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Responses to Questions   
 
The following information should be treated in confidence and for the purposes of the 
Gas Holder Bases Competition. 
 
Q1. Eligibility: “The competition is open internationally to registered architects 

and other design related professionals.” 
I graduated from architecture faculty and I work as an architect, but I am not 
registered architect yet (getting license in my country takes at least few years) 
– if I understand your brief correctly, I am eligible to take part in this 
competition (as “other design related professional”) – please let me know if 
this is a correct interpretation. 

 
A1.  Yes, you are able to take part as “other design related professional” you 

cannot identify yourself as an architect as part of the competition to take 
part.  

 
Q2. Site information – is there/will there be any other information (site pictures, 

address, more detailed site plans, etc.) about four sites that can be developed 
for this competition? 
On one hand I understand that this limited site information might be 
intentional (to develop solutions that can be repeated), but on the other 
some solutions (like housing, offices) might work great in some locations and 
be not commercially viable in other environments – that is why having more 
info about the sites (especially about what surrounds them) might help to 
make more suitable solutions (or to apply specific solution to the right 
‘address’). 

 
A2. You will be provided with .dwg files upon registration but no further details 

will be provided. Details are also provided on the general site setting for 
each site and whether they are located within a predominantly commercial, 
industrial or residential area upon registration. 

 
Q3. Is there any deadline for registration? 

(I haven’t found any in the timetable – I assume the only limitation is that it 
has to be done before the submission deadline (10 October 2017)?) 
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A3. There is no deadline for registration however the online registration page 
will close up to 2 days before the submission deadline. Registration can 
however still be made over the phone.  

 
Q4. Will the exact locations of sites A, B, C and D be given at some point? We note 

that the brief requires “contextual site plan to show the main features of the 
design including proposed wider linkages for public access”. 

 
A4. No.  There is an ambition to keep the locations confidential to prevent the 

possibility that local residents and neighbours become agitated by the 
possibility of development that they have not been consulted upon (or 
indeed become disappointed if the RIBA competition inspired development 
doesn’t happen).  The proposed wider linkages for public access was meant 
in the context of surrounding roads and site elevations in relation to 
adjacent elevations (particularly for Site D). 

 
Q5. Likely ground contamination issues are never mentioned in the brief. Is this a 

deliberate omission and if yes what is the reason for that? 
 
A5. It is a deliberate omission.  Addressing such issues would be on a site 

specific basis and is beyond the scope of this architectural competition. 
Please assume that no remediation would be required for the purposes 
of this competition. 

 
Q6.  CAD files provided: there seem to be some missing data:  

a. xref .dwg files (sites A and D) 
b. .shx files (site C) 

Could you please upload the complete information and notify us when the 
revised information will be available for download. 

 
A6. Some files are missing data that would enable the exact site location to be 

identified – a situation we wish to avoid.  No further data will be made 
available. 

 
Q7. Is it permitted for any idea to spill out over the area in plan of the bases, or 

must it be contained within the existing space?  
Presumably it would be site dependant, what exists immediately around the 
site - if permitted.  

 
A7. The site plan shows the National Grid ownership boundary.  The ideas must 

be within the existing site (ownership) boundary.   
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Q8. There seems to be some discrepancies between the figures on the brief and 

on the DWG file for site C.  The level at the base of the gas holder is 
+47.05.  The exterior ground level is marked as +45.31 although the brief 
annotates the depth of the holders at 8m+.  There are also some additional 
points around the edge of the gas holders that are marked at +69.80.  Could 
you please clarify? 
 

A8. The +69.8 elevations are the top of the holder guide columns that will be 
removed during demolition.  The 47.05 is the centre of the gasholder that 
will also be removed during demolition.   From looking at the dwg file it 
appears that the red text all refers to one layer in the dwg file that has 
existing gasholder infrastructure.  So to clarify:  The red text on Site C refers 
to an existing condition survey.  After demolition, this infrastructure will be 
removed so please ignore text in red for the purposes of the competition. 
The base of the holders at this site have not been surveyed, so please use 
assumptions provided.   

 
Sites A and B represent the sites post-demolition.    
Site C as above.    
Site D has some elevations of the top of the holders, as well as extrapolated 
depths of the base. 

 
Q9. I'd like to know how to obtain the landscape picture of site A, Midlands 

suburb, and if possible, the address of location; that in order to insert a 3d 
design into a realistic picture. 

 
A9.  No further data will be provided.  There is an ambition to keep the locations 

confidential to prevent the possibility that local residents and neighbours 
become agitated by the possibility of development that they have not been 
consulted upon (or indeed become disappointed if the RIBA competition 
inspired development doesn’t happen).     

 
Q10. Are there any limitations/ advisory guidelines regarding the acceptable 

budgets of such developments from National Grid? 
 
A10. No.  National Grid will not develop the sites themselves, but will sell the 

sites onto developers.  As such the budgets of potential developers is 
unknown. 
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Q11. Regarding Site A -  
Are we correct in understanding that the Road Access Level roughly matches 
the Minimum Dumpling Depth? What Minimum and Maximum Height did the 
Gas Holders achieve here? 

 
A11. No.  The adjacent road is 38.58 metres Above Ordnance Datum (mAOD).  

The assumed minimum dumpling depth is 30.75 mAOD.  The minimum 
height of the gasholders was 4metres above ground level.  The maximum 
height was 48metres above ground level.  

 
Q12. What is the award for the winners of Phase 2? 
 
A12. Each shortlisted competitor will receive an honoraria payment of £3,000 + 

VAT.  The overall winner will then receive an additional £4,000 + VAT and 
there may also be an additional £1,000 for a highly commended scheme. 

 
Q13. What are the smallest and the largest gas holder base diameters when taking 

into account the entire National Grid portfolio of underground bases? 
 
A13.   The minimum holder is 30.4metres diameter.  The maximum holder 

diameter is 86.9metres. 
 
Q14. What is the average height of a fully extended telescopic gas holder? 
 
A14. The average height would have been 45 – 50metres above ground level.  
 
Q15. Is the perimeter wall suitable as a structural element or would it need to be 

reinforced? 
 
A15. There are no engineering data on the perimeter walls since they were 

typically designed and built over 100 years ago.  They were designed to 
prevent any wind shear from the gasholder, as a base for the columns 
that guided the holder, and to keep groundwater out.  While they may 
be able to support structures, it would be safer to assume that they 
could not.    
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Q16. The brief suggests "a base, a simple internal structure and a roof" as a 
possible solution for many gas holder bases. Are we supposed to propose 
uses that are suitable for this type of solution or is the client looking for ideas 
for adapting the base to a possibly more complex (and maybe more 
expensive) solution that could attract a higher profile investor? 

 
A16. Please use the gasholder bases as a blank canvas.  National Grid is 

looking for any and all ideas – from simple to complex, inexpensive to 
expensive. 

 
Q17. Given the fact that most of the times there are multiple gas holder bases on 

the same and they are in close proximity to one another, what's the strategy 
pursued for re-using them: is the plot going to be sold to one developer who 
will propose a coherent project incorporating all the bases or are they going 
to be handed over to separate investors who will decide separately how to 
develop them? 

 
A17. The whole plot will be sold to one developer.  We are looking for a 

coherent project involving all the bases, even if that means some will be 
developed in a very simple manner. 

 
Q18. What does the client intend to do with the winning proposal after the 

competition has finished? Is it going to be developed further? 
 
A18. We will use the winning proposal for marketing the portfolio of sites to 

potential developers.  We will not be developing these sites ourselves; 
we would expect any potential developer to directly procure the services 
of the designer that has produced the solution which best fits a 
particular scheme.   

 
Q19. Are there more detailed plans available for the 4 sites? 
 
A19.  No.  No further data will be released. 
 
Q20. Will it be permittable to allow residential housing on these gas holders to go 

to the level of the gas holder frames that were previously there before the 
demolition of these structures. 
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A20.  This will be a decision for the local planning authority.  However, there 

will be an existing precedent of the height of the gasholders and 
columns, so it is quite likely that residential housing will be able to go to 
the level of the former gas holder frames.   

 
Q21. The competition entry submission conditions for the gas holder ideas 

competition, you require a 1000 word design statement, However I am not 
clearly sure whether it should only be a written statement or can images be 
placed into the statement therefore explaining the scheme better and at the 
same time conforming to the conditions required by the competition 
guidelines which have been specified clearly. 

 
A21. Images can be placed within the 1000 word design statement.   
 
Q22. The engineering aspect of the proposals how in-depth will it be required to 

go. 
 
A22. We do not require in-depth engineering calculations for this 

competition.   
 
Q23. For Site D Just out of curiosity can the site be merged into the adjacent park 

south of the site or is the proposal restricted to the given site only? 
 
A23. No.  Please restrict the ideas within the confines of the site boundary. 
 
Q24. Each site obviously has its own potential, BUT when working on the proposals 

to use the gas holders will it be acceptable to part demolish of some of the 
gas holder base walls in order to fit the scheme in more appropriately. 

 
A24. For the purposes of the competition it will be acceptable to part 

demolish the gasholder base walls.  Obviously if the design were taken 
further in future this decision would be subject to local hydrogeology 
and engineering constraints, but these do not need to be considered for 
the purposes of the competition. 
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Q25. Site D:  
When the dumpling depth is specified, is it the depth from ground level to the 
top of the dumpling, or is it the height of the dumpling that rises from the 
base of the gasholder? In case that the depth is counting from the ground 
level below, this makes the usable depth of gasholders no 13 and 14 is very 
big (12m) in comparison to gasholder no 12, which is only 1.2 m? 

 
A25. The dumpling depth is the depth from ground level.  You are correct in 

your assessment.  The dumpling in Gasholder No. 12 is large and 
currently occupies much of the useable void.  We are interested in your 
ideas for overcoming this challenge (or not) within the confines of this 
site. 

 
Q26. Can we propose something under the ground level of the site, not only the 

gasholders? 
 
A26. Yes, within the confines of the site boundary. 
 
Q27. Can dumplings be removed? 
 
A27. Yes, for the purposes of the competition.  On a site specific level, this 

would be subject to an engineering and hydrogeological assessment, but 
this is beyond the scope of this competition. 

 
Q28. Is there any maximum height for the specified area? 
 
A28. No.  However, there is a precedent of the gasholder being 45 – 50m high, 

although this does not preclude lower or higher buildings. 
 
Q29. We don't understand if we can build over the ground level. If it is possible 

which is the max height we can built. 
 
A29.  You can build above ground level.  There is a precedent of the former 

gasholder being 45 – 50m high, although this does not preclude lower or 
higher buildings. 
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Q30. Is it possible to provide us with the exact location of the 4 gasholders sites A, 
B, C & D? 

 
A30.   No.  There is an ambition to keep the locations confidential to prevent 

the possibility that local residents and neighbours become agitated by 
the possibility of development that they have not been consulted upon 
(or indeed become disappointed if the RIBA competition inspired 
development doesn’t happen).   

 
Q31. Can we build in the site outside the gasholder locations? 
 
A31. Yes.  Within the site boundary any development is acceptable. 
 
Q32. Is there a maximum exploitation area per floor and general for each site? 
 
A32. No.  We are looking for any and all ideas. 
 
Q33. What is the ranging height above Ground level? 
 
A33. There is a precedent of the former gasholder being 45 – 50m high, 

although this does not preclude lower or higher buildings. 
 
Q34. The levels on the received AutoCad drawing for site C show +47.03 in the 

middle of gasholder No 3 and +45.31 on the ground level (which means a 
difference of 1.72m). The maximum depth of gasholder No. 3 is 8.61mbgl as 
per the brief. Please clarify or provide us with a hand sketch section 

 
A34. The 47.03 is the centre of the gasholder that will be removed during 

demolition.  The red text, within the dwg file, refers to one layer that has 
existing gasholder infrastructure.  So to clarify:  The red text on Site C 
refers to an existing condition survey.  After demolition, this 
infrastructure will be removed so please ignore text in red for the 
purposes of the competition. 

 
Q35. The Autocad drawings for site D show two different levels in the middle of the 

Gasholders plan. Are those levels related to the dumpling level below GF and 
the top of the steel tank level above GF? 

  Page 8 of 11 



 

Memorandum 

 

 
 

 
A35. Assuming GF refers to Ground Level, then yes.  The large number is the 

top of the gasholder that will be removed prior to development.  The 
lower number relates to the assumed top of dumpling in metres Above 
Ordnance Datum (mAOD). 

 
Q36. Can we remove the dumpling or do we have to keep them? 
 
A36. Yes, for the purposes of the competition they can be removed.  On a site 

specific level, this would be subject to an engineering and 
hydrogeological assessment, but this is beyond the scope of this 
competition. 

 
Q37. Could you please share with us the location of Sites A and D to have a better 

understanding of the gasholders' surroundings. 
 
A38. No.  There is an ambition to keep the locations confidential to prevent 

the possibility that local residents and neighbours become agitated by 
the possibility of development that they have not been consulted upon 
(or indeed become disappointed if the RIBA competition inspired 
development doesn’t happen).   

 
Q39. Typically how tall were the gas holders when they were in use? How tall 

were/are the gas holders of Site B when in use and at full capacity? 
 
A39. Typically, most gasholders were 45 – 50m above ground level when in 

use.  The maximum height at site B was 55m for the tank, with 50m 
columns.  The second biggest gasholder at Site B was 46m above ground 
level. 

 
Q40. Typically, how polluted is the ground in and around the bases? What level of 

remediation would be required for any removal or excavation of this ground? 
 
A40. Any remediation required would be on a site specific basis and is beyond 

the scope of this architectural competition.  Please assume that no 
remediation would be required for the purposes of this competition. 
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Q41. Would the concrete skirt (1.5m above ground level) around four of the 
gasholders on Site B need to be retained? 

 
A41. The concrete skirt could be removed. 
 
Q42. Would significant ‘dumplings’ have to be retained? 
 
A42. No.  For the purposes of the competition they can be removed.  On a site 

specific level, this would be subject to an engineering and 
hydrogeological assessment, but this is beyond the scope of this 
competition. 

 
Q43. What are the height restrictions in regards to the houses on Litherland Road 

(Site B)? 
 
A43. This will be a decision for the local planning authority.  However, there 

will be an existing precedent of the height of the gasholders and 
columns, so it is quite likely that a development will be able to go to the 
level of the former gas holder frames.  For the purposes of the 
competition, please assume that buildings can go to the height of the 
previous gasholders (typically 45 – 50metres above ground level). 

 
Q44. Is there more information on each site? (i.e HR photos, cad drawings (plans 

sections elevations), photos to describe existing conditions (mainly wall types 
and floors) 

 
A44. No.  No further data will be provided. 
 
Q45. Program wise is up to the design team to purpose something. Is this correct? 

Are there any constraints? As the insertion in the urban fabric is not clear, we 
believe this is more speculative at this stage to highlight potential solutions. 
Please comment. 

 
A45. Programme is not an aspect that will be closely scrutinised in the 

competition.  You are correct that we are looking for potential solutions 
rather than a detailed design embedded in the urban fabric.  Site specific 
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constraints would be considered by a future developer once the site(s) 
are sold. 
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