loss of 
cricket pitch or tennis 
courts depends 
where build was. 
Noise impact on 
dwellings depending 
on where build was 

 
 
10. Badsell 
Road  

Access via B road  No footpaths for half a mile 
to site  
A long walk for most 
residents 

Half the site is in the 
Metropolitan Green Belt . 
Near to one dwelling   

Large site capable of 
taking a building and 
associated car parking   

Wholly owned by 
PWTC. Metropolitan 
Green Belt for ½ site 

Loss of green land  
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Neighbourhood Plan consultation event 2016/17 
 

Proposed Paddock Wood Community Centre/Hall 
 
Summary of advantages and disadvantages from Paddock Wood Town Council consultation event 
 

Option New development on Memorial site Redevelopment on Wesley Centre site 

ACCESS 
Located on main road and bus route  

Walkable from much of the town, may need 
pedestrian crossing.  

Existing car parking, with a variety of parking options 
using two vehicle entrances.  

More traffic likely on main road and parking in local 
streets. 

Central location on high street  

Walking distance from main town car parks so no need to build 
parking.  

Little or no onsite parking with this option plan.  

More traffic likely in centre and parking in local streets. 

RELATIONSHIPS 

 

Few adjoining residents, probably less impact from 
intensified use.  

Loss of some green space. 

Bespoke new building to meet local needs. 

Many adjoining residents impacted by intensified use. 

Impact on one of the towns’ oldest buildings.  

Constrained site and design will need to work around parts of 
existing building. 

CAPACITY 

 

Good space for larger community groups  

Large flexible site with options for future growth with 
town developments. 

Large space for outdoor activities and events, 
extending existing recreational use.  

Options to make better use of the little-used tennis 

Good space for small community groups 

Restricted site with little scope for expansion. Little/no outdoor 
space. 
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courts and pavilion? 

OWNERSHIP 
Owned by Paddock Wood TC, so more money 
available for buildings and facilities. 

Owned by Tunbridge Wells BC, PW town pays for the lease. 

DELIVERABILITY 
Allows for enabling development if needed. Reliant on loan and section 106 development funding 
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Appendix 2 – Cost and cashflow CONFIDENTIAL 

Paddock Wood 2019/20  2020/21  Variance 

Enter Parish Precept (£) 
       
451,366   £461,642.00 Enter your budget   

      

Tax base  
      
2,956.16   

      
2,956.20  Taxbase to be approved by TWBC on 5/12/19 

             
0.04  

      

 £  £   

Band D Equivalent 
         
152.69   

         
156.16  Percentage Increase on Bills 2.3 

      

Band A  
         
101.79   

         
104.11  (6/9ths of Band D)  

Band B  
         
118.76   

         
121.46  (7/9ths of Band D)  

Band C  
         
135.72   

         
138.81  (8/9ths of Band D)  

Band D 
         
152.69   

         
156.16    

Band E  
         
186.62   

         
190.86  (11/9ths of Band D)  

Band F 
         
220.55   

         
225.56  (13/9ths of Band D)  

Band G  
         
254.48   

         
260.27  (15/9ths of Band D)  

Band H  
         
305.38   

         
312.32  (18/9ths of Band D)  
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Cash flow (confidential) 
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Appendix 3 – Designs (Baxall proposals) 
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Appendix 4 – Draft agreement for lease 

 

HEADS OF TERMS FOR LEASE & AGREEMENT TO LEASE 
 

SUBJECT TO CONTRACT & FORMAL PWTC APPROVALS 
 
Property:  Pre-school, Memorial Hall, Memorial Fields, Paddock Wood, Kent 
Date:  10th Jan 2019 

 

Tenant 
 

TBC 
 
Registered address: 
Tenant Contact: 
Tel:  
Email:  
 

Tenant’s Solicitor 
 

TBC 
 
Contact: 
Tel:  
Email: 

Guarantor TBC if applicable 
 

Guarantor’s Solicitor TBC if applicable 
 

Landlord Paddock Wood Town Council 
The Podmore Building,  
St Andrew’s Field 
St Andrew’s Road 
Kent 
TN12 6HT 
 
Contact: Nichola Reay 
Tel: 01892837373 
Mob:  
Email: paddockwoodtc@btconnect.com 
 

Landlord’s Solicitor TBC 
Contact:  TBC 
Tel:  
Email:   
 

Demised Premises Self-contained single storey premises as outlined in red 
on plan to be approved.  
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Rights to be granted to 
Tenant 

Right to park approximately XX vehicles in allocated 
parking bays as illustrated within the demised site. 
 
Pedestrian and Vehicular Rights of way via the public 
highway [to be illustrated shaded brown on the final 
lease plan] 
 
Landlord reserves the right to reasonably reallocate the 
parking spaces upon reasonable notice, if required. 
 
Rights to store refuse and recycling containers in area 
allocated [to be illustrated highlighted yellow on the final 
lease plan] 
 
N.B. The tenant must comply with the Landlords’ 
insurers requirements and keep emergency routes clear 
at all times. 
 

Rights to be Reserved 
for the Landlord 

The Landlord reserves the Right to pass and repass with 
or without vehicles and for all purposes across the area 
[to be illustrated in green on final plan] for all purposes in 
connection with the Landlord’s retained land. 

Lease Term 20 years with term commencement date being from the 
date of practical completion of the Community Centre 
development. 
 
Lease to be contracted inside of the Landlord & Tenant 
Act 1954 
 

Repairing Obligations Full repairing and Insuring Lease 
 

Insurance Landlord to insure the building under its block policy 
against the usual risks including loss of rent and 
terrorism. Tenant to reimburse the cost of the premium 
as further Rent. 
 
The Tenant to insure its own contents and maintain its 
own public liability insurance in the sum of not less than 
£10,000,000. 
 

Rent  [£TBC] pa exclusive of insurance, business rates, 
utilities and service/estate change payable from the term 
commencement date 

 

Rent Review 5 yearly upward only rent review 
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Minimum increase in line with RPI 
 

Deposit None  

Break Clause None 

Permitted Use  Pre-school 
 

Alienation • Subletting of whole or part permitted, subject to 
the Landlord’s consent not to be unreasonably 
withheld 

• Assignment of whole permitted 

• Charging of whole permitted 
 

Alterations Only permitted with Landlord’s prior consent in writing. 
Consent is implied for minor works, such as tenant 
F&Fs, etc. 
 
The Tenant should reinstate the Property at the end of 
the Term if required by the Landlord 
 

Signage Tenant is permitted to erect suitable signage onto the 
premises and by the main estate entrance, subject to 
Landlord’s approval (not to be unreasonably withheld 
nor delayed) and all other necessary consents 
 

Internet/telephony All such equipment to be supplied and paid for by the 
Tenant 
 

Agreement to Lease The parties will enter into an Agreement to Lease which 
is conditional upon the Landlord developing the Property 
in line with the Plans & Specification (TBA – and 
attached). 
 
The Tenant will be responsible for their internal fit out to 
meet their occupation requirements with all plans, 
specifications, risks assessment and method statements 
to be approved by the council.  
 
Programme / Timeframes TBC 
 

Legal & Surveyor Costs Each party bear their own costs 

Collateral Warranties The Landlord will not obtain a full set of collateral 
warranties, for the benefit of the Tenant, at practical 
completion, from the Landlord’s main contractor and all 
sub-contractors. 

Latent and Inherent 
Defects 

The Tenant is not liable for the cost of reinstating any 
latent or inherent defects that manifest themselves 
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during the first 5 years following practical completion 
(the defects liability period). The Landlord will procure 
the making good of all defects during the defects liability 
period. Further, the Landlord will reimburse any rent 
paid by the Tenant in respect of any part of the building 
which is incapable of beneficial use and occupation by 
the Tenant whilst the defects are being remedied. 

Conditions Documentation to be subject to consent/approval by 
Paddock Wood Town Council 
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Appendix 5 – Procurement options 

 
To:   Paddock Wood Community Centre  
By:  Jonathan White, Project Surveyor, TWBC 
 
Subject:  Procurement Options 
Date: January 2020 

 

 
 

1. Introduction 

 
1.1 The Paddock Wood Community Centre has been a long-term aspiration of Paddock 

Wood Town Council (PWTC) who have recently been working in partnership with 
Tunbridge Wells Borough Council (TWBC) to assist in delivering a community facility for 
the people of Paddock Wood. The facility will be paid for via a number of funding routes 
including S106 funds, grants and a loan. The land being proposed for the site is owned 
freehold by PWTC and TWBC have to date been providing technical advice and support.  
 

1.2 The project is now approaching the end of RIBA stage 3 with all designs and cost 
schedules complete and awaiting final sign off. Subject to approval being 
granted, PWTC will now have to consider the best options for moving the project 
forward. The end of RIBA stage 3 is usually the submission of a detailed planning 
application, in this case it would be for the erection of new mixed use Community 
Centre building comprising community rooms, kitchen, offices, pre-school and 
ancillary storage, toilets and plant room along with associated access, pedestrian 
and cycle links, parking and landscaping.   
 

1.3 Through the KCC framework for consultancy services, Frankham Architects were 
appointed to provide design services with FFT providing cost consultancy 
services. 
 

1.4 The purpose of this paper is to set out the procurement options for the design 
and construction of the Community Centre.  
 
 

2. RIBA Stages 
 
2.1 The RIBA Plan of Work is published by the Royal Institute of British Architects 

(RIBA). The latest version is endorsed by the Chartered Institute of Architectural 
Technologists and the Construction Industry Council.  

 
2.2 Split into a number of key project stages, the RIBA Plan of Work provides a 

shared framework for design and construction that offers both a process map 
and a management tool. KCC use the RIBA Plan of Work to underpin project 
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delivery and the work stages have been used as a means of designating stage 
milestones and identifying team members’ roles and responsibilities.  

2.3 The work stages are as follows:  

▪ 0 - Strategic definition  

▪ 1 - Preparation and brief 

▪ 2 - Concept design  

▪ 3 - Developed design  

▪ 4 - Technical design  

▪ 5 - Construction  

▪ 6 - Handover and close out 

▪ 7 - In use 

3 Procurement Routes 

3.1 There are several different routes by which the design and construction of a 
building can be procured. The selected procurement route should follow a 
strategy which fits the long-term objectives of the business plan. Considerations 
should include:  

▪ Speed  
▪ Cost  
▪ Quality 
▪ Specific project constraints.  
▪ Risk  
▪ Asset ownership 
▪ Financing  

3.2 The main procurement routes commonly used are as follows:  

▪ Construction Management 
▪ Private Finance Initiative (PFI) 
▪ Traditional contract 
▪ Single-stage design and build  
▪ Two-stage design and build 

3.3 Option 1 - Construction management  

This is a procurement route in which the works are constructed by a number of 
different trade contractors. These trade contractors would be contracted to 
PWTC but managed by a construction manager. The construction manager acts 
as an agent for PWTC, administering and coordinating the works contracts. The 
construction manager is generally appointed early in the design process so their 

 
Current Stage:  RIBA Stage 3 
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experience can be used to improve the buildability and packaging of proposals 
as they develop. However, this route means that PWTC in effect will be acting as 
the Principal Contractor and each trade contractor (e.g. Ground worker, 
Superstructure, Decorator, Mechanical and Electrical) will be in direct contract 
with PWTC. This is not a procurement route that is very common in the public 
sector or on such projects as this and a larger proportion of risk (normally that 
sits with the Principal Contractor) lies with PWTC which is not felt to be 
acceptable. TWBC’s view is that the cost saving of not having a Principal 
Contractor’s overhead and profit does not outweigh the additional risks 
associated with such a route, and so is not considered this option any further. In 
addition, the frameworks that are available to it aren’t set up with this 
procurement route in mind and PWTC is too small to have relationships with 
each of the trade contractors and the design and coordination risk is therefore 
deemed as significant.  

3.4 Option 2 - PFI  

A single contractor (perhaps a special purpose vehicle (SPV), with design, 
construction and facilities management expertise as well as funding capability) is 
appointed to design and build the project and then to operate it for a period of 
time. The contractor finances the project and leases it to the client for an agreed 
period (perhaps 30 years) after which the development reverts to the client. An 
example of a design build finance and procurement route is Public Private 
Partnership (PPP), the most common form of which is the Private Finance 
Initiative (PFI). This option has been discounted at an early stage due to lack of 
alignment with the Business Case.  

3.5 Option 3 – Traditional  

If adopting a traditional approach to procurement, the concept of design is 
completely separate from construction. The design is developed by a design 
team appointed by PWTC and PWTC retains full control over the design 
throughout the contract and accepts design liability. Traditional procurement is 
normally undertaken in a Single Stage, i.e. the project is tendered to a number of 
Contractors who all submit a price at the same time and the most economically 
advantageous tender wins the job. 

  The benefit of this approach is that PWTC is able to maintain overall control of the 
design team and their performance in order to achieve the build quality that is required. 
For this approach to be truly effective, complete documentation needs to be in place 
before the Contractor is invited to tender which may take some time to prepare and 
would require the appointment of Frankham’s or alternative designers through to RIBA 
Stage 7. An initial build programme will be prepared by the design team based on 
previous experience and not necessarily on the buildability of the scheme. 
 

The Traditional Procurement Method showing the contractual arrangements is 
shown below: 
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The main advantages and disadvantages of this process are set out below. 

 
Advantages: 

 
a. This is the conventional approach to procurement – it is familiar and well 

understood.  
 
b. Price certainty is based on a fully developed design that PWTC has controlled. 
 
c. Tenders are based on the same information and the Contractor does not need to 

price for a risk premium. 
 
d. There is no early commitment to a single Contractor. 
 
e.  PWTC have direct control of the design team.  
 
Disadvantages: 
 
a. The Contractor is not involved in the design process and therefore has no ‘buy-in’ 

to it and no opportunity to reduce buildability issues, drive in efficiencies or 
increase programme certainty. 

 
b. PWTC retains the risk of extra costs due to ambiguities or errors in the design as 

well as design development throughout the project. 
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c. A Contractor may price to win the job rather than to reflect the works involved 
which encourages a claims culture. 

 

d. The contractor only has responsibility for construction and not for design. 
Separating responsibilities for design and construction is seen as the 
primary reason for the move to alternative contractual arrangements. This 
can, and unfortunately often does, lead to disputes about whether defects 
are really design defects (for which PWTC will be responsible) or defects 
in materials and workmanship (for which the contractor will be 
responsible).  

 

3.6 Option 4 – Design & Build (Single Stage) 

PWTC design team would produce design information to RIBA Stage 3. At this 
stage, the Employer’s requirements would need to have been sufficiently defined 
as to allow the ensuing detailed design process to be driven by a competitive 
pricing process. Contractors are invited in competition to complete the remaining 
design work and to deliver and complete the construction works. 
The advantages of this route is that, following acceptance of a tender offer, all 
remaining risks associated with the completion of design as well as the 
construction delivery of the project transfers to the contractor, except where 
these have been expressly agreed between the parties as being owned by 
PWTC. The design and build contractual arrangement is an attractive option for 
clients. It simplifies the contractual links between the parties to the main contract 
because the contractor accepts responsibility for both design and construction.  
The principal disadvantage is that PWTC loses direct control of the design team, 
and it would be the contractor’s choice to appoint a new design team or continue 
to use Frankham’s, who would now be under the control of the contractor, which 
can make any ongoing changes or modifications to the design a cumbersome 
process. Key to the success of single stage Design and Build is the preparation 
of accurate ‘Employer’s Requirements’, the collection of design and other 
documents which define and specify what the design and build contractor is 
expected to deliver and the quality and performance standards that will need to 
be achieved. This is the basis on which the contractor is expected to submit his 
most competitive price. The largest source of disputes under Single Stage is due 
to unclear or ambiguous Employer’s Requirements and this can lead to 
confrontation, delays and additional costs. The pricing mechanism for the design 
and build approach is essentially the same as the traditional approach in that a 
lump sum price can be procured. 
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The main advantages and disadvantages of this process are set out below. 
Advantages: 

 
a. There is a single point of responsibility for both design and construction. 
 
b.  There is cost and programme certainty (at RIBA Stage 3) provided there are no 

changes in the Employers/Clients Requirements. 
 
c. Full use of Contractors resources and expertise in buildability and planning with 

regard to the design and achievement of shortest construction period. 
 
d. Detailed Design and construction can proceed in parallel and an early start on 

site can be achieved. 
 
e.  Existing Design Team would only need to be commissioned to complete RIBA 

Stage 3 and robust Employers Requirements. 
 

 
Disadvantages: 
 
a. Specifications could suffer as Contractor endeavours to reduce cost - PWTC has 

no direct control over the Contractor's design therefore quality could suffer, 
although the Contractor must achieve the Performance Specification within the 
Employers Requirements. 
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b. The initial price may be higher than Traditional as the Contractor will include a 

premium for risk as this sits entirely with him (this is seen as a positive to PWTC 
given the small nature of the council and limited funding abilities), although 
claims are likely to be reduced. There may be some risks that are agreed to stay 
with PWTC but there are others that will still be PWTC’s risk under the contract, 
e.g adverse weather. 

 
c. There is limited scope for the Client to make changes to his requirements once 

the Employer’s Requirements and Contractor's Proposals have been agreed 
without cost consequences. 

 

3.7 Option 5 – Design & Build (Two Stage) – recommended option 

Procurement of a design and build contractor, as the title suggest, is a two-stage 
process. The first stage process requires the contractor to provide a competitive 
tender for the preconstruction stage only. This will include his design and 
management costs, plus overheads and profit to manage the project through the 
preconstruction stages and concludes with the presentation of a tender offer to 
PWTC to deliver the construction stage of the project, which PWTC may or may 
not choose to accept. This substantially reduces the risks to which the employer 
is exposed to, as at this stage, these preconstruction costs are the only costs to 
which PWTC needs to commit to.  
During the preconstruction stage, the contractor will develop the designs through 
successive design stages before commencing procurement activities. This is 
typically a series of subcontract packages, procured in open book competition. 
The accepted tenders for the various subcontract packages are then compiled 
into a tender offer plus agreed staff costs, overheads and profit and this 
constitutes the contractor’s tender offer. 
The advantage is that the tendering process is approached on a package by 
package basis and there is time to interrogate the tender returns for errors or 
omissions. This ensures that when the various packages are assembled into a 
tender offer, the final price reflects a high level of price security which 
substantially reduces the scope for disputes during the construction delivery 
stage.  
The principal disadvantage is that PWTC and contractor are not able to agree the 
full price until the end of stage 2. This does not stop PWTC setting a ceiling on 
the full price and ensuring that the contractor remains below it.  
The main advantages and disadvantages of this process are set out below. 
Advantages: 

 
a. There is a single point of responsibility for both design and construction. 
 
b.  There is programme certainty provided there are no changes in the Clients 

Requirements. 
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c. Full use of Contractors resources and expertise in buildability and planning with 
regard to the design and achievement of shortest construction period. 

 
 
d.  Existing Design Team would only need to be commissioned to complete RIBA 

Stage 3 and Employers Requirements. 
 

Disadvantages:  
 
a. Specifications may suffer as Contractor endeavours to reduce cost - PWTC has 

no direct control over the Contractor's design therefore quality could suffer, 
although the Contractor must achieve the Performance Specification within the 
Employers Requirements. 

 
b. There is no guarantee an acceptable price can be agreed in the second stage 

without robust control. 
 
c. There is limited scope for the Client to make changes to his requirements once 

the Employer’s Requirements and Contractor's Proposals have been agreed 
without cost consequences. 

 
 
4. Contractor Framework 
 
4.1  The above procurement types can be procured using a number of routes, from a full 

OJEU notice to OJEU compliant construction frameworks.  
 
4.2 KCC operates its own Principal Contractor Framework, which is split into two lots. Lot 2 

can be used by PWTC for projects between £1M and £8M and it has been set up to 
allow flexibility in procurement of a contractor whether it be traditional, single stage 
design and build or two stage design and build and opportunities can be assessed on 
both quality and price criteria. 

 
4.3 The framework’s aim and objective is the development of long term collaborative 

relationships between clients, professionals and Contractors around shared objectives 
and common values. The relationships are based on trust, whilst still demonstrating very 
competitive rates, and aligns with the aims of the Government Construction Strategy of 
2011.  

 
4.4 Other benefits of KCC’s Principal Contractor Framework include: 

▪ very competitive project out turn cost   
▪ good mix of contractors, including several Kent based contractors     
▪ simpler, quicker and reduced-risk procurement 
▪ best practice project governance  
▪ improved predictability of time, cost and quality 
▪ reduced claims and conflict 
▪ socio-economic benefits to Kent – apprenticeships, spend and community 
▪ performance improvement measured by regular feedback 
▪ early involvement of the whole supply chain (Design and Build contracts) 
▪ reduced tendering cost for Contractors   
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4.5 The framework has the following Lot 2 contractors: 
 
 

 
 

 
4.3 The Principal Contractor Framework has 2 stages 
 

▪ Expression of Interest (EOI) – All contractors are notified of the project and 
they submit an EOI if they are interested in tendering – normally 3 day 
turnaround period 
 

▪ Stage 1 – Those contractors who expressed an interest are invited to answer 
quality questions – normally a 2 week turnaround period 

 
▪ Stage 2 – KCC normally take the 3 highest scoring contractors through to 

Stage 2 and tenders are evaluated on further quality and pricing criteria – it 
would be expected that this period of time to submit Stage 2 is a minimum of 
6 weeks. However, it will depend on the procurement route selected. 
 

 
Report Author: 

▪ Jonathan White, Project Surveyor, Property and Estates, TWBC 
▪ 07988 375 334 
▪ jonathan.white@tunbridgewells.gov.uk 
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Appendix 6 – Tender evaluation 

 

 

Approval to Award Report 
 

Contract Name: SC190019 Paddock Wood Community Centre  Date: 22/07/20  

To:                                                     Position: 
Nichola Reay                                     PWTC Town Clerk 
 
 

From:   Position: 
Jonathan White   Estates Surveyor, TWBC  
Paul Milton               Commercial Officer, KCC 
 

 
 

Purpose of Report:  
 
The purpose of this report is to seek authority for Paddock Wood Town Council (PWTC) to 
enter into a contract with Tenderer A to progress the design (up to and including RIBA 
stage 4) of a new community centre at Paddock Wood, Kent.  
 
The contract commitment for this first stage of a two stage contract is £216,148.45 and will 
be delivered over a contract duration of 40 weeks..  
 
The second stage contract covers RIBA stage 5 onwards and will encompase the 
construction of the facility and will be in line with the PWTC agreed budget.  
 
The Tender A’s offer is considered the most economically advantageous tender following a 
competitive process. 
 
At the end of this Pre-Contruction Services Agreement (PCSA) authority will be sought 
prior to entering into the construction phase and PWTC is not contractually obligated to 
proceed with the construction stage. 
 

 
 

Background and context:  
 
The development consists of the construction of a new community centre to be located at 
Memorial Field, Maidstone Road, Paddock Wood, comprising a community centre, offices, 
café, pre-school classrooms and parking.  
 
Drawing 1 below shows the indicative development from a birds eye perspective (Drawing 
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1).  
 

 

 
Drawing 1 – Birds eye perspective 

 

Procurement Route and Programme:  
 
The project procurement route was agreed at a full meeting of Paddock Wood Town Council on 
24/02/20 The works were tendered using an mini-competition under the existing KCC Principal 
Contractors Framework (PCF) Lot 2 which is open to all borough’s and parishes in Kent to use. 
Fixed price lump sum offers were sought for a pre-construction services agreement on JCT 
terms (JCT PCSA 2016).  
 
The chronology of procurement activities achieved to date together with the current scheduled 
activities are as set out in Table 1 below :- 
 

Task Name Start Finish  

ITT Period  01/05/20 05/06/20               

Tender 
evaluations  

08/06/20 10/07/20  

Finalise 
Evaluation 

17/07/20 17/07/20  

Internal 
Approval & 
Sign Off  

22/07/20 28/07/20  
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Contract 
Award 
(earliestl) 

31/07/20 31/07/20  

Table 1 Procurement schedule of activities 

 

 
 
 
 
 

The Process:  
 
A mimi-competition was held under the existing Lot Principal Contractors Framework (Lot 2 
PCF).  
 
An Expression of Interest was published on the Kent Business Portal on 06/03/20 and closed 
on 20/03/30. 
 
Of the existing framework contractors four contractors submitted bids.  
 

• Tender A 

• Tender B 

• Tender C 

• Tender D 

 

Invitations to tender were issued on 1st May 2020 and bids were submitted on 5th June 2020.  

 

Evaluation Process:  
 

Tender Evaluation 
 
Tenders were evaluated on a combination of price/quality using a 60/40 split. The quality 
evaluation was undertaken separately from the price evaluation with quality evaluators being 
unsighted on tendered prices. 
 
Quality  
 
Bidders were asked to respond to fifteen quality questions across the four areas of Design and 
Delivery, Programme, Financial Control and Resource & Capacity. All four evaluation areas 
were weighted equally at 10% each of the overall evaluation score. 
 
The contractors’ proposals in response to each of the fifteen questions were evaluated 
separately by five evaluators assessed using the scoring grades set out in Table 2 below: 
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Category Scoring Mark

Unacceptable 
No answer, or an answer which fails to address the relevant parts of the 

question.
0

Weak An answer which provides limited evidence 1

Good A satisfactory and clear answer which provides some evidence. 3

Excellent 
A fully comprehensive answer addressing the question clearly evidencing 

through consideration of the requirements.
5

 
Table 2: Schedule of scoring grades 

 
Evaluators attended a moderation session to review the quality scoring and to finalise the 
quality evaluation and to determine the final moderated quality scores.  
 
The published evaluation question weightings and subweightings were then applied to the 
evaluated quality scores.  Details of the weighting and sub-weightings are provided in Table 3:  
 
 

Questions 
Sub-

Section 
Weighting 

Q  Design & Delivery 10% 

  

1 Pre-construction management structure 25% 

2 Intergrated Project Team 25% 

3 Design Compliance 25% 

4 Construction Method 25% 

  Programme 10%   

5 Detailed Programme 50% 

6 Risk Register 25% 

7 Programme Management 25% 

  Financial Control 10%   

8 VE Method Statement 25% 

9 Design and Build Stage 25% 

10 Cost Control During Design 25% 

11 Cost Control During Construction 25% 

  Resources & Capacity 10%   

12 Meeting PCSA dates 25% 

13 PCSA Hours 25% 

14 Principal Designers 25% 

15 Principal Contractors 25% 

  HSE capability Pass/Fail 
                                              Table 3: Quality Evaluation Criteria Weighting and Sub-weighting matrix 

 
Evaluators of non-Price, Quality proposals: 
 

• Jonathan White – Estates Surveyor, TWBC (all questions) 

• Dan Deed – Technical Project Manager, Gen2 (all questions) 
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• Matthew Bailey – Councillor, TWBC, Paddock Wood (all questions) 

• Nicola Reay – Clerk, Paddock Wood Town Council (all questions) 

• Mike Ridger – Councillor, Paddock Wood Town Council (all questions) 

• Paul Milton – KCC, Commercial Lead (Moderator)                          
 

 
 

Results: Quality 
 
Each evaluator evaluated all quality bids individually, the scores were then collated and a 
moderation session was held to discuss the scores for each question in turn and agree on 
the final score that would be given to each supplier. 
 
Health and Safety/Compliant Bid 
 
Tenderers’ ability to satisfy H&S requirements were assessed on a pass/fail basis. 
Confirmation that compliant bids were submitted free from caveats was also assessed on a 
pass/fail basis. All tenderers passed this requirement. 
 
 
 
Comparative weighted scores for each of the four evaluation areas are shown in Chart 1 
below. The overall weighted quality scores are set out in Chart 2:  
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Chart 1; Comparative scores for each of the four evaluation areas 

 
  

 
                                                                        Chart 2: Weighted Quality Scores 

 
 

Tenderer A were ranked first following the quality evaluation with a score of 100% overall.  
 
Price Evaluation 
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The price evaluation was undertaken by John Gross of Faithorn Farrell Timms LLP. All 
prices were found to be arithmetically correct and cogent.  
 
Initial bids as received on 17th April 2020. These are set out in Table 4 hereunder. The only 
amendment following tender clarifications was a shift of £15,398.05 from Stage 1 to the 
Construction Stage in the Tenderer’s A bid. The Price Score is calculated by allocating the 
maximum score of 60 to the lowest price. Other prices are scored pro-rata to this.  
    

Contractor 

Price inc. 
£2.3m 

construction 
costs 

Price 
Score 

Diff from lowest 
(based on final bid 

inc. £2.3m) 

PCSA  
award 
value 

B £2,898,843.57 60.00 £ % £243,430.73 

D £3,009,679.05 57.79 110,835.48 4% £193,378.50 

A £3,036,077.96 57.29 137,234.39 5% £216,148.45 

C £3,052,289.15 56.98 153,445.58 5% £195,780.62 

 
Table 4:  Price Comparisons 

 
Results: Combined Quality Price Evaluation 
 
The Most Economically Advantageous Tender is deemed to be that which scores highest 
having applied the predetermined evaluation criteria and weightings. Price and Quality were 
weighted 60% and 40% of the overall evaluation scoring respectively. The weighting and 
subweighting of the fifteen quality questions across four quality areas together amount to 
40% of the overall evaluation. The quality and price results are combined in Table 5 below.  
 

Contractor Final Bid 
Price  
Score 

Quality 
Final 

Combined 
Score % 

Rank 

A 3,036,077.96        57.29  40      97.29  1 

D 3,009,679.05        57.79  27      84.79  2 

B 2,898,843.57        60.00  24      84.00  3 

C 3,052,289.15        56.98  23      79.98  4 

 
Table 5 Final overall combined tender evaluation scores 

 
The final tender from Tenderer A is considered to be the Most Economically Advantageous 
Tender received. Although not the lowest tender received it has been evaluated by the 
Project team as offering PWTC the best value for money. Its combined score of 97.29%  is 
the highest of all bids received and evaluated.  
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Finance: 
 
The commitment of £216,148.45 for the PCSA which is the first stage of a two stage 
process, can be contained within the existing funding arrangements and based on a full or 
partial draw down of the banked developer contributions to date and ensures the project 
remains on target to be delivered.  
 
Paddock Wood Town Council is not obliged to enter in to the construction contract based 
on entering in to this PCSA. 
 
The construction stage is anticiapited to take 30 weeks and will require a further decision 
from PWTC to enter into contract to deliver the facility.  
 

 

Recommendation: 
 
It is recommended that authority is granted to enter into a contract with Tenderer A for the 
PCSA for the design of the new Paddock Wood Community Centre up to and including 
RIBA stage 4, with costs of £216,148.45 for a proposed contract period of 40 weeks. 
 

 
 

Contract Management: 
 

Name of Contract Manager: Jonathan White 
 
Name of Authorised officer responsible for Contract: Nichola Reay 
 

 
Approval to Award (in accordance with the Delegated Authorities Matrix) 
 
I agree with the award recommendation and authorise acceptance of the offer as set out 
above.  
 

Signed 
 

 
 
 
 

Name Nichola Reay 
 

Position PWTC Town Clerk 
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Date 22 July 2020 
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Appendix 7 – Covid19 Risk Register 

Paddock Wood Community Centre – Covid 19 Risk Register Highlights 
Following the impact of Covid 19 on the UK, the board of the Paddock Wood Community Centre is seeking to evaluate the risks 
associated with the pandemic and what if any impact there will be on the delivery of the Community Centre. The risks and 
mitigations below summarises the likely impact of Covid 19 on the Paddock Wood Community Centre project.  
 Key to Risk Scoring 

Likelihood   Impact   

 L
ik

e
li

h
o

o
d

  

A     
 

Risks that score C1 or above on 
the matrix are regarded as having 
a greater potential risk to the 
project and are shown in the 
register below in red in the 
columns marked ‘likelihood’, 
‘impact’ and ‘score’. 
 

B  
 

   

C  
 

   
 

D  
 

   

E  
 

   

F  
 

   

  4 
 

3 2 1      

  Impact      
 

Risk Categories:  

• Economic  

• Environmental  

• Financial  

• Legal / Regulatory  

• Organisational/ Management  

• Political 

• Reputational / Social 

• Technical  

• Other  
 

A Very High   1 Catastrophic  
B High  2 Critical  
C Significant   3 Marginal  
D Low  4 Negligible  
E Very Low      
F Almost 

Impossible  
    

 

 

Risk / 
Opportunity 
Description 

Risk or 
Opportunity 

and Category 

Likelihoo
d 

Impact Score Owner Risk Mitigating / Opportunity Development 
Actions  and Progress 

Mitigating 
Action 
Owner 

Release of s106 
money is delayed 
– potential for 
market sales to 

Risk 
 

Finance 

D 2 D2 Board 1. Mascalls Court Farm S106 contribution has been 

made and is accumulating interest, the interest 

has not been accounted for within the cash flow 

forecast. 

Board 
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slow leading to 
delay in S106 
funding being draw 
down as per the 
business plan 
leaving the council 
with a shortfall in 
funding to deliver 
the centre 

2. Mascalls Farm – Berkeley Homes payment is on 

the 69th occupation and the business plan 

currently shows receipt of funds in June 2021. 

Berkeley have continued to work throughout the 

current pandemic and are not reporting any 

delays at this time. New home sales have also not 

been stopped due to the current pandemic. Should 

the funds be delayed then the Council may wish 

to consider bringing forward the loan which 

would mitigate this risk until payment is made.  

3. Church Farm – Countryside – payment due on 

35th occupation – Cash flow forecasts the income 

in July 2022 – currently delivering reserved 

matters and watching brief with no stoppage of 

works during the pandemic. Should funds be 

delayed the Council could consider short term 

funding options.  

 

Tenders – current 
circumstances 
might limit the 
quality of the 
tender returns 

Risk & 
Opportunity 

 
Finance 

E 3 E3 Board 4. Engagement with the market has confirmed that 

while some construction sites and face to face 

suppliers maybe affected by the pandemic, the 

majority of contractors, sub-contractors and 

consultants remain open to bid for work and able 

to return tenders as this does not require face to 

face interaction.  

5. With the private sector putting some work on 

hold there is currently an oversupply of 

consultants looking for work and eager to secure 

Board 
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new business.  

6. The initial stage of the contract does not involve 

work on site and therefore current circumstances 

are not likely to impact on the project unless they 

remain in place for a prolonged period of time.   

Contractors risk 
pricing could vary 
significantly given 
current market 
uncertainties 

Risk & 
Opportunity  

 
Finance 

E 3 E3 Board 7. Given the cut backs in private sector work, 

feedback from the industry suggests that new 

work is being sought and tenders are needing to 

become more competitive on that basis. This 

should result in lower tender prices for PWTC 

and a good opportunity for us to secure and lock 

in these lower prices.  

8. Inflation prices in the construction industry are 

also anticipated to slow because of the current 

situation and this will further help keep costs 

down. Once the effects of the pandemic and the 

“new normal” resume, any timing benefit in 

terms of pricing will have been lost.  

9. JCT Design and Build 2016 contract including 

the schedule of amendments will ensure that any 

risk going forward is acceptable to PWTC. 

Board 

The ability to 
deliver effective 
public consultation 
and ensure the 
project stands up 
to scrutiny in these 
times could lead to 

Risk  
 

Communication 

D 2 D2 Board 10. The Council have and will continue to undertake 

substantial public consultation. The means by 

which it does so will be under constant review 

and will need to take into account the “new 

normal” once this becomes more established 

which may or may not allow for communications 

to be done in the same way as they were done 

Board 
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reputational 
damage for the 
council  

before.  

11. Planning committees and public meetings 

continue to be held with the help of technology 

and new and innovative means of communication 

with Paddock Wood residents will need to be 

considered and brought forward.  

Interest rates have 
fallen further but 
could PWLB 
restrict further 
borrowing 

Risk & 
Opportunity  

 
Finance 

F 4 F4 Board 12. The lower interest rates from the PWLB have not 

yet been reflected in the revised business case 

which will further lower costs to residents from 

the loan.  

13. Central government are not currently consulting 

on any lending cap for public authorities. 

 

PWTC is seen to 
be delivering a 
project in a high-
risk environment 
during a period of 
time when the 
public will not 
necessarily see 
this as a priority  

Risk  
 

Reputational 

E 3 E3 Board 14. The PWCC has been a long-term aspiration for 

the town and the current scope of works will see 

the pre-construction services agreement contract 

entered into with no works on site taking place. 

This work will go over much of what has already 

been done to date but with a contractor finalising 

the buildability elements.  

15. Delaying the scheme will result in funding 

secured to date being eroded by inflation and lead 

to the potential loss of significant S106 moneys 

when the agreements time out.  

16. The public will be kept aware of progress with 

the facility and will have every opportunity to 

feedback and comment on all the next steps of the 

proposals. 

17. Progressing the scheme now when the private 

Board 
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sector is cutting back investment will also 

provide a boost to the town and potentially secure 

jobs that would otherwise have been lost.  

Will Covid19 have 
an impact on the 
current business 
case and potential 
future revenue 
income 

Risk 
 

Financial 

E 3 E3 Board 18. Longer term it is unlikely that there will be any 

impact to the business case. In the short and 

medium term the business case will  be kept 

under review particularly in regard to timelines 

and when the actual delivery will take place.  

19. The growth in housing continues despite the 

pandemic and the business case clearly shows 

that just relying on the new income from the 

houses would be more than enough to sustain the 

facility with little to no income.  

Board 

Potential future 
down turn could 
deliver a lower 
price in the future 
for the council get 
a better price 

Risk & 
Opportunity 

 
Financial 

E 4 E4 Board 20. The likelihood of a recession seems almost 

certain given the current circumstances and with 

the current position of the project it would seem 

to be ideally placed to hit the market at the best 

possible moment and therefore benefit from the 

lowest costs.   

Board 

Jonathan White 10 October 2020 
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