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Carriageworks/Westmoreland House 
 
Carraigeworks Action Group Meeting  
 
Thursday 19 April 2012, 5.30 pm 
 
Salvation Army Hall, Ashley Road 
 
Attendees: 
 
Lori Streich   St Werburgh Neighbourhood Association (Chair) 
Prue Hardwick  Shake Wrap and Roll 
Keith Cowling   Bristol CLT 
Gordon Isgrove  GVA Property Consultants 
Martin Fordor   Resident 
Anthony Negus  Ward Councillor and Executive Member 
Nio Price   Resident 
Gus Hoyt   Ward Councillor 
Simon Lewis   Montpelier resident 
Quentin Alder   Conservation Advisory Panel 
Janine McCretton  Local resident 
Simon Woods   Local resident 
Mike Gracia   Local resident (on site) and Steering group 
Martin Waberseck  Local resident (on site) 
Bryan Thomas   BIG 
Julian Mellor   2md 
Jon Rogers   Ward Councillor and Executive Member 
Chris Chalkley  Peoples Republic of Stokes Croft 
Peterjohn Smyth Esha Architects, Professional Member of the Prince’s 

Foundation 
Fabion Frenzel University of Leicester 
Jawahar De Sousa  Project Officer, City Design, Bristol Council 
Nick Hooper   Bristol City Council 
David Saunders  Hamilton House 
Jari Moate   LoveBristol 
Jeff Butterfield Local resident (professional planner and construction 

manager) 
Jan Reichel Project Officer, Corporate Property, BCC 
 
Note: People whose names are in italics left the meeting before item 5 on the agenda 

commenced   
 
Apologies:  
 
Beverley Tattersfield  Montpelier Conservation Group 
Tony Mason   Montpelier Conservation Group 
 
Everyone introduced themselves. 
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1. GVA  
GVA was introduced as the projects property advisors, appointed by the 
council. 

 
2. Update 

• GVA advised the group that they had met the site owner on behalf of the 
council to try and open negotiations for the purchase of the site by 
agreement.  There is a large difference of opinion over values.  This 
increases the potential need for compulsory purchase (CPO).  Details of 
the discussions could not be made public for negotiation and 
confidentiality reasons. 

 
Negotiations would continue throughout any CPO process.  The council 
cannot pay more than the site is worth.  Under CPO the owner is 
compensated for the sites worth.  There was a request for a note on how 
CPO’s work. 
 
There was discussion on the potential impact on the site value due to 
factors such as depressed market and national planning policy.  Bristol is 
still a prime centre and demand does exist for inner city sites. 
 
There was a heated debate about the approach that the council was 
proposing for selecting a development partner and, eventually, a scheme.  
The proposal is to select a development partner not a scheme.  The 
selected developer would then work with the council and the community 
to prepare and agree a scheme.  A suggestion was made to use a design 
competition and this was discussed.  Although there was no widespread 
support for the design competition approach, there is commitment to 
including the community in the design process.  This will be discussed at a 
later stage of the process.  It was note that as a result of the council’s 
involvement and the potential need for CPO then the council was bound to 
comply with European procurement law.  It was also obliged to meet the 
requirements of any CPO in demonstrating the deliverability of proposals.  
This placed restrictions on the council that would not apply to a private 
purchaser. 
 

• Council Project Team 
The team is commencing the detailed programme for taking the project 
forward now the Community Vision process has been completed. 
 

• Cabinet report 
A report is to be taken to the council’s cabinet on 31 May.  The report will 
cover issues such as the Community Vision, CPO, procurement route, 
developer brief and a reviewed programme. 

 
Action 1: Note on CPO to be placed on Carriageworks web page (Jan 

Reichel) 
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3.  CAG Remit  

The Chair tabled a note (copy attached to these minutes) that was reported as 
being a slight amendment to the remit agreed at the meeting of 15 December.  
This sets out the aims of the group. 
 
To avoid a conflict of interest it is proposed that future agendas be in two 
parts.  An open part for all to particulate and then a second part where those 
that are proposing to be part of a bid for the development of the site will have 
to excuse themselves to avoid a conflict of interest.  The second part will be 
discussing the process of selecting a development partner.  This is very 
important if the process is to avoid future legal challenges. 
 
The remit was accepted by the meeting and the conflict of interest issue will 
be kept under review. 

 
4. Development partner procurement process 

Jan Reichel tabled the note headed ‘Development Partner – Procurement 
Process’ (copy attached to these minutes).  In talking to the paper he explained 
that 
• The process was set in European law and could not be avoided. 
• The intention was to select a partner based on track record and not a 

scheme.  The process would be designed to select a partner that could 
deliver the council’s and community’s aspirations for the site. 

 
There was again heated debate about the process and the discussion that 
started in item 2 above was explored further.  Some of the points made 
included: 
• Localism could be of potential assistance to the project in securing 

community led development. 
• The procurement law is invoked because the council is involved in the 

project. 
• A private individual, group or company would not be bound by the 

procurement laws and it was open to the community to seek to acquire the 
site privately.  The council would not be against this.  Care should be taken 
to ensure that negotiations did not unreasonably increase site value in the 
event that negotiation failed and a CPO was required. 

• It was noted that in the last 25 years there had been attempts to purchase 
the site and none had succeeded. 

• It was noted that the council’s involvement was part of a ‘last resort’ 
solution. 

 
Conclusions from the debate: 
 
1. The developer selection process must be as open as possible. 
2. The pre qualified procurement panels eg from the Homes and 

Communities Agency, should not be used 
3. The potential for the Localism agenda to assist the project should be 

researched. 
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The group agreed that the Liaison Group would be delegated to work with the 
council to agree the detail of the process and ensure that CAG’s interests are 
reflected in the process. 
 
Action 2: Research to be undertaken on Localism Act and how this may 

assist this project.  (Jan Reichel) 
 
NOTE: At this point those whose names are in italics in the attendance list 

above left the meeting to avoid a conflict of interest arising from the 
next agenda item. 

 
5. Developers Brief  

Jan Reichel tabled the note headed ‘Developers Brief Outline – for 
information’ (copy attached to these minutes).  This was debated.  Issues 
included: 
 
• Can the scoring of the developers bids be made public?  This will be 

investigated. 
• Discussion reinforced the need to avoid a conflict of interest that would 

give the opportunity for third party challenge to the process. 
• It is intended to include the community in the developer selection process 

as far as possible.  Legal advice is that the process would be open to 
challenge if a member of CAG sat on the selection panel.  It was suggested 
that an option could be to appoint a ‘Community Consultant’ on behalf of 
the community.  They would sit on the selection panel for the community 
independently from the council but bound by confidentiality.  The issue of 
community representation on the panel will be further investigated. 

 
It was agreed that the Liaison Group would be delegated to work with the 
council to agree the detail of the process and ensure that CAG’s interests are 
reflected in the process.  The outcome will be reported back to CAG within 
the limitations of needing to avoid a conflict of interest. 
 
Action 3: Can the scoring of the developers bids be made public?  (Jan 

Reichel) 
Action 4: Community representation on panel to be further investigated 

(Jan Reichel) 
 
6. AOB 

Martin Fodor identified himself as having experience of including social 
enterprises in the bidding process.  There are also ways of setting out 
expectations for bidders to work with communities.  Possibility for nominated 
suppliers could be investigated. 
 
Reference was made to a public procurement tool kit for social enterprise 
available from a government DTI web page.  A copy of this toolkit is attached 
to these minutes. 
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