COMMENTS ON 
1. General; The following figures and detail are taken from the EDDC cabinet Agenda for July 17th 2013; "Report on Office Accommodation Item 12", . The following is extracted from this report.
a. The Knowle building, (Total area 7752sm according to EDDC), consists of two parts;-

i. the old Victorian building, 

ii. the purpose built concrete framed building, (area according to EDDC 1938sm, actually 2725sm)

b. The Report  says, (Para 6.18) that 3325sm of floor space is needed  to operate a "work smart" office. The calculation of new build cost, (based on this figure) is £6,878.977 to a Breeam very good rating. This is equivalent to £2052/sm.
c. This cost DOES NOT include any other costs associated with the move, ,(Para 6.16),  

d. The Report states that (3.4.3)," there is a difference between that of the current Knowle floor area and that required of 57%". 

e. The report says, (Executive Summary 1.4, and Appendix B) that £1.566m is needed to carry out essential repairs and upgrades, necessary to make the buildings safe and more comfortable for the next 5 year period..  This is for ALL the buildings, old and new. The cost includes replacing heating systems, telephone systems and re-roofing the concrete framed building. Of this figure, £485,000 is for fees, preliminaries and contingencies. This cost is equivalent to £202/sm
f. The report states that £15,198,685 would be needed to refurbish the existing buildings, of 7752 sm, equivalent to a cost of £1848/sm.
g. Options for re using the Knowle were examined in the Report.

i. Refurbishment of the Hotel building for EDDC reuse and excess space sold off for mixed use development. Existing "new " offices demolished for car park. Existing upper car park and Depot area sold.

ii. All existing  buildings demolished, new office building and car parking on this area, Upper car park and depot area sold.

iii. New office built on upper car park, existing  buildings and Depot area sold.

iv. None of these options has been costed, merely being labelled "not affordable"

h. Savings in operating and maintenance costs have been assessed for the "do nothing" case and a new building of 3325sm. this is predicated to be some £481,000 each year for 20 years, a saving of £4.8m
i. The options have been assessed on "affordability". An explanation of this term in the Report, is, " the threshold for affordability is whether an option requires funding including interest charges of up to £4.8m. Any option that requires more than this figure is deemed unaffordable" This figure of £4.8  is the projected total savings over 20 years of any new building against the existing, (Para 6.15,), EDDC state that rather than continuing to spend money on the Knowle, could spend this money, (£4.8m) on a new building at no additional cost to the taxpayer,(Para 6.1.16)

2. Commentary

a.  Much use is made in the report, of the term, "not fit for purpose". This has no legal or engineering meaning unless it has been defined by describing and quantifying the assessment parameters. Thus  Para 6 of the Summary in the paper states that , "It has been a constant throughout this process that remaining as we are is not an option. The Knowle buildings are  not Fit for purpose...." has no meaning unless the requirements are defined. This is a catch all phrase.
b. No total costs have been given for any option; all that is given are estimated build costs, (Para 1.b above) 
c. No detailed survey has been carried out of the condition of the existing buildings, Victorian or new. The EDDC cost estimate of refurbishing the buildings is for BOTH of them, (ie, 7752sm, when only 3325sm is needed). 
d. There is no cost for the refurbishment of the "new" building, whose area of 2725sm, is nearly sufficient for EDDC needs. This is a viable option to examine.
e. Whilst the estimate of £15.6 m for refurbishment uses acceptable methods and costs per sm of calculating it, it is based on a very broad brush approach, with no detailed assessment of what is required; it is based on guesses of the work needed, for the total area of the existing buildings)
f. The option of retaining and refurbishing the existing "new " offices has not been considered. Because of the errors in EDDC measurement of the area of this new building, they have ignored the fact that only some 600 sm of NEW building would be needed on the site.

g. The 3 options referred to in the Report and listed in (f) above have been excluded from further considerations on the grounds that "they are not affordable". No breakdown of costs is given.
h. Estimates of savings over 20 years , (£4.8m), are the driver of the proposal. Should these be wrong, then the financial rationale collapses.  Any saving will never be known or in practice realised as no-one can predict costs or event over 20 years and the proposal if approved can never be de constructed.

i. No sensitivity testing on assumed costs and savings have been prepared
3. CONCLUSION

a. There is no definition of "fit for purpose. Different councillors will have different views. 

b. Regardless of location of any new building, it is impossible to assess overall costs, because these have not been given. Only "new build" and "total refurbishment" build costs have been estimated.

c. No estimates have been disclosed of the additional costs of the move, (fitting out/ employees costs......)

d. The apparently viable option of re-using and refurbishing the existing "new" building and adding  some 600sm of new extensions, which would provide the area that EDDC needs has not been examined. 

e. There is no recognition of the additional costs to Sidmouth of the loss of employment, (400 people" and the effect that this would have on the town.

f. The decision to move elsewhere at a difficult economic time, when costs have already reached nearly £400,000 with further sums "allocated" is extremely foolhardy and risky.

g. The savings of £4.8m over the next 20 years are highly conjectural, and will be diminished in any case by the decision to take a loan for over £4m to fund the move.

h. No estimate has been prepared of the costs of establishing or running an unquantified number of local hubs.

4. Move to Skypark

a. There is no recognition that a move to Skypark would inevitably attract staff from Exeter, to the detriment of District residents.
b. There is no assessment of the financial detriment that residents  of the District would suffer by travelling to West Devon to consult EDDC.
c. It is not a "central" location as been one of the asserted objectives of the Council, 
d. It has no supporting infrastructure for the convenience of staff or the public. 
e. The location came last, (21%)  as a choice of location, for staff polled recently by EDDC, 
f. Both Sidmouth and Honiton, (where the Business centre is to be closed), will suffer economic losses because of this decision.
