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Subject: 
PETITION FROM RESIDENTS 
OF CUMBRAE CRESCENT, 
CUMBRAE PLACE AND 
SIKESIDE STREET, 
SIKESIDE, COATBRIDGE 

A petition from the residents of Cumbrae Crescent, Cumbrae Place and Sikeside Street was 
received within the Housing Department at the end of July 1998. The petition relates to the 
demolition of 5 blocks of maisonette flats in Cumbrae Crescent and the residents, both 
tenants and owner occupiers, are requesting compensation for the levels of "noise, dirt and 
toxic hazards" they have had to endure whilst works have progressed. 

BACKGROUND 

The properties at 6,8,10,12 and 18 Cumbrae Crescent were 5 point maisonette blocks which, 
over the years, had become progressively more difficult to let, and, ultimately only had an 
occupancy rate of 44%. 

As Sikeside Regeneration Phase 2 began to take shape, a decision was taken, and approved 
by Housing Committee, to demolish the 5 blocks in order to free a large area of land which 
could be attractive to a future partner for development purposes. 

As the last tenant left each of the blocks, the local Area Office immediately secured the 
buildings with steel shuttering in the hope that this would deter vandals etc breaking in and 
pilferinghausing damage. 

Both before and during the time the contractors came on site, extensive amounts of 
vandalism and criminal behaviour took place to the extent that that the Area Office received 
calls from both the Fire Brigade and Police about the number of times they were called to the 
site. This resulted in extra security being allocated. 

A negotiated tender was agreed for the demolition of the first empty block at No 12 and 
approved by the Housing Committee on 29 April 1998, and, the remaining 4 blocks were put 
out to open tender, with Angus (Asbestos Removal) Ltd being awarded the contract, this 
being accepted at the Housing Committee on 10 June 1998. 

The contractors, A n g u s  (Asbestos Removal) Ltd, came on site on 15 June 1998 and the 
agreed contract time was for 16 weeks ie up to 3 October 1998. However, the contractors 
managed to complete all the works and clear the site by 15 August 1998 which was 7 weeks 
ahead of schedule. 
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Part of the reason the contractors were able to finish ahead of schedule was that they used a 
crusher on site to reduce large slabs of concrete and boulders into an appropriate infill 
material. The design brief stated that the site be levelled with an appropriate lOmm infill 
material. Permission to use the crusher was given on the basis that the contractor sought the 
approval of the relevant bodies, which they duly did eg Scottish Environmental Protection 
Agency (SEPA). A copy of the licence granted by SEPA is held within the Department. 
By using the crusher, the contractor cut down drastically the number of lorry journeys which 
would have been required to take the bulky material off site and bring back an appropriate 
infill material for levelling the site. 

REVIEW 

The local residents main complaint is of the levels of “noise, dust and toxic hazards” they 
have had to endure during the demolition contract. 

A delegation of the local residents met with the Convenor of Housing, Councillor 
McLaughlin, the Head of Local Housing Services, Tom McKenzie and the local Area 
Housing Manager, Hugh McGhee on 7 August 1998 to discuss their concerns. It was 
accepted, at this time, that the very nature of the demolition works must result in some noise 
and scattering of dust. 

! 

The resident’s concerns regarding toxic hazards ie brown asbestos are unfounded, as Design 
Services have had a Clerk of Works supervising this contract full time, and, he has ensured 
the design brief has been carried out to the letter with special attention given to the disposal 
of the asbestos. Sealed containers were used to store the asbestos fkom the soffits, and air 
tests were carried out by independent chemists before asbestos sheets were removed and 
wrapped in cellophane for disposal. Copies of the air tests are available. 

The contractors observed noma1 working hours in order not to inconvenience the local 
residents more than they had to. 

The use of the on-site crusher was an expediency which not only helped allow the contract 
time to be reduced by 7 weeks, but also resulted, in all probability, in less noise, dust, 
disruption and vehicle movement than if the debris had been transported off site and then 
transported back on site in the form of infill material. It should be noted that the crusher was 
on site for only 18 days ie 24/7/98 - 11/8/98 i 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

It is recommended that the Committee note the petition received and advise the residents that 
compensation is not payable as all due care and attention was taken during the period of 
demolition. 
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