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Part 1  ITEM NO. 

 

REPORT OF THE STRATEGIC DIRECTOR PLACE  

 

TO THE PROPERTY AND REGENERATION BRIEFING  

FOR APPROVAL ON 25h July 2022

 

TITLE: A V Roe House, 262 Liverpool Road, Eccles M30 0SD 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS:    

The Deputy City Mayor is recommended to: 
Note the proposals detailed below on the terms as set out in the body of this report 
and on the detailed terms set out in an accompanying Part 2 report for approval 

elsewhere on the agenda. 
 

 
1. Confirm and approve the selection of a preferred purchaser of the subject 

property- as detailed in the report this is bidder 4 for the reasons outlined. 

 
2. Instruct and authorise Officers to progress, negotiate and finalise heads of terms 

with the preferred purchaser which will be subject to subsequent formal 
approval. 
 

3. Authorise Officers to inform the remaining Bid’s that they have been 
unsuccessful.  

 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
 

A V Roe House is a Grade II listed two storey former manor house which was acquired 
by the City Council in 1967. The City Council most recently used the premises as a 

children’s resource centre prior to the property being declared surplus to requirements 
in March 2018.  
 

Following an options appraisal, the property was marketed for sale via informal tender 
in June 2021. The initial marketing period led to nine bids being received out of which 

four parties were shortlisted for a further round of bidding.  
 
The four shortlisted parties were requested to submit their best and final offer, progress 

a pre-planning application, provide a development appraisal and a statement regarding 
their respective scheme’s social value impact by January 2022. 
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Officers have reviewed the four proposals submitted by the shortlisted parties and 
approval is now sought to select the preferred purchaser as detailed in the report and 

to negotiate the detailed heads of terms, which will be subject to formal approval.  
 

Legal advice has been that the Council in normal circumstances needs to select the 
highest financial offer. In this case the highest offers are for the residential dev of the 
site . Some of those offers have been discounted for planning reasons leaving Bidder 

3 as the most appropriate offer.  
 

The Community bid is a lower financial offer and for the council to accept this underbid 
the Council would need to be satisfied that the difference in value is outweighed by the 
community benefit that would accrue via that future use proposed . The justification for 

that decision by members is set out within the accompanying Part 2  report for 
consideration and as a result the recommendation to the Deputy city mayor is to select 

Bid 4. 
 
Given the level of undervalue the Council will not need Secretary of State approval but 

will need to consider any potential risks of challenge.  
.  

 

 

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS: 
None. 

 

KEY DECISION: Yes 

 
 
1.0 Background 
 

1.1 The subject property, shown edged red on the attached plan (Appendix A), is a 
Grade II listed two storey former manor house with an accompanying basement. 

In addition to the main building there is a large detached two storey garage 
together with substantial gardens.  
 

1.2 The City Council acquired the property in 1967 and most recently used it as a 
children’s resource centre under the control of the People Directorate. The 

property was declared surplus to requirements in 2018 and has since been 
occupied by live-in property guardians for security purposes. 
 

1.3 An options appraisal was undertaken in March 2021 where a disposal via 
informal tender was recommended. The property was subsequently marketed  

for sale in June 2021 with offers being invited by the 17th September 2021.   
 

1.4 Following the marketing process, nine offers were received. Six of the offers 

proposed residential conversion with the remaining three proposing community 
uses. 
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1.5 Following a review of the submitted offers in September 2021, and in 

consultation with ward members, four bids were shortlisted. Of the four 

shortlisted parties, three proposed residential conversion and one proposed a 
religious community use.  

  
1.6 The four shortlisted parties were requested to provide the following: 

 

 Detailed plans of their scheme/proposal and provide feedback via a pre-
planning application to determine the deliverability of the scheme. 

 Detailed cost breakdown together with a development appraisal and 
programme of works to evidence the scheme’s viability. 

 A Social Value statement together with documented evidence of delivering 

similar sized schemes. 

 Submit best and final offers together proof of funding and/or funding 

agreement.  
 

1.7   The detailed assessment of all four bids is detailed in the Part 2 version of the 
report. Bidders 1,2 and 3 proposals are based on the residential conversion of 
the property, Bidder 4 proposes a community use specifically designed to meet 

pressing local needs. 
 
 
3.0 Conclusion 
 

3.1 Whilst officers have some reservations around scheme revenue forecasts and 
only limited information has been provided on development finance, Bidder 3 

has made the highest financial offer scheme that is, in the view of the LPA, 
capable of securing planning permission. They have also demonstrated a 
satisfactory level of experience and delivery track record.  

 
3.2 Bidder 3’s offer represents “best consideration” when looking at commercial 

factors only and would satisfy the City Council’s S123 obligations. 
 
3.3 However Bidder 4’s proposals, whilst of a lower financial offer, provide the 

opportunity for wider social value benefits for the local and wider community. 
Following the consideration of the briefing report on the 23rd May, Officers have 

undertaken further engagement with Ward Members and undertaken a further 
assessment of local facilities used by the muslim community. This has 
confirmed that there is significant local community need for facilities/activities 

proposed and there was a clear consensus and strong support for  Bidder 4 to 
be selected as preferred bidder. 

 
3.4 A disposal to Bidder 4 could potentially constitute a sale at “undervalue”, 

however based on current indicative forecasts the social benefits that may be 

realised from the proposals appear to provide the city council with a sufficiently 
robust justification to select this bidder as preferred purchaser. 

 
3.5 To further mitigate the potential for any challenge it would be prudent to include 

the range of contractual measures, as detailed in the Part 2 report, to protect 
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and manage the long term community use of the property and ensure the 
envisaged social value benefits are fully realised. 

 

3.6 It is recommended that Bidder 4 is selected as the preferred purchaser and that 
Officers are instructed to negotiate and finalise Heads of Terms, which will be 

subject to a further approval City Mayor approval in due course.   
 
3.7 However should City Mayor have underlying concerns on the risk of challenge 

for a sale to Bidder 4 we would recommend Bidder 3 is selected as preferred 
purchaser on the basis that the financial offer can be demonstrably seen to 

deliver best consideration to the City Council and presents a lesser risk of 
challenge. 

 

3.8 On selection of our preferred purchaser it is also recommended that the other 
bidders are notified that they have been unsuccessful on this occasion.  

 

Ward Councillor Consultation: 
Ward Members were consulted prior to the shortlisting decision being made and 
were  supportive community bid being taken forward. 

 
Further consultation was also undertaken following the reported being presented as a 

briefing item of the 23rd May, with the content of the report being reflective of the 
outcome of those discussions. 

 

KEY COUNCIL POLICIES:  
 Great Eight Priorities: Housing  

 Great Eight Priorities: Economic Development 

 Housing Strategy 
 

 

EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND IMPLICATIONS: 
There are no equality impact issues arising and directly as a consequence of this 
report 

 

ASSESSMENT OF RISK: Medium 
 

 

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS Supplied by: Tony Hatton 
Section 123 of the Local Government Act 1972 enshrines the statutory duty on local 

authorities to achieve best value in the context of land disposals. It says that a local 
authority may dispose of land held by it in any manner it wishes providing it is not for 
a consideration 'less than the best that can reasonably be obtained'. It is also 
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Government policy that local authorities and other public bodies should dispose of 
surplus land wherever possible.  
   

The onus is on the local authority to be able to demonstrate that in discharging this 
statutory function it has acted properly, rationally and with due regard to its fiduciary 

duty to avoid the risk of challenge and transactions potentially being set aside by the 
Court. This will involve a robust audit trail including valuation evidence.  
   

A council can be found in breach of section 123 if it has “(i) failed to take proper 
advice; (ii) failed to follow proper advice for reasons that cannot be justified; or (iii) 

has followed advice that was so plainly erroneous that in accepting it the local 
authority must have known, or at least ought to have known, that it was acting 
unreasonably.”  

   
In this instance the site has been identified as being not suitable for use by the 

Council and accordingly surplus to Council requirements. The Council has marketed 
the property and received the bids as detailed in the report, resulting in the proposal 
to accept the bid from Bidder 4 on the basis that there is significant local community 

need for the additional facilities/activities proposed.   
   

In adopting selection criteria for deciding between bids for the Property, the Council 
must ensure it complies with its own policies on disposals and documents the 
reasoning for its decisions. In any case, fair valuation criteria should be applied in 

selecting between bids in order to establish which represents the best consideration 
available, and the full commercial value of a bid should be taken into account. 
 

The Shared Legal Service will work with Council officers in agreeing Heads of Terms 
to progress the scheme.  In this regard, it is recommended that, if not already done 

so, the Council instruct the Shared Legal Service to carry out a title investigation in 
respect of the Council’s title to the land to identify (1) how the land is held and 
whether any consents need to be obtained or procedures need to be followed before 

the disposal can take place and (2) to identify any title issues/defects which need to 
be considered when negotiating the Heads of Terms. 

 

 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS Supplied by:  
David R Mills, Interim Strategic Finance Manager 
 
Subject to negotiations the capital receipt from Bidder 4 will be used to net down any 

outstanding borrowings. 
 

 

PROCUREMENT IMPLICATIONS Supplied by: 
There are no procurement implications arising from this proposal. 
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HR IMPLICATIONS Supplied by: 
There are no HR implications arising from this proposal. 

 

CLIMATE CHANGE IMPLICATIONS Consulted with:  
There are no Climate Change Implications arising from this proposal. 

 

OTHER DIRECTORATES CONSULTED: 
Place – Infrastructure team 

 

CONTACT OFFICER: Alexander Cox  TEL NO: 0161 779 4837 

 

WARDS TO WHICH REPORT RELATES: Eccles and Barton & Winton   
Ward Councillors were consulted during the shortlisting period and were supportive 
of the Bid 4 and their community led scheme. 


