Freedom of Information Act 2000 – New Walk Site Sale
Your request for information has now been considered. The Council holds the information requested.
You asked:
In relation to my original request and YOUR reply of the 26th March 2018.

“The cost for the demolition works and complete site clearance were agreed in February 2014 with a budget of £5m. This figure included for professional fees associated with the above demolition works and procurement of the development partner to regenerate the site.” 
QUESTIONS-

1/ you have stated that in February 2014 the budget of £5m was agreed. 

Who actually agreed this budget was it by a committee or an individual, please state the person or persons responsible for agreeing this amount.

Answer: Details of the decision notice for New Walk Centre Redevelopment were made on the 26th February 2014 and is freely available on the Council’s website at:

http://www.cabinet.leicester.gov.uk:8071/ieDecisionDetails.aspx?ID=439
This letter therefore constitutes a refusal notice under Section 17.1 of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 because an exemption under Section 21 of the Act is being applied, namely the information is already in the public domain i.e. the Council’s website.

2/ you have an agreed Budget of £5m, what was the actual final cost and a breakdown of the final figures, i.e. cost of demolition, cost of site removal, professional fees. 

The budget was fully expended.  The cost (Final Account) of the demolition work element of the project was £1.8m.  The £5m was part of the Council’s wider (£20m) accommodation strategy budget which included projects such as relocation from New Walk Centre buildings to City Hall, Data Centre, Customer Services Centre, relocation from Greyfriars, Sovereign House as well as the procurement of a development partner for the scheme. 

3/ who is or was the development partner and what fees were paid and to who?

The development partner, successful through the European compliant, competitive dialogue was Ingleby (1243) Limited. Fees for professional services in relation to the demolition project and the procurement process were paid to a number of professional advisors (including but not limited to): EY, Lambert Smith Hampton, Chase & Partners, Arup, EC Harris, Anthony Collins Solicitors, Independent demolition consultant, Independent utility service consultant, AOH Ltd, Natas Environmental and utility services companies. 

To provide the total fees paid to each of the above companies would take in excess of 18 hours of work. To extract the information from our Agresso system for the above companies for 2 years would equate to 22 hours.  This represents the estimated time of one officer spending one hour per company per year.
This is therefore a Refusal Notice under section 17.1 of the Freedom of Information Act, because under the provisions of section 12.1 of the Act, the Council estimates that to comply with your request in its current form will exceed the appropriate limit.

In estimating the cost of complying with a request for information, an authority can only take into account any reasonable costs incurred in:

(a) determining whether it holds the information,
(b) locating the information, or a document which may contain the information,
(c) retrieving the information, or a document which may contain the information, and
(d) extracting the information from a document containing it.

The Council has duly determined whether held, located, retrieved, extracted and prepared relevant information to answer your request within the limit specified 
In accordance with the transparency code, the Council publishes all spending over £500 on it’s open data website:

http://directory.leicester.gov.uk/transparency-directory/
4/ how many valuations did the council obtain to seek a valuation for the sale of the whole site including the existing building i.e. sold as was complete with no additional costs to the council – they sell the whole site to a developer as was – and what these valuations in monetary terms were.
The Council has undertaken several valuations on the former New Walk Centre site over the years as the building’s structural integrity and functional suitability of the buildings became of increasing concern. Also as per our requirements for the statutory statement of accounts.

There are various methodologies to undertake valuations, some using existing use value (where the asset is valued on its existing use. i.e. for new walk centre, valued as a fully operational commercial office building) and / or market value, which is effectively the estimated value the market would pay for the asset once it has become surplus.

In 1999, existing use value (as a fully operational commercial office building) was estimated to be £9.5m.

In 2004, existing use value (as a partially operational commercial office building) was estimated to be £3.5m (which was valued from £6m minus structural repairs estimated at the time to be at £2.5m).

In 2009, existing use value (as a partially operational commercial office building) was estimated to be £2.3m (which was valued from £7.3m minus structural repairs estimated at the time to be at £5m).

In 2011, the Council valued the site at £73k. This valuation was undertaken on the basis of £2.73m existing use value (of a greatly reduced occupancy office building) minus circa £2m demolition costs. The buildings at this time being beyond their economic life expectancy, basically the buildings having reached structural obsolescence (as the full extent of the structural issues were more clearly understood) and with the plan to decant remaining staff out of the building in 2013.

Market valuations in 2015 and April 2016, value the asset at £1.  This was taking the surplus site, as a cleared site (as the demolition was being or had then been completed).

Valuations are an estimation of how much the asset is worth and therefore in order to obtain the actual amount a developer would pay for the site, (and as outlined in previous correspondence with you), this was based on each bidder’s residual valuations, set against the terms of the offer, planning constraints and the predetermined regenerative outcomes required for the site.  Each of the bidding party had to undertake this as part of the European compliant procurement process that the Council undertook procure the development partner to regenerate the site.

Each short-listed bidder provided a residual valuation, therefore there were 3 residual valuations provided as part of the procurement process.

In addition to the above commentary, advisors EY gave overall advice on value through scenario testing the viability of various types of development that the Council was seeking to achieve from the site. 

Each developer bidding, provided their land value based on this methodology as part of their bids and whilst the methodology is commercially sensitive information, the market valuation in 2017 was £18k, which represented the residual valuations received.

This therefore acts as the statutory refusal notice required by Section 17.1 of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 because of the reasons contained in FOIA Section 43.2 – the disclosure of this information would, or would be likely to, prejudice the commercial interests of any person (including the authority) holding it. 

5/ on a decision to demolish the site how many tenders were obtained by the council , who were the companies involved , what were these valuations and who decided to award the contract to a particular company – i.e. was it the cheapest ?
A two stage procurement process was undertaken in order to shortlist suitably experienced demolition specialists to undertake the complex demolition project. 

There were 15 initial tender returns.  A shortlist of 5 contractors were then selected for the second stage tender. 

The initial Pre-Qualification Questionnaire asked for information including companies’ financial and corporate information, technical capabilities, quality assurance, health and safety and environmental management.  

The five companies selected from this were then asked to provide more detailed information, methodology and costs.  These tender returns were assessed and scored, with 20% of the final score being awarded for quality and 80% for financial. 

The five shortlisted contractors were:

· AR Demolition Limited

· DSM Group

· Coleman & Co

· Forshaw Demolitions

· Robinson & Birdsell

The stage 2 scoring was as follows:
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	1
	DSM
	14.3
	59.5
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	15.2
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	2
	Robinson & Birdsell
	18.72
	52.5
	71.3
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	AR Demolition
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	Coleman & Co
	9.3
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	15.2
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	5
	Forshaw Demolition
	12.33
	44.0
	56.3
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Following the preparation of the Scoring Analysis the 3 tenderers with lowest combined quality and financial score were invited to present their respective offers to the Demolition Tender Review Panel.

Demolition Tender Review Panel comprised: The Director of Estates and the Director of Finance of Leicester City Council together with three external consultants from advisors EC Harris LLP.  The Demolition Tender Review Panel met with representatives of DSM Group, AR Demolitions and Robinson & Birdsell on 1st May 2014 to hear and discuss the respective tender submissions.  

The Demolition Tender Review Panel made the final selection with DSM Group being the selected as the preferred contractor for the demolition project.

6/ Regarding site clearance – WAS a crusher used on site? Was a crusher and its costs incorporated in the tender price and if not why not – was due diligence taken into account, if a crusher was used did the council seek necessary permission for its use and did the council have a license to use one.
The specialist demolition contractor undertook all of the works on site in a complaint manner, following their risk assessments and method statements, including using crushers on site where appropriate along with any damping down systems etc. All the required plant to undertake the demolition and waste management was included in the Demolition Contractor’s tender figure and contract of appointment.

6a/ where did the rubble from the demolition actually went, i.e. did it go for landfill and if where or for us as hardcore in another building project.   

Crushed hard core did not go to land fill, DSM had % targets for material recovery and held detailed records for WRAP.

It was understood that the majority of it was used on the M6 / A14 interchange junction. 

6b/ how much did the council receive for it - as if it was used for hardcore people pay to use it - so where did the money if any go , and if not paid WHY NOT.

The value of hardcore was reflected (not itemised) in the tender figure to undertake the works. 

6c/ who would license the use of a crusher on site and overhaul who was in ultimate responsibility so I can request a written statement from them. 

All with DSM, including any due diligence. 

7/ the site waste for disposal – how was this removed or was in used on site for rebuilding i.e. preventing transportation of waste AND if transported was this cost again incorporated into the original tender – or was the council then handed a separate cost – and if so how much was the cost.

A full site waste management plan was put into effect with circa 95% of the site waste being recycled (see attached document). Some of the site waste (crushed concrete etc.) was used on site for ground stabilisation and some recycled away from site.  Costs were incorporated into the contractor’s original tender.

8/ waste disposal notices, if waste was transported away where did it go – did it go to landfill – if so there should be notices to remove from site and tipping at an approved site – do you have a register of such notices and available to view. 


Apart from deleterious materials that were removed from the building prior to the actual demolition (and disposed of via a licensed disposal site), no site waste was disposed of to landfill. See attached Site Waste Management Plan and summary of waste disposal to November 2014.

You may re-use the information under an Open Government Licence.
If you are dissatisfied with the handling of your request please write to: 
Information Governance & Risk Team

Leicester City Council

Legal Services

4th Floor, City Hall 
115 Charles Street

Leicester LE1 1FZ
e-mail: info.requests@leicester.gov.uk 

