Pleasurama Site Development Review Task & Finish Group - 29 August
2013

At the first meeting of the Group on 18 July 2013 Member requested (amongst other
things):-

() a definition of due diligence

(i) Information about the due diligence actually carried out.

Definition of Due Diligence

The definition of ‘Due Diligence’ is a term used to describe an act of prudent inquiry
usually in connection with the proposed acquisition or takeover of a business or the
acquisition and development of land or the giving of a loan to an individual or a
company.

The term first came into common use in the United States in the 1930’s' to refer to a
statutory defence available to stockbrokers accused by investors of making inadequate
disclosure of material information that, had it been known to investors, would have
resulted in them paying less for the share stock than they did. As long as a stockbroker
could show that s/he had exercised "due diligence" in their investigation into the
company whose shares they were selling, and then disclosed to investors what they
found, they would not be held liable for non-disclosure of information that was not
discovered in the process of that investigation. Similarly in Great Britain, a food
proprietor accused of the offence of failing to provide food of the nature substance or
quality demanded by the consumer contrary to section 14 of the Food Safety Act 1990
could plead the ‘due diligence’ defence in Section 21 of the Food Safety Act 1990, that
is to say: -

it shall, subject to subsection (5) below, be a defence for the person charged to prove
that he took all reasonable precautions and exercised all due diligence to avoid the
commission of the offence by himself or by a person under his control.’

Although the term ‘due diligence’ may also be used to describe the making of prudent
inquires into e.g. the suitability of land for particular types of development- environmental
due diligence’ or the quality of the ownership claimed by the seller - ‘title due diligence’, it
will normally consist of the making of prudent and proper inquiries as to the financial
strength, market position or business plans of another company i.e. financial due
diligence.

Although the exercise of due diligence may on occasions be a legal requirement, (e.g.
for an English food proprietor), it will normally be a voluntary act where the amount of
diligent inquiry contemplated or undertaken will depend on what is at stake to the
inquirer. In other words the higher the risk to the inquirer, the more intrusive and
thorough the due diligence can be expected to be.



In this regard, the level of risk to the Council under the 2006 Development Agreement
was very low indeed, e.g.: -

* The developer had to bear all the risks and costs of obtaining planning
permission prior to entering into the Development Agreement;

¢ The developer was required to build the riskiest part of the project first - the

hotel;

The Council had an option to acquire the hotel;

The developer was required to provide a £5 million Performance Bond;

The developer couldn’t assign (sell) the Development Agreement;

If the approved funder had to exercise ‘step in rights’ it was required to secure

the completion of the development even if it was more financially advantageous

to sell the site;

e No residential or commercial unit could be sold (completed) until the relevant
overage had been paid to the Council);

e The Council could terminate the Development Agreement immediately on the
insolvency of the developer and with notice to the approved funder and
developer on a number of performance failure grounds;

o If the Development Agreement was terminated the developer lost the right to
develop any further and came under an obligations to re-instate the site to its
undeveloped state; and

e The freehold would only be transferred on the completion of all elements of the
development.

After the 2009 amendments the risk to the Council was still relatively low even though :’

e The Developer was able to provided a £1million cash deposit instead of the
£5million Performance Bond;

¢ The Developer no longer had to build the hotel first;

¢ The Council extended the time for completion of the development to 28 February
2014 (with the discretion to extend time for completion for a further three years).

(On the compensating side, the developer appointed a reputable local contractor,
Cardy’s, as the main contractor for the residential and mixed use elements of the
development.

Due Diligence Undertaken by the Council

2006 Development Agreement

SFP Ventures (UK) Limited is a single/special purpose venture company so
unsurprisingly it had little or no cash or assets (other than the site leases when granted)
or track record of development.

That being so, there is no evidence of any financial due diligence being undertaken prior
to the Development Agreement being entered into in 2006 as it could fairly be said that



the onerous and one sided terms of the 2006 Development Agreement was, in effect,
the Council's ‘due diligence’.

2009 Amendments to the Development Agreement

So far as the 2009 amendments are concerned, the due diligence inquiries carried out
by the officers were included in the exempt appendices to the exempt report to Cabinet
and full Council* and these are enclosed in full.

*Member are reminded that this is an exempt report and appendices where the Council has
not taken a decision to review its status or publish any part of it.

Consequently it can been seen that with the higher level of risks represented by the
proposed amendments, the Council carried out a higher level of due diligence inquiries

commensurate with that risk - and recommended to the Council not to agree the 2009
amendments

Harvey Patterson
Corporate & Regulatory Services Manager
28 August 2013

enc.
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT - PLEASURAMA SITE, RAMSGA"TE'
To: Council - 23 July 2009 %
Main Portfolio Area:  Economy & Culture

By: Sue McGonigal — Director of Finance and Corporate Services

Classification: Restricted
Ward: Ramsgate, Eastcliff and Central ,
Summary: This report brings forward a recommendation from

Cabinet that the Council proceeds Wwith'the Development
Agreement, with the £5.6m Bond replaced by a deposit in
the sum of £1m. '

For Decision:

1.0 Introduction and backgrourd .

1.1 Cabinet received a report regarding the Development Agreement on 7 May
2009. It further considered this proiect af its meeting on 16 June, agreeing to
refer the matter for decision /at/Full Council. Cabinet agreed that it be
recommended to Councii that;, ,

Procegdirg with the Development Agreement, be supported.
1.2 The report éqn'sidered on 16 June 2009 is appended at Annex 2.
2.0 Current F’.o.sition '

2.1 The background and cufrent position regarding this development is set out in
seme depth in the report to Cabinet dated 7 May. It is attached at Annex 3.

2.2 ,-"Il,"is sugg_est'ed that*Members read Annex 3, then Annex 2, to help them
| understand the chronology, and why this particular decision is a matter for
Full Coundil. /

2.3 It is the case-that the Council's partner in development of the former
‘Pleasurama’ site’is in breach of the Development Agreement. This enables
the Council to determine the Development Agreement it has with SFP

J/Ventures Limited.

2.4° / However, Cabinet, at its May meeting, decided that, provided the developer
could previde certain assurances, it could be appropriate for it to recommend
to Couricil that the Development Agreement be continued. It being necessary
for Council itself to sanction the substitution of the £5.6m bond required in the
Agreement with a £1m deposit.
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The information sought by Cabinet in May and received before Cabinet met in
June is at Annex 1. The information was accepted by Cabinet, hence-this
report with recommendations, is now placed in front of Council. Original.
copies of supporting documents had been provided to the althor of this
report. And Cabinet in June received a commentary fromi Officers on the
content of information provided by the developer, a copy of which is dti?ched
at Annex 4,

Cabinet has concluded that the economic regeneratich benefits of preceeding
with this prominent scheme in Ramsgate town centre/seafront, are-such-that/
determination of the scheme was not merited. [During recession, if the  site
was closed it could remain vacant for years and have a negative effect on the
town, plus marina. This was not acceptable tg Cabinet. - However, it did
require certain assurances about both timirig /and funding of the scheme.

Once these were in place and taking into account advice from Officers the
clear recommendation is that the Development Agreement proceed:”

Options

[ |
Council may decide to agree the recoimmendation fromi Cabinet. With the
scheme built-out in accordance with the' ‘Development A;reement subject to

the replacement of the £5.6m Bond with-a £1m deposit.

Council may decide not to agree _the recomrmendation from Cabinet, and
agree to determine the Development Agreement.

Corporate Implications"

Financial

411 These are as staied in/the report on 7 May 2009. Excepting that
Eversheds’ costs have‘increased. Though if the recommendation is
agreed those costs wil be met by the developer.

41.2 The reasons why a deposit of £4m is considered acceptable, durmg

the current recession, as opposed to the £5.6m Bond are set out in
thel May Cabinet report (Annex 3).

421 These are as stated in the report to Cabinet on 7 May 2009 and 16

Jurie, with further advice taken from Eversheds.
|

4.3.1 Theése dre as stated in the report to Cabinet on 7 May 2009,

Equ:ality and Diversity

| /441 These are stated in the report to Cabinet on 7 May 2009.

Recoimmendations

Council agrees to proceed with the Development Agreement.
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5.2  Council agrees that the £5.6m Bond be replaced by a deposit in the surn of
£1m.

6.0 Decision Making Programme

6.1 This decision is a matter for Cabinet. And Council if recomrnendation .'2 is

agreed.

Contact Officer: Sue McGonigal, Director, of Flnance and- Corpmatc.
Services

Others Consulted; Brian White, Director b‘f-Regeneration Selvibes
Harvey Parér{on, Chief Legag\ﬁ;k\cer

Appendices

Annex 1 - Information received fromi SFP Veniures (UK) Ltd.

Annex 2 - Cabinet R-eport 1"6\June 2009

Annex 3 - Cablnet Report 7 Mdy 2009

Annex 4 - Commerfary from Offlcers on content of Annex 1, originally

presemed to Cabinet on 16 June, 2009
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ROYAL SANDS DEVELOPMENT
RAMSGATE

[ |

FUNDING STATU‘% APPL{AISAL
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PROJECT OVERVIEW

Developer

SFP Ventures (UK) Limited will undertake the Development asa ‘oml V en!mp (.I V)
with Cardy Construction Limited. :

Main Contractor

Cardy Construction Limited was established in 1946. Their head office and main
company tesources, together with our Joinery Workshops are based in Canterbury,
Kent. They have three additional regional offices, based in Sandwich, Kent, London
Gatwick Airport and Luton, Bedfordshire whigh were initially set up to provide
specific construction services for two major chenls relationships.established now for
over |5 years. .
Cardys turnover is approximately £40 mllhnl. pei- annum avid uuuenlly have a
workforce approaching 200 employees:

Cardy Construction was selected for the project-on the basis of their expertise, proven
track record and detailed experience of projects uf this.nature together with their
ability to provide emp]oyment_ m tocal Tradesman,

Specifically Cardy are succ:c%fully ncaunb completion on a similar sea front project
at Bexhill-on-Sea for the-construction /of 66 Luxury Apartments together with a
number of Retail Units the schieme" included an underground car park, This project
was also underlaken undm a JV arrangement.

Rother District Cou_ncll are the Local Aulhcrlty for the Bexhill project there was no
requirement for'a project bond. A payment however in the order of £1 million was
made to Rothér District Co;mcu prior to commencement in order to meet the Planning
Conditions.

Funding’
|| ™
SFP ‘have in place conmimitted funding of approximately £10 million and a
spend/investment profile has been provided which confirms the milestone/status of
/the spend. This docunien( confirms that no additional funding is required until
January 2013, For the purpose of this exercise the contractual dates from within the
/ TDC/SFP Draft Agreement have been used.

It sliouid be noted that it would be SFP intention to however accelerate the overall
project delivery but this would be subject to relevant market conditions.

Cont’d...
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Beyond January 2010 there are a number of options available to conclude the funding
required for the “Fit Out” of the Residential Units. It is envisaged thal'mauy of these
units will be purchased “Off Plan” and this was demonstrated following the initial
marketing launch. The Fit Out can be phased Block by Block aid the programme and

spend will be linked to demand together with confirmed sales/ There are a number of _
third party Funders however, who would be willing 16 provide any shortfali /
investment required. It is anticipated that in 2013 current uncertainty within the/

Financial Markets will have dramatically changed.

Benefits

A Joint Venture between SFP Ventures (UK) Limited and /Cardy Construction
Limited has a mutual desire for the project /to/succeed and this should give TDC
added confidence and comfort that the scheme will be successfully deljvered.

\ ., /]
A project of this size and magnitude, will provide-much needed ‘employment for
Construction Staff locally, with much‘needed business and reventie also provided to
local Traders and Suppliers within the aea. ~The cuitent demise of construction
activity in particular at Pfizer Sandwich has led. to a-dramatic reduction in workload
and Royal Sands Development would go some way to replacing this.

Cardy Construction has comiitied to replace the hoardings on site within 10 days of
notification. The relevant hoatding licenses etc-have already been agreed with KCC
and given the current condition-of the/sité such action would help enhance the “street
scene” prior to the Summer Season dnd’busy Visitor petiod. It is acknowledged that
all such visitors are potential buyers but the current condition of the site would not
give any confidence ofthe project intenition.”

The 66 Apartments and Retail Units that Cardy are undertaking at Bexhill-on-Sea
provides a benchthark of the very high quality specification that has been adopted for
Royal Sands. -

There have been various delays to the project that have been outside of SFP’s conitrol
namely Council maleis, Legals, Local Residents, Protesters, Objectors and indeed the
Cliff Wall Repairs. Adrimniediate and positive start would help to alleviate all such
risks to the project: The currént delay and deliberations do not help TDC or SFP and
will onily contribute to any current perceived lack of confidence.

" SFP’s ability to/pre=sell the Hotel and Retail “off plan” in very difficult market

" /conditigns;provides further confirmation of the company’s strength and expertise. An

overall £10 million pre-start cash investment on a project of this type is a considerable
achieveinent.

Cont’d...
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-3-

Current constiuction prices and market conditions will help with lhe smtauminluy of
the development build cost and viability for the scheme. L 4 /

7

Despite the current delays SFP have continued with detailed’ n*s:gn \.evclwmenl

which does mean the project is at “construction status” and read y to build.

SFP will have concluded the 278 Highway Improvmnents and the maJmlty of the "

Planning Conditions prior to commencenient. _

The milestone and investment profile should provide TDC with adequaté reassyrance
and comfort of the relevant financial security they wotild hold in the event of default
by SFP. -

Whilst somewhat hypothetical the spend profi le [document clem!y a]<0 demonstrates
the potential increased asset value of the sité, Therefore in a| default situation
notwithstanding the value of the land TDC would have security ovel the deposit, the
cash bond and any construction activities unden-s,ken For we'lﬁp'e, as of January
2013 SFP would have commilted apptoximately £9 miillion into thé scheme and TDC
would have full security and covenant of the assct.
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ROYAL SANDS DEVELOPMENT, RAMSGATE

REFERENCE

MILESTONE

TIMELINE STATUS -~ FuNpING /|
: L REQUIREMENT

A.

June 2009

’ have been agreed and these have been

* Cardy Construction Ltd commit to

¢ Committed funding for the scheme at this

» Signed Agreements between all parties
(TDC, SFP, Cardy Constiuction Ltd). SFP
transfer final monies to inciude a £1 million
Cash Bond. "/ '

¢ At this point SFP’s financial commitment to.|/
the project is in the order of £3.5 million. '
It should be rioted that these nienies have '
been funded \T.'rithoul borrowings':-,l This
investment has provided the'| Detailed
Design, Planning Permissions together with
significant Highway Improvements and a
Contribution to Cliff Face Repairs elc.

e Following the-above SFP sign agreement _
with purchaser for the-Hotel and Retail i
/ element, of the scheme which has been pre-
/" ssold off plan for £5million. Stage payments

“linked to‘the build programme.

o Pieiect commencement - within 10 days of
signed -agreement Cardys mobilise the site.
The existiing/hoarding to the perimeter of
the site will be replaced.  The Site
Compound, Contractors Offices, Security
etc.~will be established together with
enabling works for Piling and Drainage.

£1.5million of additional funding,.

point therefore totals £10 million,

e Total funding Requirement at this stage | £4 million

| January 20 10

o Commencement of the Groundworks, Piling
and Services including Surface Water Drain.

» Total funding Requirement at this stage | £4.5 million
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C. August 2010 e Completion of the Groundworks, Piling and,
Services including Surface Water Drain. /
 Total funding Requirement at tll}is"'s.t:’l'ge £5 piillion -
D. March 2011 e Commencement of  the . Stuctuial |/
Frame/Transfer Slab of / Hotel and '
Residential Block A "/ ' 4
o Total funding Requirczneni-at this stage | £6 million
| DX January 2013 o Target completion of the Shell & Core™ta |,
the Hotel, Retail-and Residential Units.
/‘ s
o Commencemént of the Fit Out:to Block A
and sequenliﬁl [Fit Out Blocks B,\C, D and
o To(al"—i’llnding Reguiremendt at this stage | £10 million
F, February 2014 . _,-Pi‘an_:-_l_'iceii-..\ Comp[etit}n ~of the whole
Development (at TDC’s discretion this date
/ seould be subject to a 2017 Practical
-/ Complétion). ;
£22 million

Totﬁl_.i‘unding Requirement at this stage

W
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PROJECT DIRECTORY - ROYAL SANDS, RAMSGATE

Client

Contact
Main

Contractor

Contact

Contact

Agent

Contact

Solicitor's

“Contact |

City Road ,
Peterboreugh PEL 1JE

David Clark
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NAME AND ADDRESS TEL NO FaxNo

SFP Ventures (UK) Ltd 01502 01473 327 340

Brooke Park 517151 /L ;

Heath Road /

Lowestoft

Suffolk NR33 9LZ

Shaun Keegan E-mail / ]_1wuml4?_l@ho(mail.com -
Mobile /07921621548

. R I —

Cardy Construction Limited J

Maynard Road

The Wincheap Estate [

Canterbury [ 1 \

Kent CT13RH \\ ) |

Michael Stannard / R-;mﬂ“ michielSlannard@cardy-

SN ennterbury.co.uk

Mobile 07929 200425

National Westminstey’ Bank 01227

Ple / /783917

National Westminster House / /

37 Old Dover Road '

Cantetbury / /

Kent CTI 3IB/

Andy Dyvies

Terence Painter Properties 01843 866 01843 600 077

44 High Street 866

Broadstairs

[Kent CT101IT

Terry Painter E-maijl terry@terencepainter.co.uk
Mobile 07974 724 410

Greenwood Solicitors LLP 01733 declark@greenwoods.co.uk

Monkstone House 887700
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SEP Ventures (UK) lid - Summa /z'” /
Appartments Constz"l(:;z:iibn 15 f
Lo /X ,
> £ A
Preliminaries £1--aﬂ52;‘34 \ //
Enabling Works £2237022 / /

Main Transfer Slab

~£435,0004

i

£2,725,0000

£2,980.000
£3,311,880|
£2,794,399

£2,173,421

£1,655,940
: £1,138459
Confractors Overhead “) L. £855.OUOJ
Tofal - o7 £21,708,161
_ 7
7 it -
.-'/( r’/ -
r Page 1 of 1
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16. SEF. 2008 14:37 GFI -EAM 4122 618. 32. €5 FEEBD-'_- b 1

B

BANTUE

Mr. Brien WHITE

Head of Dovelopment Services
Thariat District Oumﬂ

P.C Box9 o
Cecil Street '
I..'.’.@A'I'E. mm1n

] Geneva. 16" %cphmburm
| CPE/ccu \

Dear Sirs,

On mqmﬂdmufoweﬂuﬁuwelnéuiﬁw rejuest of Mr. Shaun Keegan, we are
pleased to confirm o you that SFF Ventures Pariners Lid Is owned 100 % by SFP Sarvices
mmmﬂtg‘mmnascuwmmmmofw1wooo (one million
pounds

w-mlnutmﬁxﬂumzmo!ﬂwbwmmebunmgdm
devdoprneMofRuyaISands umammm

WehopeMcMuthnpml&n.mwmwudwmmme&m

Yours sinoeraly,
SOCIETE BANCAIRE PRIVEE SA

SOCIETE BANCAIRE PRIVEE SA
avurssz ez - sepostale 2668 - CHI211 Genbved - TAL+412201 3131 .« Fn+41 Z0UBILA0 - Bmw.dl SIC87 478 -~ Swifk STACNGE

1ol

Page 181

NbCIZ70C i Wl W7ol v L0

+O'pL 90 des -



JMimierest Bater

NOTFORPJBUCKHON"

oot o oF SL8AERA 85 24N e
’h&cutﬁ&ﬁggiﬂﬂgﬂuhuhﬁnhﬁ; )
mﬁdmmmﬁmmmm rehtesd

L&MW&O‘M@WW

mmﬁmmww; :
2 youtn. d
1m’havem~vdwemmmﬂg

1. £262,400 £oe (0:9%) pemible oa fuitis] daewn

Msgxmmaummduwmw

/in alvsnos.
. mwumm»umwmw

rogrestads MW(MW
m mmumwmm

-”mdutumnﬁﬁﬂuﬂphmﬂuﬂtuwﬂhﬁﬁﬁw
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Wetrusi s cutifies the siguation

S F P VENTURES (UK) LTD

Brook Business H ” -, R ‘l.olt - Sufiolk NR33 9L.Z
Tolophone 01502 517161 . Facsimile 01502 514663 -

d J/

Mr. Brizn White / /
Heod of Developenent Services (= £
C19 IXZ

2 fune 2009

Mefoinlirap .

I' |, i A : "\;I,I_,I_...,___ ?
mrncwmwr«mwm&mmmmﬁmmé;m
mw«u««nmwwmmw@mm@mmm
ocder for construction works to commenos.. / /

#
/

Wemmm-MVmwpmwﬁmnml,mm
commithed to invest £1_5 willion pounds of their cun fiuds into this project.

n addition we have secured Wetrdons Investivents wh ai fnding £5 millioa for the
m«mmmgmwﬁmmm-MMmm

Pleass find stachesd beters confiting théso dmngements.

This will meam thaet widh the £650,000 ahridy paid and held 0n account with TDC's
Solicitors togethes with the £imillion boad beid by cur solicitors, awating transder

1o TDC's soficitors, @ totat of £40 miSlion will be committed sod invested in order for
this project to WM

Seles of the fasidential propesties will be moving Grward and vt the remainder of
Withis the Dovedopment Agnoeicns the Councl has ey i rights and sould they
meomms@mmwmwmwmmmm.
vifuahle dovelopraent of somia £13.600.000

s .‘-—',’-’(‘:_f—"—’ i
iy A \

s e e st S L P TR e e .
B A AN RIS TR Bl e S iR, e

"/ Yonrs sinoerely,

Slani Keegen
SEF Ves J"ﬂ(UK)L&ndwd

Crencam, Bdlericoy Espes CMTR CEDQ
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SECARDY BUILDERS & CONTRACTORS |

OurRef: MS/lap CARDY CONSTRUCTION UMITED
Date: - 2™ June 2009 MAYNARD ROAD
THE WINCHEAP ESTATE
CANYERBURY / /
Shaun Keegan Esq ﬁ':: pall 3‘r‘:"0]' zé;-r AT
SBFP Zentm:s (UK) Limited i lmtlm?l m A
rooke Par mli’.'ﬂcqrdrmtubﬁr,;m.ulf ~
Heath Road ) wwir.cordyconstruction.co.uk - /
Lowestoft /L '
Suffolk
NR339LZ
.r/ .. /
. ,f" |
| |
|
Dear Shaun

Royal Sands Development — Ramsgate

Further 10 our letter of the 6™ May 2009 we corfirm our investinent towards the Royal Sands
Development, totalling £1,500,000,will be available from our current resources and investment
portfolio. / / / < :

As soon as Thanet District Councii-gives cle__mﬁncc for the project to proceed, we confirm that
we do have resources available o commence work on site given 10 days notice.

Kent County Council hg\?é éire_:ady agreed to grant the licence enabling us to erect site security
and safety hoardings, which will ensure we are able to secure the site and commence ground
works in preparation for the piling sub-contract.

We trust his provides the coniinnatibn‘ you require at this stage and look forward to hearing
further from you. : ‘

Yours sincerely

Studrt Gremo |/
/ Managing Director

™ / Directors: SN Gremo, FFB,, ACLO8.
| M. Stannand, ACLOB.
G.). Cryer, ECA,
Office:

Reghterad Office;

27, New Dover Road, Canterbury, Kent CT1 3DN.
Cormpony Regickation No: 2780134

Vol Nox: 572 1981 26
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NatWest

PRIVATE & CONFIDENTIAL / I
_,Commarcial Banlking
To Whom It May Concern: /37 Old Dover Road
Cariterbury’ |
Kent CT1 348

Direct: 1227 783917,
Fax: 01227 783946
Mobile: 07770 990226
-._ Emait:andrew.davies@rbs.co.uk

Cardy Construction Limited [ |

The Bank understands our client — Cardy Construction ,Lir_nited — is under
consideration for and likely to be awarded a Buiiding Contract in the order of several
million pounds and we have been asked fo provide a reference accordingly.

It gives me pleasure to be able to confirm, that Cardy Construction Limited has
been a customer of the Bank sirice 1993 'and although ipersonally have only been
involved as their Commercial Mariager for the-past few years, | am aware they have
always operated their account in an/exemplary manner. They also have an
excellent reputation locally for the way they do busiriess and from my experience of
the business and knowledge of their {rading position, order book, cashflow and
quality of the client base, | can see nc.reason at this present time, why they would
not be able to satisfactorily fulfil their ehligations to you under such a contract.

If you require any fu';‘ther; information, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully *

Andrew Davies ' ._ .
Relationship Director \

HNational Westminster Bank Pl
Reagistered in England No 920027
Registered Office: 135 Bishopsgate
London EC2M 3UR
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DRAFT LETTER FROM SBP BANQUE TO TDC

Mr. Brian White £ § £y
Head of Development Services // S N
Thanet District Council /¢

P.O. Box 9

Cecil Street

Margate, Kent

CT9 1XZ

Date* ': [-.
Dear Sirs,

This letter is to confirm that our Client Wétmof_é Investments has funds deposited
with the bank to facilitate immediate funding of £5 million for the Hotel and
Commercial elements of the Royal S'faa:slcd:.i.i Deyelopm’é:nt»ﬁt Ramsgate, Kent.

Stage payments will be made as requested by vur Client and the funds will be
transferred through HSBC Lowestoft Branch. '

We also advise you thaf SBP Barique hiold a Triple Star Rating,

i
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By virtue of paragraph(s) 3, 5 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A

of the Local Government Act 1972. An n eX ?

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT — PLEASURAMA SITE, RAMSGATE

To: Cabinet -16 June 2009

Main Portfolio Area:  Economy & Culture

By: Sue McGonigal — Director of Finance and Co.oorate be wices
Classification: Restricted

Ward: Ramsgate, Eastcliff and Central 4 N
Summary: Following the decision of Cablnet on-7 Niay 2009, this

report sets out information provided by the developer
setting out the basis on which. thls project is to he funded.

For Decision: /

1.0 Introduction and background

1.1 Cabinet received a report regdrqu the Development Agreement on 7 May
2009. _

1.2 In discussion, concern was expressed about the developers ability to fund
and complete this project within the required timescales. Consequently it was
agreed that further mformatlon be ‘;nught prowdlng the reassurance required.
Minute No. 78 refers '

Cabinet agrz-_ad that: |

“the D:rt—;f_ctor of Fmance- and Corporate Services seeks assurance
from/SEP Ventures that adequate funding is available to the developer
to construct the scheme in accordance with Council’s decisions

_An.d
The Director of Financé and Corporate Services reports fully on any
financial risks to the next meeting of the Cabinet”.

1.3 /The report.considered on 7 May 2009 is appended at Annex 1.

2.0 'Current Position |

2.1 The decision of Cabinet was drawn to the attention of the developer and the
attached documentation has been received. It is appended at Annex 2.

22 There aré two main elements to the information. First, the overall cost of the
project; £22 million, with a breakdown of the phasing of works, showing
sourceé of funding to each phase. It being noteworthy that the developer
intends to provide a total of £10 million initial investment. With the remaining
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cost of the project funded from sales. Members will recall that the structure. of
the Development Agreement requires that the first part of the scheme ta be
included must be the Hotel. It being self evident that the developer proposes.
to recycle the receipt for the hotel back into the development. With
subsequent receipts from sale of flats being used to fund complehon of the
project. / !

Correspondence is appended in Annex 2 stating that £1:5 million is being/
made available to the development by the appointéd/contractor; ~Cardys.
And that the banker of Wetmore Investments has depossted funds in the sum/
of £5 million allocated to this project. -

Insofar as Minute No. 78 of Cabinet (7 May '2,,0’09) is. concerned then the
developer has responded to the request fromthe Council. - '

it is now for Cabinet to decide whethei or not it finds thé information
satisfactory.

The issues for Members may be summarlzed as follows flom the content of
Annex 2; \\ | |
0] SFP states that i is Iargelf"funding the échéme from its own
resources and then'sales. Therefore absolutely proof of funds
is not possible. '

(i) On the other hand, SFP-points out it has already spent
considerable tunds, and the £ -million deposit has been made
availabie in accorclar‘.be with the Development Agreement, and
will flow to the Councni if-it excu. ises its step in right.

(iii) WhIISl paperq are attached from both Cardys and Wetmore
Ihvestments, néither of these organisations has contractual
‘obfligations to the Council. The attached papers show how the

- project is being fuhided but they do not prove funding.

(iv) /' The question for Members remains the decision of whether to
procead with the Development Agreement on the basis that
there is -evidence to support, though not absolute proof,
funding is inplace. Thereby achieving this regeneration
project now. Or, taking the alternate view, that the

~Development Agreement be determined with a larger receipt
_being available to the Council perhaps some eight years into
the fLI_l'[U.I'e

Op"tioné

Cabinet ':ma'y' decide to determine the Development Agreement, or
recommend to Council that the Agreement be not determined. With the

" stheme builf=out in accordance with the Development Agreement.
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4.0 Corporate Implications

4.1 Financial .
4.1.1 These are as stated in the report on 7 May 2009. . .

4.2 Legal
4.2.1 These are as stated in the report to Cabi.nelt on 7-May 2009.

4.3 Corporate / )
4.3.1 These are as stated in the report to Cabinet on 7 May 2009

4.4 Equality and Diversity .[ | %
441 These are stated in the report:-.to !‘C_}abinet on7 Méy; 21})09.

5.0 Recommendations AN /

5.1 Cabinet decide to determine with tﬁe Develbpment Agreé'ment. Or;

5.2 Cabinet agree to support proceeding wit the Development Agreement, this
recommendation to be referred to Full Council-for decision.

6.0 Decision Making P.a"o_g?;lmme

6.1 This decision is a matter 'f@r."Crabinet. And Council if recommendation 5.2 is
agreed. ' | :

Contact Officer: / . Sue McGo'ﬁ.igal, Director of Finance and Corporate

~.| Services
Others}.f'Cronsulted; . Brian White, Director of Regeneration Services
ﬁﬁme_s
~ Annex 1 - . Information received from SFP Ventures (UK) Ltd.
Anriex 2 S/ Report to Cabinet considered on 7" May 2009
Annex 3 Commentary from Eversheds/TDC Officers
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By virtue of paragraph(s) 3, 5 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A

of the Local Government Act 1972. An n eX 3

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT - PLEASURAMA SITE, RAMSGATE
To: Cabinet — 7 May 2009

Main Portfolio Area:  Economy and Culture

By: Director of Regeneration

Classification: Restricted

Ward: Ramsgate, Eastcliff and Central

Summary: To inform Cabinet of the current position regarding the ﬁevelopment

Agreement, and recommend that the Development Agreement be
determined for reasons of the developer’s /I;r.each.

For Decision [ 1

1.0 Introduction and Background

1.1 This property was once the site of the Ramsgate seafront railway station. Then as rail
travel declined during the twentieth century. it became used as an amusement park;
hence the name; Pleasurama. During. this period, the.amusement park was associated
with one of the busiest perigds for R'-urm,gate Sands. Each summer the beach attracting
large numbers of VISItOI’S / j -

1.2 However, the rapid decj_ine of the Byitish seaside holiday industry led to the site becoming
empty, and in part derelict. . After fire damage the site became the subject of
unsuccessful development preposals during the 1990’s. Following action by the Council
to recover vacant pogsession of the site the Council tendered the site, its intention being
to ensure that anpropnate redeveloprrnnt in the best interests of the local economy, and
residents, was brougnt forward -

1.3 This was not an easy fask_. The challenge being to deliver a scheme of quality, such that
it acted as a catalyst in bringing people and spend back to Ramsgate, yet was also
attractive to potential developers.

1.4 Critefia~were established by the Council against which prospective development
proposals were-to be assessed. These included a hotel, seafront commercial units
(cafes, bars etc) and\play facilities. With a substantial number of seafront flats.
Ultimately-only two proposals emerged with SFP Ventures (UK) Limited becoming the
appointed developer. /

1.5° / Recognised as, at thattime (2003) the Council's major regeneration project, the scheme
" moved stowards implementation, with the submission of a planning application.
Simultaneously there were questions about the proposed disposal of the site to SFP. In
particular the scaie of the financial return that the Council would receive from disposal of
thessite.
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1.6 The principle of disposal was discussed by, and agreed in Cabinet in November 2004
(minute CR 82 refers). The decision was revisited in October 2005 w?*en ‘detailed figures
were presented on the monies the Council would receive from each element of the
scheme. The Council accepted at the time that the regeneration, beriefits to Ramsgate
justified a sale at less than full market value. The District Auditor feyiewed thé files at the
time and endorsed this approach. A decision was taken to proceed: with dtspoca! !

1.7 Planning consent was granted on 28"M January 2004 (appligation FITHIOSI'I2OU) There
have been subsequent amendments to the scheme, chiefly regardmg a reduction’in
height, in response to public concern and interest about changes in the view from tha cliff
top. ,

1.8 Because the developer has now substantially compieted highway warks associated with
the development, and that work is part of the plannirig consent, tiie planning consent is
considered to be under implementation. The s.278 Highways Worlks endorsed and
supervised by Kent County Council effectwely link thre main developmént site to the
public highway.

1.9 The condition of the cliff wall behind the Piéa$urama site had not bheen a consideration in
early discussions about the scheme. It nad not been considered appropriate by the
Council to seek to transfer the cliff wall to the developer. Perhaps the Council's shoreline
management obligations required it fo take 'a holistic approach/to the maintenance of
seafront structures along the entire’ Thanet coastline. But once planning permission for
the new scheme was granted it was self evident that survey and repair of the cliff wall
was needed. Repair costs, post construction of-the new development, would inevitably
be higher. Consequently a substantial part of the 2007/08 Capital Programme was spent
on the cliff wall repairs before-the development was,built. The completed cliff wall
scheme has left the cliff i a sound) cnndt*lon with nio further expenditure needed for
several decades. / / -

1.10  The Council entered intc.a Development Agreement with SFP on 20 October 2006. The
Development Agreement “provided for SFP to be granted site leases prior to
commencement of developmerit and._for the freehold interest in the site only to be
transferred followmg completion of-the “development. The Development Agreement
provides for SEP to provide on completion of the site leases a performance bond of £5.6
million in favour-of the Council by way of security for its obligations under the
Development Agreement. &

1.11  SFP paid a dep03|t of £55, UOO upon signing of the Development Agreement and the
Agreen"c:nt prowded for SFP to make the following payments to the Council:-

- /The sum of £550,000 on completion of the site leases

o " An.overdge payﬁweﬁt of £15,585 on the sale by the developer of each residential
unit (there are 105 in the approved scheme)

e An overage péyﬁ'lent in respect of each of the commercial units (other than the
/~hotel) disposed of by way of long lease at a premium equivalent to 50% of the net
/sale proceeds

SR VT addltlon the Developer is liable to pay £100,000 to the Council under the terms of the

Section 1068 Agreement relating to the planning permission for the development. This
payment rélates to works to the cliff wall carried out by the Council.
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2.5

Because the objective of the Council is to regenerate Ramsgate, the Development
Agreement requires the scheme to be completed as a single entity. ' Détailed planning -
consent to be obtained by SFP, but to reflect the ‘concept’ design/as accepted by the
Council in 2003 — this featuring an hotel at the Marina end of the development site.

In recent years persons opposed to the principle, process and detailed content of the
scheme have raised various complaints with the Local Government Ombudsthan, District
Auditor and there has been one application for a Judicial Review. -~ All have generated
response confirming that the Council has acted correctly. /

The Current Situation

The Development Agreement was sighed on 20 Octobﬂr 2006 and campletion of the site
leases was due to take place on 13 November 2007. Completion did not take place
because SFP was unable to provide the £5.6 million performance bond_in favour of the
Council. SFP was therefore in fundamentai breach of its obligations under the
Development Agreement by reason of its failire-to provide the bond. The Development
Agreement remains in existence and compietion of the site leases remains outstanding.
The Development Agreement is determinable by the Council b)f reason of SFP’s ongoing
failure to provide the performance bond. \ \

The economic downtumn, now recession, *has-led SFP fo seek variations to the
Development Agreement but these should be considered within-the scope of the decision
originally taken by the Cabinet in 2004.. These have-i ncluded re-phasing of the work to
an extended timetable due to lack of demand in the current housing market along with
proposed replacement of the £5.6m. performance bond with a deposit of £1m to be
placed with the Council to bé utilised iiy the event that the Council exercises its step- in
rights under the agreement/ Gfficers have,-on a subject to contract and without prejudice
basis, negotiated these \mrtatlons with' SFP

It is understood by off icers that it has not been possnble for SFP to obtain a £5.6m bond
in the current economic climate; nor is it likely to be in the foreseeable future. The
alternative of a £1in deposit, in 1JK bank and accessible to the Council in the event of
step-in is consu!ered acceptable by _the.author of this report on the basis that the
recession has séen-much development in Thanet come to a halt. And the only developer
we have cannot provide-a bond of the magnitude of £5.6m. Therefore if the scheme is to
proceed it would haveto be with a deposit of £1m.

At 30 March 2009, Solicitors for both sides were able to confirm that the £1m deposit is
available, and, therefore, subjecito the extended timetable, the development could
proceed.~ It is acknowledged that there have been delays. Chiefly due to the current
market and the inability-of the developer to justify the bond value having regard to the
value/of the sclieme,

L ]
The differenceé between'the bond and deposit can be explained as follows. The £5.6m

‘bond is designed to ensure that in the event of the developers default the Council can
‘recover possession of the site and call on the bond to have adequate resources to

secure-the completion of the scheme, this being the goal of the project. In contrast, a
£1m/deposit forfeltable on any substantial default in the revised programme will represent
a slgrlflcant incentive to the Developer to complete the development, but should default
oceur, it will not be sufficient to achieve the project goal of securing the completion of the

‘entire scheme,
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The Council's Director of Finance and Corporate Services as S151 officeris of the
opinion that completion of the site leases should not take place unless SFP deposits the:
full bond with the Council as security for SFP’s obligations. SFP is' a,company without
significant assets and the Council would have very limited recourse to any mOnetary or
other assets in the event that SFP was in breach of its/obligations/ urider the
Development Agreement. Consequently, from a risk managenient wewpomt ‘the S. 15|
Officer supports the recommendation at 6.1. '

If completion of the site leases does not take place this will Have an adverse- lmp_-lct on
the Council's capital programme because the £650,000 /comprising the premiumn of
£550,000 the £100,000 Section 106 contribution will not be received this financial-year.

The extended timescale sought by SFP will take prdctla.al completlon to within five years
of lease completion. Given that all significant new buiid of private housing construction in
Thanet has stopped, the time extension is reasonable if Cabinet is minded to proceed
with the Development Agreement. ,

Eversheds acting for the Council have on instriction taken preliminary steps to determine
the Development Agreement with SFP. However on the basis\that Cabinet originally
agreed the disposal of the Pleasurama site io SFP it is appropriate for Cabinet to now
consider and decide upon final determlnatfon of the Development Agreement

Once agreed by Cabinet, Eversheds will be eructed to ser\,e notice determining the
Development Agreement.

Key Issues .
There are essentially thre_e"iséues fbr f}.ﬂembers to Cuhsider, and the issues are inter-
related. They being financial, legal and the overarching objective of regeneration.

The financial position “is_that if NMermbers decide to proceed with the Development
Agreement and completion of the'sife leases takes place , the cash receipt to the Council
will be as agreed 4nd’ effectiveiy set,in 2004, at a time when it was acknowledged that
for economic devélopment purposes the site should justifiably be undersold.

It is then still, poe:lble ta receive the total of £650,000 into the Capital Programme for
2009/2010

Should the recommendation be agreed and the Development Agreement is determined,
the Council will retain the £55k ‘deposit and the interest earned on the deposit of
appreximateiy £4.2k. This could offset the outstanding legal costs of £14.5k payable to
Evefsheds for its work thus far on behalf of the Council.

If trlne Development Agrezment proceeds, however, the Council will be entitled to receive
default interest for late completion on the balance of purchase monies (i.e. £495k being

"-£550k less the deposit of £55k) with effect from 13 November 2007(the figure being

"/ approximately £56k) thaugh this is only payable to the Council if completion of the site

34

35

leases takes piace.

Thé position on'iegal fees is that if the Development Agreement proceeds the Developer
has stated a willingness to meet the Council’s outstanding account with Eversheds. If the

Developmerit Agreement is terminated the Council will be responsible for payment of the

Evershedg’ outstanding fees.

If the Development Agreement is determined, it is possible that the Developer could bring
a claim against the Council to seek to recover some or all of the expenditure which the
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Developer has incurred in carrying out the highway works. Eversheds view {on tiie basis
that the Council made it clear to the Developer that if it did carry out the highway werks
prior to completion of the site leases it would do so at its own risk) is that such a claim
would be unlikely to succeed. However legal costs would be incurredin defending such a
claim if it were to be brought, although the Council would be ent titled to recover these
from the Developer if the claim failed.

The position is therefore that the Council is entitled to determine-the Development/
Agreement but in doing so it may need to defend a claim by'SFP. in doing so inevitably
costs would be incurred, though at this stage they are difficult to quantify.~._

The third key issue is regeneration. In essence /Members need to balance the
opportunity of taking this site back into the Council's. property portfolio for later
redevelopment, against the opportunity of seeing thie development undertaken over the
next 4 years. Obviously the return at some time-in the medium term future will be
substantially greater. But this may be weighed against the benefit; of a major
redevelopment proceeding in Thanet against-a background of recession, and rising
unemployment. There are ramifications also-for the Capital Programme and the
contribution it makes to Corporate objectives, including regeneration. The developer
states that with the appointment of a Ioc_;al contractor, Cardys, the timescale for
completion of the works will be accelerated; z

On balance, it is recommended that.the Development Agreement be determined. But
there are reasons why Members may be justified.in proceeding with the Agreement. The
recent information received by Eversheds- from “ihe- Developer's solicitors sets the
position out from the developers perspective.

Should Cabinet be so minded to-agree to proceed with the Development Agreement, it
would be appropriate to set a’deadline ffor completiohy, which, if not met, would lead to

determination of the Agreement Thwa pprlod of 10 working days from the date of this
meeting is recommended. - .

Options

Determination of tﬁe'bevelopmen{ Agreernent

Proceed with,/the Development Agreement, on the basis of a deposit of £1m deposit,
replacing theé £6.6m bond, and the developers revised timetable of practical completion
within five years of compietion-of site leases. This option would require a decision by
Council because it agreed the basis of the Development Agreement.

Corpofate implications

Finarcial

511 On det’érminatio.ﬁ of the Development Agreement;

{a) iie Council retains the £55k deposit

(b) the Council receives interest on the deposit in the sum of
approximately £4.2k.

(c) the Council meets Eversheds outstanding account of £14.5k,

excluding costs of completion of the determination process, and
costs of any litigation
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(d) the Council is in a position to receive a larger receipifor the site in
8 — 10 years time .

(e) there is a £595k gap in the 2009/10 Capital Progiamme
5.1.2 Should Members decide to proceed with the Development'Agféemen}t;'l.
(a) the Council retains the £55k deposit plus interest of £4.2K

(b) the Council is entitled to receix;e default interest. for |ate
completion in the sum of apprommate'iy £56k.

(c) the Council receives £595k into the 200910 Capltal Programme

(d) the £1million moves into thc. UK account _qpened by TDC to
receive the deposit (this sum with accrued-.interest will be
repayable to the developer if it complies with its obligations under
the Development Agreement).”

(e) the Council’'s outstalhdil'ﬁg legal costs met b}f_ the Developer

O\ |

(f the Council receives\a total receipt for thie site as that reported in

2004. The fi igures in theD velopment Agreement are fixed

Legal

5.2.1 The Council has appointéd Eversheds and consistently followed its advice. The
Cabinet meeting wiII b"e aﬁewded by Mr. S. "?etle'y of Eversheds.
|
5.2.2 There is the pos‘*lblllty of ||t|qaﬂon regarding determination of the Development
Agreement, possibly on the/basis that the/Developer will seek to recover legal
costs incurred cufnpletln_g the 5.278 highway works.

Corporate

5.3.1 Should the Development Agreemerit be determined the future of the site will be
reviewedwithin'the Asset Management Strategy.

5.3.2 Should the decision beto proceed with the Development Agreement there is a
risk that the £1m depuosit weuld be insufficient to meet any outstanding liabilities
associated with the re-engaging a developer, as was intended in the original

/" agreement, where £5.6m was set as the limit for the development bond.

5.3_{3;: Should  Cabinet not agree the recommendation this matter will be referred to
\ . _Council. because Joption 4.2 requires a change to the Development Agreement.

!

Equity and Equalltle_s,

541, In the opinicn of the author, there are no equalities and equity implications of this

/ /Report

4 f
FRecommendations

That_the Development Agreement between the Council and SFP Ventures Ltd. be

determined
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7.0 Decision Making Process

7.1 This is not a key decision.

y
Fi

/

i

Contact Officer: Brian White — Director of Regeneration — Extension 7007 / f
Others Consulted: /L
Finance Sue McGonigat
Legal Harvey Patterson
| \
%
)
o
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By virtue of paragraph(s) 3, 5 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A

of the Local Government Act 1972. An n eX 4

COMMENTARY FROM TDC OFFICERS ON THE CONTENT OF ANNEX 1

1. The Cabinet minute required SFP Ventures (UK) Limited (“SFF") to provide
assurance to the Council that adequate funding is availablé to compIFte the
project on schedule with the Director of Finance and Co( porate Serwces to
report on financial risk. -

2. SFP has provided a breakdown of the projected total constructien cost for the
development at today's prices (see Annex 1) which is estimated tc.be’
£21,708,161.00. It would appear that this figure/dces not include the £1rmn
deposit or the premium, overage and other monies payable to the Council,
SFP’s figures have not been independently verified on-behalf of the Council
but in the opinion of Officers the figures do not.séem unreasonable.

3. SFP states that £10m of committed funding is already in place. This sum is
made up of £3.5m from SFP, £1.5m from Cardy Construction Limited and
£5m from Wetmore Investments. The £3.5m from SFP includes the money
spent to date on planning costs, highway works and other preliminaries and
also includes £1m deposit, the £550k premium to be pajd to the Council for
the site leases and the £100k Section'106 contribution. This appears to leave
a funding shortfall of at least £12m which SFP states.is to be met from flat
sales or by unspecified third party funders at some stage-in the future.

4. The development agreement will provide for. SFP to comply with the following
development milestones:- '
(a) the groundworks , (meluumg the plllng and foundations) are to be
commenced by 31st Jandary 2010 ‘and-completed by 31st August 2010
(b) the structural fraine for the first phase of ti:e development (which includes
the hotel and somé of-the flats) is to be comimenced by 1st March 2011 and
completed by 28th Fehruary, 2012
(c) practical comnletlon of the entire development is to take place by 28th
February 201 4

SFP has nrowded a table (see Annex 1) setting out the funding requirements
for each/of these milestones and this indicates that no additional funding will
be required until January 2013.

5. Annex i contains a bank reference and other information relating to Cardys
and somg limited information about the agreements which SFP is proposing
fo, enter into with both Cardys and Wetmore. It is proposed that Cardys will
‘enter into & joint venture agreement with SFP and that Wetmore will purchase
\the hotel element of the scheme. However, the Council will not have a direct
contractual relationshjp with either of them and will not be able to enforce the
terms of their agreements with SFP. The Council’s solicitors have requested
copies of ithe propgsed agreements but SFP has not agreed to supply these
or the basis-that the terms are confidential. [If the Council does decide to
proceed with the Development Agreement, it should be a condition that SFP
enters inte'the agreements with Cardys and Wetmore not later than the grant

/" sof the site leases to SFP.]

o

SEP points out, in Annex 1, that the deposit of £1m will be available to the
Councii should it exercise its step-in rights. The replacement of the £5.6 m
bond by this deposit was discussed in the Cabinet report of 7" May 2009.
Should Cabinet wish to proceed with the Development Agreement it will be
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necessary for the decision to be taken in Council, because it sét dut the
original content of the Development Agreement.

7. The Council will have the right to terminate the site leases for Jreach of the
Development Agreement which SFP fails to remedy buit this should’ be
regarded as a measure of last resort and could be a faifly Aiengthy , process
involving court proceedings if SFP challenge the termination. If termination |
does take place the Council will be entitled to utilise the £1m/deposit to/
remedy any breach of the Development Agreemem and to exercise step m
rights. / /

8. Should Cabinet decide to proceed with the De eiop‘nent Agreement, as
amended, SFP will pay the sum of £550k to the Council, if-accordance with
Development Agreement and the further £10Ck dnder the terms of the section
106 Agreement. In addition SFP will pay an additional £56k interest; and the
Council's legal costs relating to the variatioii to the Development Agreement.
On the other hand should the Developmient Agréement be ended the Council
will at some time in the future have the opportunity of a greater return.

Conclusion |., l‘-‘_ \ "I
The Council cannot be certain on the basis of Annex 1 that the SFP will have
sufficient funding to carry out and cominlete the developmeiit.

This is because much of the initial funding i's"bein'g provided by two organisations not
party to the Development Agreemmient anid more than 50% of the overall project cost is
to be funded from either flat sales or third party funding which has yet to be arranged.

However, SFP has staied a commltmem to. complete the scheme. By way of
supporting evidence SFP poifits to the’£2m it has a'ready spent, and the £1m deposit
the Council will receive if,. having agreed to proceed with the Development
Agreement, it later has'need to use its step in rights.

B J White "/ > H Patterson
Director of Regeneration Services , Chief Legal Officer
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