
REPORT 

To: HOUSING AND SOCIAL WORK SERVICES 
COMMITTEE 

Subject: GLENCAIRN TOWER OPTIONS 

Date: 19 AUGUST 2009 

I. Purpose of Report I Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to inform Committee of the options that have been considered 
for Glencairn tower and to seek approval for the most cost effective option of demolition, 
subject to consultation with tenants. 

2. Background 

2.1. 

2.2. 

2.3. 

Glencairn Tower is a 17-storey building comprising 161 flats located in central 
Motherwell. The block has suffered from problems of sustained low demand and 
high turnover, and will require over f l O m  of investment over the next 5 years, if it is 
retained. These costs include essential improvements to security and also the over 
cladding and re-roofing of the tower as for other towers. There are currently 69 voids 
within the block (43%). There are also two abandoned properties and one in which 
the tenant has served notice to quit, which will bring the void level to 71 (44%). 

The council housing stock currently includes 27 tower blocks within Motherwell. 
These provide some 2,505 properties for rent. The average turnover, at Glencairn 
Tower, over the period from 2001102 to 2008/09 has been 35% (454 terminations in 8 
years). This compares to an average turnover for ‘All Other Towers’ in Motherwell of 
15%. There are currently 34 transfer applications from residents within the block, 
which represents 38% of current tenants. 

As a result of the high turnover and also high incidence of vandalism, for example to 
security doors, the revenue costs associated with running the tower are very high. 
Void rent loss for 2008/09 was f129,419 and f85,000 was spent on routine and 
common repairs. 

3. Proposals / Considerations 

3.1. A variety of options have been considered for future investment at Glencairn Tower. 
These have been assessed as part of a detailed financial option appraisal to compare 
the costs of retaining the block (accounting for investment required to meet SHQS 
and including over-cladding as for other tower block in North Lanarkshire) with the 
cost of demolition. 

3.2. Alternative options for Glencairn Tower have been identified, namely: 
0 Do nothing 
0 

0 Demolish 

Retain the block and invest in a similar fashion to other tower blocks in 
North Lanarkshire 
Retain the block but reconfigure the use for another purpose 
Retain the block with height reduction 

Each of these options is considered in more detail below. 
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3.3. ‘Do nothing’ Option. 

3.4. Retain and invest to same standard as other tower block. 

3.4.1. As indicated in the introduction of this report, more than f lOm is required to 
be invested in this building over the next five years. This work includes: 
0 Insulated over-cladding & Re-roofing (including new windows) 
0 Security doors 

Kitchens & Bathrooms 
Refuse chutes 

0 Fans 
0 Heating 
0 

3.4.2. To improve security it is considered necessary to provide a concierge type 
service within the block. In addition to the capital expenditure required to 
create a small concierge station, there would be additional revenue costs 
associated with providing a full concierge service within the block, over and 
above the costs for the existing caretaking service. 

3.4.3. Given the level of alternative flatted accommodation in the Motherwell area, 
and the poor reputation of Glencairn Tower, it is unlikely that there would be 
an increased demand for the block even following refurbishment. The over- 
cladding of the block also does not address one of the fundamental design 
problems caused by the fact that all the flats are accessed off a long walkway 
on each floor, which creates security problems. 

Provision of a concierge station 

3.3.1. 

3.3.2. 

3.3.3. 

The stock condition survey in 2000 indicated that ‘because of severe 
exposure to the elements, water penetration through the flat roof, at joints in 
cladding panels and around window openings is a problem and heat loss from 
the building causes uneconomical heating cost’. The survey recommended 
that to overcome the water penetration problem both from existing roof and 
external walls that this block should be over-roofed and external walls are 
over-clad with a rain-screen cladding. In addition to this, the results of the 
recently completed stock condition survey by David Adamson and Partners 
Ltd, has highlighted the fact that 80% of dwellings within this tower have 
energy efficiency (NHER) rating of less than five. This supports the 
recommendations of the structural engineers commissioned in 2000, as these 
current energy ratings would fail the Scottish Housing Quality Standard 
(SHQS) which the Council is obliged to obtain by 2015. 

In addition, the fire risk assessment for this tower has indicated that, if the 
block is retained, it will be necessary to renew and install fire doors throughout 
the building as part of a wider range of work required to achieve the 
necessary fire safety requirements of Strathclyde Fire & Rescue. A number of 
doors requiring immediate attention have been replaced, but further 
installations will require being undertaken. 

The ‘Do Nothing’ option is therefore not considered to be a realistic option 
given the condition of the block and the need to maintain security and safety 
within the block. It is likely that the block would continue to deteriorate and its 
unattractive appearance would further exacerbate the lack of demand for the 
block, particularly given the availability of other tower accommodation in 
Motherwell. 
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3.5. Retain and re-configure for another purpose, e.g. office accommodation or sheltered 
housing. 

3.5.1. 

3.5.2. 

3.5.3. 

The potential for alternative use of Glencairn tower is considered to be limited, 
and would still require the level of investment outlined in 3.4 to maintain the 
structural integrity of the building and improve its thermal performance. In 
addition, Design Services has indicated that due to the steel frame structure of 
the block it would be extremely expensive to alter the internal layout of the 
flats to create common areas or office space. 

In terms of use as sheltered housing it is very unlikely that there would be 
sufficient demand to sustain such an option, particularly given the current 
unpopularity of the block. 

Transferring the block to the private sector for private sale is not considered to 
be an option not just because of the current economic situation but also 
because in general lenders will not provide mortgages for this type of property 
and the level of investment required is likely to far exceed the potential value 
of the flats on the open market 

3.6. Retain the block with height reduction. 

3.6.1. Design Services has undertaken examination of a height reduction option. 
This could involve the removal of 12 floors of the tower to create a four storey 
block with 41 flats. The work would include the installation of new stairwells 
and lifts and removal of the long walkways that all the flats are currently 
accessed off and therefore improve the feeling of security for tenants. The 
block would be refurbished internally and a rain-screen over-cladding system 
and new roof installed. The estimated cost of this work is f 7 . l m  (f173k per 
unit). 

3.6.2. Although this would improve the security of the block it is a very expensive 
option and would still result in 4 storey flatted accommodation. Visually it 
would not be very attractive, particularly as it would be necessary to build on 
new stairwells and lift shafts to the front of the building. 

3.7. Demolition. 

3.7.1. Demolition of the block is financially the most cost effective option and would 
create a regeneration opportunity for new housing development for the central 
area of Motherwell. 

3.7.2. The cost of demolition is estimated at up to f2m, although this could be off set 
against the current estimated capital receipt of f 1.12m, if it was decided to 
dispose of the site. Even if a lower new housing density is built than 
contained within the valuation estimate (thereby reducing the potential 
valuation), the retention option remains more expensive than demolition. The 
demolition option would also remove the need for capital investment of 
approximately f 14.3m over the next 30 years, f 1 Om of which is required in 
the next 5 years. It could also create savings in the revenue budget for 
repairs/ cyclical maintenance and potentially caretaking staffing costs. 
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3.7.3. Alternatively the council could decide to retain the site and develop it for its 
own purposes, e.g. low rise new build housing for rent. Assuming 34 units 
could be built on the site, the cost of the demolition and new build option at 
f5.5m, is still substantially cheaper than any of the retention options, and 
would create new good quality, desirable housing that would create a rental 
income for the council with low associated maintenance and revenue costs. 

3.7.4. Demolition of this block will require consideration to be given to the capacity to 
re-house the existing tenants. It is anticipated that most will be able to be 
accommodated within similar housing stock within the Motherwell area, 
however we will carry out an assessment of each tenant’s needs, during the 
consultation period. It is estimated that tenants could be re-housed within 
approximately a two year period, following which demolition could take place. 
Home loss and disturbance payments will be included in the overall cost of 
demolition. 

3.8 The results of the option appraisal demonstrate a clear financial case for demolition. 
The lack of demand for the block and the high level of multi storey flats elsewhere in 
Motherwell also support the case for demolition which would create a regeneration 
opportunity within central Motherwell. It is therefore proposed that Glencairn tower 
should be demolished, subject to the outcome of consultation with tenants in the 
block. 

4. Financial I Personnel I Legal I Policy Implications 

4.1 The cost of the demolition of Glencairn tower will be met from the HRA Capital 
Programme. 

5. Recommendations 

It is recommended that the Committee: 

(i) approve proposals to demolish Glencairn Tower subject to consultation with tenants 
in the block 

(ii) otherwise note the contents of the report. 

Monica Patterson 
Head of Housing Services 
12 August 2009 

For further information about this report please contact Alex Miller, Partnership Manager, on telephone 01698 274190 
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