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(PROPERTY SUBCOMMITTEE) 

DIRECTOR OF HOUSING & PROPERTY REF JG/HM 
SERVICES 

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A DEMOLITION FUND FOR SURPLUS 
CORPORATE PROPERTY 

1. BACKGROUND 

The Housing & Property Services Committee at its Meeting held on 16 June 1999 approved a 
Report by the Director of Housing & Property Services which recommended that North 
Lanarkshire Council embraced property utilisation as a concept by the initiation of an asset 
management plan. 

The asset management plan which was adopted by Committee included a provision that the 
Director of Finance, together with the Director of Housing & Property Services explore 
options, if possible, to release part of any savings to individual Departments as an incentive for 
releasing property. 

In the event that property utilisation as detailed in the asset management plan is embraced by 
Departments it is anticipated that the number of properties being declared surplus could 
increase. It is further anticipated that as the incentive to the Department's savings and revenue 
that the higher proportion of buildings, rather than vacant sites, could be declared surplus. It is 
necessary, therefore, to give some consideration to how these buildings will be secured and the 
processes which will be required to ultimately dispose of the properties. 

2. OPTIONS FOR BUILDING DISPOSAL, 

61 The majority of the Council's corporate assets are specialists buildings e.g. Community 
Centres, schools and are not suitable for conversion. 

61 Such properties are generally sold following an offer which is subject to planning consent 
and which generally includes a provision for the developer demolishing the building. 

61 While the time for disposal from being declared surplus by the holding department until 
the Council relinquish its liability at the time of sale can vary, the minimum time can still 
result in the buildings being exposed to vandalism and general deterioration. Even if the 
building can be immediately incorporated into the capital receipts programme and on 
occasions when this is not considered appropriate, the timetable for disposal may require 
that the building is held as a liability to the Council for a considerably longer period. 

61 Surplus buildings are currently advertised in the Council's Bulletin of Available Property 
and in the event that there is no other departmental interest the original Holding 
Departments are responsible for any ongoing costs to the property during the period 
leading up to disposal. 
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3. IMPLICATIONS FOR DEPARTMENTS 

The Report which has been adopted by the Council on the asset management plan identifies the 
incentive to Departments and the Council in achieving revenue reductions and also reducing 
the liabilities on the Council for the maintenance and running of the properties. In the event 
that the building is not capable for early disposal the continuing liability will negate any 
savings which are likely to be made. 

4. ALTERNATIVE STRATEGY 

The alternatives to securing buildings while the disposal process is being undertaken is that the 
properties be demolished immediately. At present, there is no funding identified either within 
any of the service departments or within the Housing & Property Division which is capable of 
financing demolitions. 

0 In some cases where buildings are listed, clearly the option of early demolition is not feasible 
and in such cases the procedure for dealing with the surplus properties can prioritise such cases 
in order to secure as early a disposal date as feasible. In other cases, it is clear that the 
establishment of a demolition budget would be a cost effective method of dealing with surplus 
properties and would allow the best value and maximum savings to the Council through 
property utilisation. 

Committee may also wish to note that when the sites are ultimately sold in the event that the 
buildings are demolished the capital receipt can be enhanced by the cost of demolition. 

5. CASESTUDY 

Detailed at Appendix 1 is a case study on two properties which are due for closure in early 
September 1999 and which demonstrates the possible cost effectiveness of early demolition in 
such cases. 

6. RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that Committee:- 

1. Approve the principle of a Corporate Property Demolition Budget. 

2. Similarly, approve the principle of establishing a Property Protection Budget that would 
allow the option of protecting a property during the vulnerable period rather than only 
allow for demolition. 

3. Note that a further report on this matter will be submitted to Committee in order to 
consider the financing of both the above budgets. 

4 A 

GAVIN WHITEFIELD 
Director of Housing & Property Services 
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Appendix 1 

CASE STUDY 
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Subject: 
The subject of this case study is the closure of properties. 

Background: 
The relevant Committee its Meeting held on Spring 1999 declared both buildings surplus with a 
proposal that they would be closed on the completion of a replacement building. The property 
is due for completion in early Autumn 1999 when the two properties will be vacated. 

Description: 
Building A is a two storey and basement sandstone construction with pitched slated roof. 
Some buildings on the campus are currently occupied by another department and it is intended 
that following the closure of that this occupation will continue and should not prohibit disposal. 

Building B is a single storey brick and roughcast construction under a pitched and slated roof 
and is located within a predominantly local authority housing area. Within the campus of the 
property is located a second building which is currently under short-term lease to a local group 
and the future of this lease will have to be considered as part of the overall marketing strategy 
for the site. 

The cost list below gives an indication of the costs which will be incurred by the Council in the 
first year following vacating the property on the basis of the demolition of the buildings and 
also the buildings being retained and secured. It should be noted that the assumption is being 
made that full time security will be required in order to ensure that the buildings do not become 
a danger to the general public and also to ensure that there is no nuisance caused to the adjacent 
occupiers. 

Establishment Buildings Retained Demolition 

Building A 

Building B 

Rates 52,984 
Maintenance 5200 
Security 545,727 
Electricity 22,400 
Board Up 55,700 

Total 557,011 

Rates 23,218 Demolition Costs 
Maintenance 2200 (Estimate) 270,000 
Security 545,727 
Electricity f2,400 
Board Up f 10,800 

Total 562,345 Total 570,000 

The Committee may wish to note that the rates relief liability for the properties would 
increase to 565,563 and the to 559,995. 
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Committee may also wish to note that when the sites are ultimately sold in the event that the 
buildings are demolished the capital receipt shall be enhanced by the cost of demolition. 






