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GCC have decided further works are likely to very likely to be required. Again GCC failed to discuss with its 
2008 Conservation Burden specified architect.  Whose specific obligation is to develop a scheme that would 
discharge the extant 1991 LBRN. And a fair and reasonable assessment would be the more these Notices 
combined begin to replicate the legally non variable LBRN all the more reason to objectively assess.  
 
CPO REVIEW EXTRACT 
 
3.4 Building condition   
 
3.4.1. A report by the structural engineers employed by the building owners (July 2024), notes the continuing 
decline in the condition of the building. It notes that since the engineers’ involvement from 2019, although there 
have not been any drastic changes, there has been an ongoing incremental decline, and the risk of a significant 
failure will only increase without appropriate intervention (again a DRAFT statement that would be revised to 
reinforce there has been no fundamental change from 2019-2025” 
 
3.4.2. A recent inspection of the property by Building Standards in December 2024 concurs with that position. Yet 
GCC failed to as per follow up email “gather its thoughts” for discussion. And the GCC just scoped a Defective 
Notice that won’t reconcile the 2019 (APPROVED) and 2024 (DRAFT) statements by WRD. And incredibly ignores 
GCC’s own Feb 2002 position the extant legally non variable 1991 LBRN has to be discharged to reconcile identified 
public safety issues e.g. by stabilising all elements of the supporting structure 
 
Aspects for Clarification 
 

1. Were GCC 2025 unaware of the on-record Feb 2002 GCC assessment? 
2. Were GCC 2025 unaware this 2002 assessment reinforced the 2009 agreement the Scaffolding had 

to stay in place until the LBRN was discharged? 
3. Were GCC 2025 unaware the 1991 LBRN states stabilise all elements of the supporting structure, 

where necessary? 
4. Were GCC 2025 unaware the 1991 LBRN is legally non variable? And cannot be implemented in 

stage or piecemeal; e.g. façade/parapet only 
5. What Conservation accredited architectural/ structural experience does the Building Standards 

Dept/Personnel have? 
 
Are GCC 2025  requesting/ demanding that USP (and USI) breach the 1991 LBRN, the 2008 Conservation 
Burden, and ignore GCC’s 2002-2009 public safety advice and ignore the expert advice from TMP/Add Cons 
and also TMP/WRD regarding the building is structurally unsafe, prone to a trigger event, that could cause 
progressive collapse ergo then create massive public safety issues, which GCC have failed to factor in?  
GCC also discounts many key interconnected structural issues that have been highlighted to GCC since the 
year 2000 detailed Structural commentary by TMP/Addison Conservation and from 2019 WRD/TMP 
 
Key Quotes WRD 1&2 Combined (Draft) July 2024- apparently GCC does NOT “concur with” 
 
WRD 1 & 2 Combined (Draft) - July 2024: Designed by world famous, Alexander ‘Greek’ Thomson in 1871, one 
of his most celebrated remaining completed works which has unfortunately deteriorated significantly due to 
a lack of intervention over the previous 40 years and has now reached the point where appropriate measures 
need to be taken to save the building from being lost forever through material deterioration that is beyond 
feasible recovery.. Elements of the structural fabric are now considered to be in an unsafe condition and 
structurally unpredictable which has primarily been caused by the deterioration of the roof and the upper 
floors from continued water ingress over a prolonged period of time, and the fundamental lack of robustness 
in the structure with the potential for a trigger event to cause a structural failure which could have serious 
consequences with the risk to public safety and damage to surrounding buildings. 
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WRD 1 & 2 Combined (Draft) - July 2024 stated it would also scope a re-assessment of work to date including 
updating specialist testing “Alongside the works to restore the building's structural integrity, a full holistic 
architectural feasibility study should be commissioned to develop a concept design for the building 
conservation project. There are now key decisions that will need to be taken as a result of the structural 
investigations. Whilst these decisions may be a difficult compromise for some parties, it is no longer possible 
to leave the building in its current condition” .“Prior to the completion of the required permanent works, the 
scaffolding would have to remain in place along Union Street to provide a suitable protection platform to 
prevent any large parapet stones falling and posing a risk to the public. The long-term permanent solution will 
require appropriate restraint to be introduced at the head of the parapet stones to tie it back to the structural 
frame” 
 
Other notable other  Examples of the “Engineer’s report” GCC does not “concur with” 
 
9.13 Conditional Appraisal Summary 
 
As outlined in the main body of this report there are several key issues which will need to be addressed with 
appropriate remedial works implemented to ensure the legacy of the Egyptian Halls. however as noted 
previously the building needs to be reviewed holistically as a sum of its parts as they are all interconnected 
and working as part of one complete stability system. 
 
Structural Frame 
 
The floor is no longer suitable to act as a structural diaphragm to transfer lateral loads to the stiff stair core and 
party walls. There is a lack of appropriate ties between the floors and vertical load bearing elements which 
presents a potential risk of disproportionate collapse. The cast iron columns and connections do not have 
sufficient tensile capacity to resist tying forces to suit the modern code of practice robustness requirements 
 
Parapet 
 
Until the required permanent works have been completed, the scaffolding should remain in place along Union 
Street to provide a suitable protection platform to prevent any large parapet stones falling onto Union Street. 
The long-term permanent solution is to carefully dismantle the parapet stones locally where they have moved 
historically so they can be cleared of vegetation, reset with appropriate mortar joints and then restraint 
introduced at the head to tie the parapet back to the new roof structure. 
 
9.75 Scaffolding/Shroud 
 
Until the permanent works (or specifically designed temporary works to allow removal of the scaffolding) have 
been implemented the scaffolding, the double layer of external shroud / advertising hoarding should remain in 
place for the following reasons: It provides access to inspect the façade to fully determine remedial measures 
to allow the stonework to be conserved appropriately for future development proposals. It provides some level 
of protection to the stonework against the effects of weathering and pollution helping to reduce the rate of 
decay. It provides shelter to the parapet against wind loading. 
 
The top protection platform will be enhanced to protect against any larger parapet flag stone falling onto Union 
Street and risking public safety. The lower deck platforms provide protection against smaller sections of the 
stonework becoming loose and falling onto Union Street and risking public safety. 
 
12.23 Parapet Tieng 
 
The scaffold also currently provides a temporary crash deck for the potentially spalling/failing stone at parapet 
level. The parapet wall is currently displaying a lean, and the top course of decorative stone has been removed 
due to safety concerns.  





http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/StructuralMovie.html


https://www.glasgowtimes.co.uk/news/14285327.warning-over-calls-for-egyptian-halls-facade-to-come-down/
https://www.glasgowtimes.co.uk/news/14285327.warning-over-calls-for-egyptian-halls-facade-to-come-down/
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/StructuralMovie.html


http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/page12.html
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/page17.html
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/page11.html
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/assets/files/The-EgyptianHallsPublicSafetyClarificationRequest.pdf
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GCC can of course  engage contractors to carry out any works that the Council decides to do but of course 
these must be competent and based on expert evidence. Currently that does not appear to be in place; or 
provided to USP/USI for assessment. GCC of course would be liable for all public safety before during and 
after. GCC will require to indemnify USP and USI, in respect of any claims for injury, death, or other loss or 
damage that arise if the Council removes the scaffolding and / or carries out other works to, or in respect of, 
the building. Especially given the on record studies/advice since Year 2000  
 
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/Egyptian%20Halls%20Structural%20Survey%20Glossary%20Year%20
2000-2023.pdf 
 
And can it be suggested/ recommended strongly  that early 2026 GCC should meet with TMP/WRD and 
HES to address all issues especially those of structural interconnectivity, Listed Building Consent, Gold 
Standard Conservation Best Practice (façade/stonework especially and therefore impact directly on 
both Public Safety and causal Risk Assessment 
 
Written without prejudice to the statutory rights of both USP and USI Ltd 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Derek J Souter 
Director 
CC James Gillespie- GCC NRS, Raymond Barlow- Ken Donoghue GCC Building Control, Ken Gerber – Mitchells 
Roberton, George Morrison- TMP, MJ O’Shaughnessy-WRD. 
  

http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/Egyptian%20Halls%20Structural%20Survey%20Glossary%20Year%202000-2023.pdf
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/Egyptian%20Halls%20Structural%20Survey%20Glossary%20Year%202000-2023.pdf
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March 2025 Defective Notice



Neighbourhoods, Regeneration
and Sustainability
Glasgow City Council
Exchange House
231 George Street
Glasgow Gi 1RX
www glasgow gov uk

Executive Director
George Gillespie
BEng (Hons) CEng MICE

DEFECTIVE BUILDING NOTICE
BUILDING (SCOTLAND) ACT 2003

NOTICE UNDER SECTIONS 28 REQUIRING OWNER TO RECIFY DEFECTS

Address: 84-100 Union Street, Glasgow Gi 3QW

To:

1. UNION STREET PROPERTIES LIMITED (SC186601) Registered Office Whitehall House, 33
Yeaman Shore, Dundee DDI 4BJ

2. UNION STREET INVESTMENTS LTD (SC353348) Registered Office — Whitehall House, 33
Yeaman Shore, Dundee DDI 4BJ

As owners of 84-100 Union Street Glasgow Gi 3QW

It appearing to Glasgow City Council that the above building has defects that require to be rectified in
order to bring the building into a reasonable state of repair having regard to its age, type and location,
the Council therefore require require that the defects specified below are rectified.

The defects for the front elevation to Union Street are:

Defective windows, loose/friable stonework, fractured stonework, vegetation growth, excessive
pigeon droppings, open stonework joints, defective stonework pointing, lack of coping to the
parapet wall, distorted parapet wall and associated stone cornice.

The defects for the rear elevation are:

Rotten and defective packing to the temporary bracing at first floor.

THE FOLLOWING STEPS MUST BE TAKEN TO SECURE COMPLIANCE WITH THIS NOTICE:

For the front elevation to Union Street:

1. Brace and fix all upper storey windows to ensure they continue to remain in place, remove
any defective glazing, replace or adequately re-board and seal any openings to prevent water
ingress, repoint the frames and glazing where missing or defective

2. Judiciously remove all loose/friable stonework and secure the condition of the remaining as
req u i red

3. Repair fractured areas of stonework
4. Remove all vegetation and excessive pigeon droppings
5. Re-point all unpointed stonework joints
6. Re-point loose or defective stonework joints
7. Install a flashing/coping to the parapet wall
8. Stabilise the distorted parapet wall and associated stone cornice below

Glasgow - Supporting the Gaelic language Glaschu - a’ toirt talc dhan Ghaidhlig

Glasgow City Council is an equal opportunities employer

BC28125100001
Ken Donoghue
0141 2877991
ken.donoghue@glasgow.gov.uk

Ref:
Officer
Phone
Email



For the rear elevation:

1. Repair or replace the defective packing to the temporary structural bracing

PROPOSALS TO SATISFY ALL OF THE ABOVE MUST BE SUBMITTED TO BUILDING
STANDARDS & PUBLIC SAFETY FOR THEIR APPROVAL AS MEETING THE TERMS OF THE
NOTICE PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF WORK.

THEREAFTER ALL WORKS ON SITE MUST BE COMPLETED TO THE SIGHT AND SATISFAC
TION OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF NEIGHBOURHOODS REGENERATION AND
SUSTAINABILITY

NOTICE GIVEN

This notic requires the owner to begin the work specified in this notice by 30 September 2025
d to co te ork in compliance with this notice by 31 March 2026 (See note 2)

1’,

c ive irector of Neighbourhoods Regeneration and Sustainability
r t local authority

Date: 28 March 2025

Notes

1. A building warrant is not required for these works but a completion certificate must be submitted by the
owner in accordance with Section 17(7) of the Act.

2. The first date must be a date not less than 7 days after the date of service of the notice and the second
date must be not less than 21 days after the first date. Where, however, this notice requires an applica
tion for a building warrant for work required to comply with this notice to be made, then later dates may
be substituted if, by the first date, the owner has applied for such building warrant. There are 21 days
permitted for an appeal against this notice and later dates may be substituted where there is an appeal
until the appeal is withdrawn or finally determined

WARNING - If you fail to carry out the work specified in this notice you will be guilty of an offence un
der the Building (Scotland) Act 2003 and liable on summary conviction to a fine. In addition, the local
authority may carry out the work itself and claim from you as a debt any expenses reasonably incurred
by it in doing so.

Glasgow - Supporting the Gaelic language Glaschu - a’ toirt taic dhan Ghaidhlig
Glasgow City Council is an equal opportunities employer



Neighbourhoods, Regeneration
and Sustainability
Glasgow City Council
Exchange House
231 George Street
Glasgow, Gi IRX
www.qlasqow.qov.uk

Executive Director
Ref: BC28125100001 George Gillespie
Officer Ken Donoghue BEng (Hons) CEng MICE
Phone 0141 2877991
Email ken.donoghue@glasgow.gov.uk

DEFECTIVE BUILDING NOTICE
BUILDING (SCOTLAND) ACT 2003

NOTICE UNDER SECTIONS 28 REQUIRING OWNER TO RECIFY DEFECTS

Address: 84-100 Union Street, Glasgow Gi 3QW

To:

1. UNION STREET PROPERTIES LIMITED (SC186601) Registered Office Whitehall House, 33
Yeaman Shore, Dundee DDI 4BJ

2. UNION STREET INVESTMENTS LTD (SC353348) Registered Office — Whitehall House, 33
Yeaman Shore, Dundee DDI 4BJ

As owners of 84-1 00 Union Street Glasgow Gi 3QW

It appearing to Glasgow City Council that the above building has defects that require to be rectified in
order to bring the building into a reasonable state of repair having regard to its age, type and location,
the Council therefore require require that the defects specified below are rectified.

The defects for the front elevation to Union Street are:

Defective windows, loose/friable stonework, fractured stonework, vegetation growth, excessive
pigeon droppings, open stonework joints, defective stonework pointing, lack of coping to the
parapet wall, distorted parapet wall and associated stone cornice.

The defects for the rear elevation are:

Rotten and defective packing to the temporary bracing at first floor.

THE FOLLOWING STEPS MUST BE TAKEN TO SECURE COMPLIANCE WITH THIS NOTICE:

For the front elevation to Union Street:

1. Brace and fix all upper storey windows to ensure they continue to remain in place, remove
any defective glazing, replace or adequately re-board and seal any openings to prevent water
ingress, repoint the frames and glazing where missing or defective

2. Judiciously remove all loose/friable stonework and secure the condition of the remaining as
req u i red

3. Repair fractured areas of stonework
4. Remove all vegetation and excessive pigeon droppings
5. Re-point all unpointed stonework joints
6. Re-point loose or defective stonework joints
7. Install a flashing/coping to the parapet wall
8. Stabilise the distorted parapet wall and associated stone cornice below

Glasgow - Supporting the Gaelic language Glaschu - a’ toirt talc dhan Ghaidhlig

Glasgow City Council is an equal opportunities employer



For the rear elevation:

1. Repair or replace the defective packing to the temporary structural bracing

PROPOSALS TO SATISFY ALL OF THE ABOVE MUST BE SUBMITTED TO BUILDING
STANDARDS & PUBLIC SAFETY FOR THEIR APPROVAL AS MEETING THE TERMS OF THE
NOTICE PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF WORK.

THEREAFTER ALL WORKS ON SITE MUST BE COMPLETED TO THE SIGHT AND SATISFAC
TION OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF NEIGHBOURHOODS REGENERATION AND
SUSTAINABILITY

the owner to begin the work specified in this notice by 30 September 2025
in compliance with this notice by 31 March 2026 (See note 2)

r of Neighbourhoods Regeneration and Sustainability

Notes

1. A building warrant is not required for these works but a completion certificate must be submitted by the
owner in accordance with Section 17(7) of the Act.

2. The first date must be a date not less than 7 days after the date of service of the notice and the second
date must be not less than 21 days after the first date. Where, however, this notice requires an applica
tion for a building warrant for work required to comply with this notice to be made, then later dates may
be substituted if, by the first date, the owner has applied for such building warrant. There are 21 days
permitted for an appeal against this notice and later dates may be substituted where there is an appeal
until the appeal is withdrawn or finally determined

WARNING - If you fail to carry out the work specified in this notice you will be guilty of an offence un
der the Building (Scotland) Act 2003 and liable on summary conviction to a fine. In addition, the local
authority may carry out the work itself and claim from you as a debt any expenses reasonably incurred
by it in doing so.

Glasgow - Supporting the Gaelic language Glaschu - a’ toirt taic dhan Ghaidhlig
Glasgow City Council is an equal opportunities employer



The Egyptian Halls Public Safety is Paramount – Support Appendices

August 2025 USP/USI Submission



DEFECTIVE BUILDING NOTICE BUILDING (SCOTLAND) ACT 2003 NOTICE UNDER SECTIONS 
28 REQUIRING OWNER TO RECIFY DEFECTS Address: 84-100 Union Street, Glasgow G1 3QW 

 
Draft Response for Discussion with GCC NRS/Building Control  

 
by USP Ltd and The Morrison Partnership 29th August 2025 

 
Background 
 
USP will lodge via its lawyers (Mitchell Roberton) an appeal citing extenuating circumstances and 
genuine error caused it to miss the 21 day appeal deadline, and reinforcing during same period USP 
on-record collaboration with GCC if required. However a second approach has also been developed 
and is presented for assessment within the six month deadline required. It is believed to be massively 
challenging to discharge the Defective Notice as specified  within the timescale set given the known 
and detailed public safety issues that required detailed appraisal before any works could be carried 
out, which GCC has not made any reference to. USP and its Directors have onerous fiduciary duties 
to adhere to and none more so than protecting and maintaining public safety. Which GCC has on file 
via the expert structural and architectural advice relevant to this from conservation accredited experts 
including GCC’s specified Conservation Burden architect. The importance of this statutory notice is 
also realised, hence the time and resource allocated. Given protecting public safety is paramount. 
 
Therefore this is certainly not a case of not implementing but one of assessing if it can be done and in 
what timescale? Everyone wants the Scaffolding removed ASAP but it has to be achieved 
without compromising public safety. Both TMP and WRD are on record stating the LBRN 
discharge is required to achieve this. GCC believe a partial scheme via a Defective Notice focussed 
on facade and now parapet can allow this but has provided no evidence to a) support this or b) 
counter the combined TMP/WRD advice. So for clarification this Defective Notice has not included 
any public safety assessment post Defective Notice implementation. And this needs to be factored in.  
 
The timescales for a) scoping 6 months therefore cannot be met apart from proposing 
Demolition WHICH NOBODY WANTS AND WOULD NOT BE APPROVED b) Delivery of the 
Defective Notice cannot be established until structural integrity is re-assessed. And this was 
recommended July 2024 via WRD as WRD 3 but again has not been factored in by GCC. 
 
We know the long stated GCC opinion that with repairs to the façade (now parapet) the scaffolding 
can be removed safely, and the floors, stairs, roof, walls etc can then follow. And on the face for the 
vast majority of buildings this would be true.  And If so we’d have removed the Scaffolding years ago 
and not spent £700k NET protecting public safety. However this GCC belief has always been 
challenged by  conservation accredited  structural/architectural experts ie. TMP/Add Cons (NB GCC 
specified TMP as the Conservation Bond architect). And since 2019 WRD are in situ producing high 

quality expert assessment that supports and reinforces this. And further expert advice has been  re-
discovered in the archives, which supports the Addison/TMP/WRD body of work and now to a 
fair degree the May 2025 Narro study also 

  
• Nineveh on the Clyde 1999 http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/page12.html 

 
Gavin Stamp/ Charles Jencks/ David Page (Page & Park) explain, praise and praise some more 
Thomson’s genius. Apparently the building was designed to be upside down as all the weight is on 
the parapet and not as was the established practice the Ground Floor. Again reinforces why the 
structural interconnectivity of  TMP’s 2012 movie is so accurate  How This Unique Structure has 
Worked for 150 Years. “The façade can’t stand without the support of the floors, walls and 
stairs - not today’s modern orthodoxy but it works.” http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/page17.html 
 

• Thomson – Glasgow’s Master Builder-BBC 2017 
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/page11.html 
 

And look at 1.15 to 2.27 secs; how can the Scaffolding be removed? It can’t be until the full scheme is 
scoped, funded and delivered (It’s  a 4-minute extract from BBC2 Scotland’s recent excellent 

programme “Greek Thomson - Glasgow’s Master Builder.) 

http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/page12.html
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/page17.html
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/page11.html


Defective Notice Objective- How to approach its implementation- TMP opinion 
 
It appears to Glasgow City Council that the above building has defects that require to be rectified in 
order to bring the building into a reasonable state of repair having regard to its age, type and location, 
the Council therefore require that the defects specified below are rectified.  
 
The issues to reconcile are far more complicated than façade issues and asked for parapet 
stabalisation as per 19th August earlier email. And if we refer back to HES Feb 2020 it reinforces this 

“There are some complex issues around Egyptian Halls. Solving those issues will need some 

creative solutions. It needs creative approaches to design and engineering, but also creative 
approaches to funding. It also needs a commitment from all involved to continue to discuss and test a 
wide range of options. 

 

• Option A as part of the Feasibility Study subject to USP winning the “credible 
proposal” application late October 

 

• Option B – Façade Retention (or New Build- which nobody wants)  
 

Hence why TMP has recommended that GCC/Narro and TMP/WRD should meet to discuss the 
Defective Notice objectives within the wider parameters of the USP/USI plan for A FIFTH Planning 
Application via the Feasibility Study/credible proposal concept being submitted by 17th October. 
 
Assess against Top Line Structural Conclusions 

• Floors are circa 33% of the required commercial strength, and cannot be walked upon safely 

• Stairs are connected to the floors/walls and are weaker; we just don’t know how much by hence 
physical load tests are recommended 

• Roof requires to be replaced 

• Rear wall requires to be replaced (approved 2013) 

• Façade stonework increasingly fragmenting and friable 1995 onwards; evidence on record 

• Massive dead weight parapet is balanced atop the structurally weak façade and is not tied to 
the floors or structure 

• Nov 2019 – A protective Crash Deck was designed and constructed as a safety feature should 
the parapet move forward onto the scaffold 

• Nov 2019, 75+ parapet stones were removed temporarily to protect public safety 

• GCC also fails to cognisance of How This Unique Structure has Worked for 150 Years. “The 
façade can’t stand without the support of the floors, walls and stairs - not today’s modern 
orthodoxy but it works.”  http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/page17.html 

• Egyptian Halls Potential Progressive Collapse Scenario – GCC again fails to take cognisance 
of http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/StructuralMovie.html 

 
Option A- Broad Defective Notice specification- Summary Comments 
 
THE FOLLOWING STEPS MUST BE TAKEN TO SECURE COMPLIANCE WITH THIS NOTICE: 
 
For the front elevation to Union Street: In reverse order 
 
8. Stabilise the distorted parapet wall and associated stone cornice below Refer to on record 
TMP/WRD expert advice/ comment and now the May 2025 Narro Report one would argue very 
strongly founded upon combined expert advice this is nigh impossible to achieve within timescales 
specified, whether it can be stabalised requires significant detailed scoping. And is whether it is 
actually a “Defect” requires detailed assessment. Further given the massive structural issues whether 
the cast iron frame can be retained requires again detailed analysis / assessment. Whether this 
breaches the obligations of the incumbent Conservation Burden should also be factored in. 
 
 
 
 

http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/page17.html
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/StructuralMovie.html


1. Brace and fix all upper storey windows to ensure they continue to remain in place, remove 
any defective glazing, replace or adequately re-board and seal any openings to prevent water 
ingress, repoint the frames and glazing where missing or defective Refer to on record TMP/WRD 
expert advice comment but one would counter with the presence of the shroud (a breathable 
membrane from 2008 to Jan 2025 has contributed significantly to prevent water ingress.  
2. Judiciously remove all loose/friable stonework and secure the condition of the remaining as 
required  Refer to on record TMP/WRD expert advice comment but this appears to replicate the 
incumbent and legally non variable 1991 LBRN specification, which is non-viable and which both 
GCC and HES concur with. 
 
3. Repair fractured areas of stonework Refer to on record TMP/WRD expert advice /comment, but this 
appears to replicate the incumbent and legally non variable 1991 LBRN specification, which is non-
viable and which both GCC and HES concur with 
 
4. Remove all vegetation and excessive pigeon droppings Was done 2016-2023 but stopped when 
GCC rescinded Maintenance budget funded by Ad Hoarding income. Will be actioned once the 
Scaffolding upgrade has been implemented. 
 
5. Re-point all un pointed stonework joints Refer to on record TMP/WRD expert advice/ comment, but 
this appears to replicate the incumbent and legally non variable 1991 LBRN specification, which is 
non-viable and which both GCC and HES concur with 
 
6. Re-point loose or defective stonework joints Refer to on record TMP/WRD expert advice/ comment, 
but this appears to replicate the incumbent and legally non variable 1991 LBRN specification, which is 
non-viable and which both GCC and HES concur with 
 
7. Install a flashing/coping to the parapet wall Refer to on record TMP/WRD expert advice/comment 
but this appears to replicate the incumbent and legally non variable 1991 LBRN specification, which is 
non-viable and which both GCC and HES concur with 
 
For the rear elevation: 
 
Repair or replace the defective packing to the temporary structural bracing\ TMP/WRD  to comment 
further; very likely to be actioned once the rescinded Maintenance budget funded by Ad Hoarding 
income is restored. Or GCC provide some of the £500k offered Dec 2021.  
 
PROPOSALS TO SATISFY ALL OF THE ABOVE MUST BE SUBMITTED TO BUILDING 
STANDARDS & PUBLIC SAFETY FOR THEIR APPROVAL AS MEETING THE TERMS OF THE  
NOTICE PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF WORK 
 
What can be done and by when? 
 
So USP advise the would be able to action the Rear Elevation works and also, Point 7, Point 4 and 
some of Point 1 can be reconciled by installing a new shroud, which is in effect a breathable 
membrane and between 2008 and Jan 2025 was responsible for reducing moisture to near ZERO. 
 
Now given this would be approved Building/Construction Works the reapproval of the Ad Hoarding 
presence USP advise would generate the short term income to fund this. and also the required in 
parallel Scaffold upgrade would be needed for the points noted above. And any of the other 
outstanding points that are then assessed and can be delivered would be going forward. 
 
It’s worth noting this GCC specification is “estimated” at circa £220k- £250k May 2025 by the District 
Valuer for a GCC Valuation Report. When TMP estimated £4.2M for similar Aug 2022; probably now 
£5M+. Indicative of the scoping parameters used by GCC and by TMP who are the GCC specified 
Conservation Burden architects with 27 years’ experience of FOUR approved Planning Applications. 
 
 
 
 
 



What about the balance of specified works? 
 
In a nutshell the balance can be delivered but not within the timescales specified Also as detailed by 
GCC these defects that require to be rectified in order to bring the building into a reasonable state of 
repair  won’t also bring the building into a reasonable state of repair. And the Defective Notice as it 
stands does not reconcile the aforementioned and therefore would not allow the removal of the 
Scaffolding for known, stated and reinforced public safety concerns. Neither TMP nor we believe 
WRD also would in effect sign of this as being safe as would compromise their Public Liability. 
 
Dec 2019 WRD Elements of the structural fabric are now considered to be in an unsafe condition and 
structurally unpredictable has primarily been caused by the deterioration of the roof and the upper 
floors from continued water ingress over a prolonged period of time, and the fundamental lack of 
robustness in the structure with the potential for a trigger event to cause a structural failure  
could have serious consequences with the risk to public safety and damage to surrounding buildings 
 
July 2024 WRD stated it would also scope a re-assessment of work to date including updating 
specialist testing reinforced by WRD 1& 2  stating “Alongside the works to restore the building's 
structural integrity, a full holistic architectural feasibility study should be commissioned to develop a 
concept design for the building conservation project. There are now key decisions that will need to be 
taken as a result of the structural investigations. Whilst these decisions may be a difficult compromise 
for some parties, it is no longer possible to leave the building in its current condition”    
 

May 2025 Narro stated ‘Any refurbishment programme would likely involve strengthening and repairs 

of the main structure, a new roof, complete replacement of internal finishes to the upper floors and a 
comprehensive restoration programme of the main façade. Additionally, the structural integrity of the 

rear elevation has been questioned. 
  
Aug 2025 TMP stated In which case it is virtually impossible to stabilise the distorted parapet in 
isolation. QED – IS THIS AN INCONVENIENT TRUTH. 
 
How difficult is it then to discharge the current Defective Notice? 
 
Given Requirement 8 states Stabilise the distorted parapet wall and associated stone cornice below 
And given it’s a fact that the parapet has never ever been tied or joined structurally to the building for 
now 154 years. It’s believed it’s nigh impossible to discharge given the July 2024 WRD 1&2 Exec 
Summary states the floors are considered to be inherently weak, with the risk of failure compounded 
by the buildings continued dilapidation. The stability of the structural frame has been compromised as 
the floor is no  longer in a suitable to act as a structural diaphragm to transfer lateral loads to the stiff 
stair core and party walls. There is a lack of appropriate ties between the floors and vertical load 
bearing elements which presents a potential risk of disproportionate collapse. The cast iron columns 
and connections do not have sufficient tensile capacity to resist the resultant tying forces to suit the 
robustness and disproportionate collapse requirements of the modern codes of practice for buildings. 
The load carrying capacity of the roof and floors has reduced considerably over the last ten years 
which means the building is no longer fit for purpose and unsuitable in its current form to 
accommodate any future redevelopment proposals.  Due to the level of deterioration over this time it 
has been concluded that the roof cannot feasibly be repaired and whilst repairing floors may be 
technically feasible, it is not considered the most viable option. It anticipated that a further piece of 
work, “Volume 3” of Will Rudd reporting will be required. “Volume 3 will capture any physical load 
testing works on the structural fabric, with the proposals recorded and their results presented 
and interpreted. This testing will ultimately determine the viability of a development option 
where conservation is championed above all else. 
 
So if Point 8 can’t be reconciled it calls into significant doubt the overall front elevation scoped works 
 
Is Listed Building Consent required? 
 
Given TMP are the GCC specified Conservation Burden architect they raise for discussion would any 
attempt to stabilise the parapet require Listed Building Consent as this would/could be radically 
affecting the design/structure which is an integral part of the Grade A listing 



Would the current Defective Notice achieve its core objective of removing the Scaffolding? 
 

Given the aforementioned what is asked by the Defective Notice will not deliver on this core objective 
that GCC has been seeking since 2014. It won’t reconcile the scale, scope of remedial works required 
until the public safety issues have been assessed first. GCC decided to impose a Defective Notice 
prior to its scheduled  Conditions Survey being carried out perhaps it would have been more prudent 
to wait for this first given this references structural strengthening issues also. 

 
GCC have also now stated 22nd May 2025 as follows At the end of March the Council served a 
defective buildings notice in terms of the Building (S) Act 2003 on the owners of Egyptian Halls. This 
sets out work which the Council considers is necessary to rectify defects in the building and 
bring it into a reasonable state of repair. This would also result in the removal of the 
scaffolding which has been located in front of the building since 2010. These repairs are 
necessary to prevent a further deterioration, but they are not the comprehensive and long term 
solution which is required to secure the future of the building. 
 
Yet the approved CPO Review 5th Feb , states in order to prevent a significant deterioration occurring, 
which would result in an immediate public safety issue, a defective notice using Building Standards 
powers is being served on the owners to address the condition of the façade and parapet wall  
 
Again as earlier these works won’t reconcile the potential for a structurally unpredictable trigger event 
And given Public Safety is paramount then risk assessment needs to be factored in. Refer to Feb 
2016 https://www.glasgowtimes.co.uk/news/14285327.warning-over-calls-for-egyptian-halls-facade-
to-come-down/ Yet Feb 2020 GCC stated a survey carried out by a conservation engineer found the 
building as in no danger of imminent collapse. Then Feb 2025 GCC stated it had uncovered “an 
immediate public safety issue”. If GCC could clarify why such a fundamental change it would assist. 
  
Also the CPO Review references the “building”, but the Defective Notice references the frontage. 
Which is in effect the combined façade/parapet.  Further  to repeat it ignores ENTIRELY the fact 
significant deterioration has already occurred notably as per 1991 LBRN specification B@ R Register 
1995, approved Year 2000 scheme, GCC correspondence 2002, Approved 2013 scheme reinforced 
by http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/Egyptian Halls Structural Survey Glossary Year 2000-2023.pdf  
And http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/E-Halls LBRN Repairs Aide Memoire-June2023.pdf 
 
TMP Further commentary; Hard Facts Or wishful thinking  
 
‘’ THE MARKET WILL DECIDE’’ – is a truism. A harsh fact of life in the world of development and it is 
perilous to ignore. The assumption is that ALL DEVELOPMENT has potential, but not all potential is 
equal. Each potential opportunity must be measured against the costs and risks. Yes, it also applies 
to the EGYPTIAN HALLS, but not in equal measure. It has additional complexity, which in turn 
demands yet greater understanding and awareness from all concerned. To the ‘casual or ill-informed 
viewer’ that will not be recognised nor accounted for, unless their comments are somehow heavily 
qualified and beyond the norm! 
 
To suggest that a phased development of the building be considered for some short- term localised 
repairs and thereby to remove the scaffold is not a solution, it does not address public safety as well 
as simply heightening structural risks by tying the masonry parapet back to a weakened and delicately 
balanced structure. All of which will need to be declared to any potential developer and inevitably 
makes any funding even more impossible. For many decades The Egyptian Halls has been on the 
BUILDINGS AT RISK REGISTER, so that potential must be measured against the ever- evolving 
technical deterioration, hidden technical challenges, conservation burden, and costs – all of which 
compound the risks both technical and financial. In short HARD FACTS trump WISHFUL THINKING.  
In the world of development, the only counter to those many unknowns are HARD FACTS. The fewer 
the hard facts the greater the speculation and therefore the risk.   
 
In which case it is a question of balance and probability. A development fraught with greater risks is 
one that is difficult if not impossible to deliver. The history of The Egyptian Halls over the last 25 years 
or more makes clear it has become a perfect example.  There is no question that considerable effort 
and money has been invested on it over the last 25 years and yet the various development proposals 
have not progressed? Over the years it has been offered repeatedly.  

https://www.glasgowtimes.co.uk/news/14285327.warning-over-calls-for-egyptian-halls-facade-to-come-down/
https://www.glasgowtimes.co.uk/news/14285327.warning-over-calls-for-egyptian-halls-facade-to-come-down/
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/Egyptian%20Halls%20Structural%20Survey%20Glossary%20Year%202000-2023.pdf
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/E-Halls%20LBRN%20Repairs%20Aide%20Memoire-June2023.pdf


The two fundamentals in all of this are that the owners require a viable outcome and GCC wish 
for an acceptable outcome. In that one cannot not be achieved without the other. Constructive 
dialogue is the only option. If said requirements of both parties can be realised then it will be 
the most compelling response to any doubters that may remain.      
          
Required Scaffolding upgrade = £100k+_ 
 
GCC have refused a Scaffold Permit since 2018 as USP cannot meet GCC’s T&C’s for approval as 
the Egyptian Halls is uninsurable due to noted structural issues. Therefore until some form of permit is 
approved it cannot become a normal “working access scaffold”. Hence again the six month deadline 
for Defective Notice proposals was nigh impossible to meet given no approved Scaffold Permit. GCC 
were aware this was required upgrade prior to rescinding all Ad Hoarding income. However it is 
needed to The upgrade = £100k+ (maybe less if a hybrid lease/purchase GCC’s advice/ input would 
be sought and welcomed) We’d also ask for streamlined options in terms of pavement depth. 
 
Required Core Maintenance Budget = £100k+ (contractors tbcf)  
 

• Points 7, 4 and part of 1 Defective Notice scoped with GCC and WRD 

• Rear Wall safety work to be actioned. 

• Funded via Ad Hoarding income over an agreed 18 month period 100% accountable period 

• All income can be disclosed to GCC for this.  

• No requirement to apply to GCC for grant funding given £500k was in the frame Dec 2021 
 

Sub Total  = £200k+ 

 
Funded via Ad Hoarding Income  
  
Given this would be approved building/construction works GCC can look to re-approve the Ad 
Hoarding to fund this approved building/construction works are to carried out. Given this was the 
reason for rescinding the in place Ad Hoarding approval. NB for which the income funded the 
Scaffolding platform which USP, TMP and WRD all agree is protecting public safety. Savills have 
been working on this and have two commercial proposals to provide Ad hoardings on the frontage of. 
The proposed display system consists of a semi-permeable, breathable mesh membrane that will be 
affixed to the scaffolding structure. This mesh banner will act as a visual screen, displaying a 1:1 
scale image of the Egyptian Halls façade or People Make Glasgow campaign 
 
Option B – Façade Retention or New Build (Pages 7 to 16) 
 
If Option A cannot be progressed and it’s believed it can be given an agreed process is developed. 
Then given GCC state The buildings structure is the responsibility of the owners And given the 
clearly detailed since 2014 public safety issues, the potential for progressive collapse, and GCC have 
been asked to assess whether it’s a Dangerous Building 
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/assets/files/The-
EgyptianHallsPublicSafetyClarificationRequest.pdf, 
 
Then Option B is put forward and B1 with extreme reluctance for consideration by GCC and HES 
 

• B1 - Façade Retention we know is potentially acceptable 
 

• B2- New Build is not wanted by anyone, anywhere but is very likely commercially viable 
 

Either or both would require HES assessment and heritage stakeholder assessment. Costs are 
significantly lower (£2M+ compared to £5M - £20M -Page 16), timescales would be reduced similarly. 
And the implementation of the City Plan/Golden Z initiative could be greenlighted. Again not what is 
by desired or by any means ideal given Option A within the overall Feasibility Study/ credible proposal 
options could /should deliver an agreed reconciliation for all key stakeholders.. 
 
 
 
 

http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/assets/files/The-EgyptianHallsPublicSafetyClarificationRequest.pdf
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/assets/files/The-EgyptianHallsPublicSafetyClarificationRequest.pdf


 
 

Egyptian Halls, 84-100 Union St, Glasgow, G1 3QW 
 

Indicative approach - Façade Retention Option 
 
 

 
 
  



Produced by an experienced construction/structural expert on premise of anonymity  
 
Egyptian Halls, Union St, Glasgow. 
 
1.  Scope of works 
 
The project comprises of the façade retention and demolition of the building as shown on site plan 
below.  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.  Risk Assessment 



 
The risks associated with this contract have been risk assessed but will be re-assessed and an 
updated version provided for detailed discussion and comment prior to commencement of the works 
 
3. Control Measures 
 
The on-site works will be under the daily control of a supervisor who has successfully completed the 
Demolition Supervisor Course devised by the National Federation of Demolition Contractors, National 
Demolition Training Group (NDTG Scotland) and Construction Skills. 
 
Welfare facilities will be established in Union St. 
 
All USD site operatives will hold relevant training certificates confirming that they have sat and passed 
the training appropriate to their allocated task on site. 
 
These training records/certificates will be available for inspection prior to the commencement of works 
on site. 
 
All non-site personnel will be prevented from access to the site during the works, with safety exclusion 
zones being erected around the perimeter of the site. 
 
Prior to entry all persons must be site inducted and will be required to sign in and out on a daily basis. 
 
Traffic routes will be established for all lorries. This information will have to be conveyed to drivers, 
operatives and banksman etc via a pre-start site induction. 
 
A hoarding will be erected around the perimeter of the site 
 
A pre-demolition asbestos survey will be carried out prior to demolition. All asbestos will be removed 
under the Control of Asbestos Regulations 2012 prior to demolition taking place. 
 
During the works should any contaminated material be found then works will cease until full 
assessment is made and remediation plan developed. 
 
All incoming services will be isolated to the site.  
 
Traffic management system will be implemented on Union St and Gordon St. 
 
4. Access requirements  
 
Access for Demolition works will be via will be via Union Place. Access for façade retention will be via 
Union St. Separate pedestrian accesses will also be provided. 
 
A partial road closure will be implemented on Union St to allow for installation of the façade retention 
system. A traffic management system will be installed by an approved traffic management contractor 
which will include for provision of lane closure and temporary pedestrian diversions during the 
erection of the façade retention. Upon completion of the installation of the façade retention systems 
pedestrians will be re-diverted to walk through the façade retention system within a protected 
walkway. 
 
Demolition materials will be removed from site using Union Place for access. All vehicles accessing 
and egressing the site will be supervised by a competent banksman 
 
Welfare facilities will be established within the site compound set up on Union St. 
 
A road sweeping machine will be utilised to keep roads clear. All footpaths will be swept clean as 
required. Lorry wheels will be cleaned prior to going onto the highway. 
 
All movements on site will be under the direct supervision of a trained/competent banksman. 
 



 
The works will be carried out in accordance with the following:- 
 

• The Noise at Work Regulations 2005 

• The Working at Height Regulations 2005 

• Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 

• The Management of Health and Safety at Work Regulations 1999 

• The Health and Safety (young persons) Regulations 1997 

• The Working Time (Amendment) Regulations 2003 

• The lifting Operations and Lifting Equipment Regulations 1998 

• The Provision and Use of Work Equipment Regulations 1998 

• The Personal Protective Equipment at Work Regulations 1992 

• The CDM  Regulations 2015 

• Reporting of Injuries, Diseases and Dangerous Occurrences Regulations 2013 (RIDDOR) 

• The Control of Asbestos Regulations 2012 

• The Asbestos (Licensing) Regulations (Amended) 1998 

• The Manual Handling Operations Regulations 1992 

• The Health and Safety (First Aid)  Regulations1981 

• The Control of Substances Hazardous to Health Regulations 2002 

• The Control of Vibration at Work Regulations 2005 
 
5. Personal Protective Equipment 
 
The following will be issued and worn by all personal on site :- 
 

• Safety helmet 

• Safety boots 

• Hi-Vis vest 

• Gloves 

• Overalls 

•  
 
The following equipment will be available for use when required :- 



 

• Dust masks 

• Ear defenders 

• Goggles 

• Safety Harness 
 
6. Additional Information/Notes 
 
USD will provide necessary adequate protection to adjacent properties prior to commencement of 
works, 
 
Where USD utilises heavy duty plant to remove material from the site, adequate protection of the 
ground surface shall be installed, so plant can travel safety causing the minimum amount of damage 
to the ground surface. 
 
Pre and Post demolition CCTV surveys will be carried out to drainage within the vicinity of the works. 
All neighbours will be notified of the works and provided with contact details should there be any 
issues with dust, noise or vibration. 
 
7. General Method Statement 
 
Site set up comprising of  :- 
                                                         -  Full perimeter exclusion zone will be erected 
                                                         -  Site welfare facilities including hut and toilet  
                                                            will be installed. 
                                                         -  Means of safe access and egress from site are in     
                                                            Place. 
                                                         -  Pedestrian diversions to pavements where  

Required. 
                                                         -  Traffic management will be in place prior to 

commencement.  
             -  Ensure construction/demolition signage is   
     visible to public  

-  Ensure any temporary lighting that is required  
   is installed.  
-  Identify any possible live service lines that may 
   be affected by works and carry out suitable  
   protective measures and isolations 

 
Asbestos removal works  

 
A pre-demolition asbestos survey will be carried out. Any asbestos identified will be removed under 
the Control of Asbestos Regulations 2012. 
 
Soft Strip Works 
 
A full soft strip of the building will be carried out prior to commencing structural demolition. All doors, 
skirtings, stud partitions will be removed. Resultant materials will be deposited into skips situated in 
the rear lane and via enclosed debris chutes. 
 
Façade Retention 
 
Description of Work: The installation of RMD steel external façade retention system including the 
forming of concrete kentledge, installation of whalings and towers. The towers will be pre-assembled 
mostly in sections off site and delivered when required. The tower sections will then be hoisted into 
position using a mobile crane and bolted together.  
 
 
 
Working from existing scaffolding install timber frame and bracing to all windows and openings. 



 
Working from existing scaffold, install whaling members. Manually lift into place inner sections of 
whalings and resin anchor to inside face of facade. Place on outer sections of whalings and attach to 
inner whalings through window apertures to sandwich the facade. 
 
Commence forming the base for the towers. Set out and erect RMD shuttering system and install 
reinforcement and holding down bolt boxes ensuring that all necessary shoring is in place. Pour the 
required concrete by pumping into the shuttered areas and vibrate. 
 
Deliver to site pre-assembled towers and using mobile crane lift steel tower sections into place, with 
each leg sitting on concrete kentledge and bolt to previously set in holding down bolts. Mobile 
platforms will be used to guide these members into place. 
 
On completion of the erection of the towers connect the towers to the whalings using slim-short, tie-
bars and packers. 
 
Install further concrete kentledge weight blocks as required and form protected pedestrian walkway 
through the façade retention system. 
 
During the demolition works and after, the retained façade will be monitored for movement by 
measuring target points attached to the façade. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Hand demolition 
 
Due to the close proximity of neighbouring buildings and to separate from the retained façade there 
will be areas of hand demolition works as shown in the marked-up drawings below. 
 
Due to the condition of the existing floors temporary dead propping will be installed to allow operatives 
to safely work on the floors 
 
Hand demolition will only commence after installation of the façade retention system and installation 
of temporary dead propping 
 
Full perimeter scaffolding will be erected around buildings to allow hand demolition from the roof 
down.  
 
Works will be carried out storey by storey commencing from the roof, thereafter, walls and floors will 
be removed sequentially. 
 
Protected drop zones will be formed through the building to the basement to allow demolition 
materials to be deposited 
 
As hand demolition is progressed and any joist pockets etc. are exposed, they will be built up 
 
 

 
 

Plan of Site 
 



 
Rear Elevation 

 
Machine Demolition 
 
Machine demolition will commence after hand preparation works are complete. 
 
The demolition sequence will be as follows: 

 
1. Set up traffic management 
2. Lay down protection to footpaths and 

roads 
3. Take down of perimeter walls and floor 

removal sequentially 
4. Grub out foundation and basements 
5. Reinstate level ground  

 
The demolition will be carried out by a Hyundai 380 Demolition Rig equipped with demolition 
attachments. 
 
Demolition rig will initially be situated on the carriageway of Union Place during demolition operations 
then will break through into the site. 
 
All floors will be pushed in to maintain a stable platform for the machine 
 
All demolition will be under the supervision of a competent demolition supervisor 
 
All plant operators will be fully qualified           
 
 
 
 
 
 



Recycling and Waste Processing 
 
All active waste will be removed from site and taken for re-processing at a local transfer station 
 
All inactive materials will be processed on site in preparation for crushing off site. 
 
Processed materials will be removed from site by tipper lorries and taken for recycling 
 
Crushed backfill material will be placed over the site and brought up to an agreed level and 
consolidated. 
 
Dust Suppression 
 
Water sprays will be utilised to dampen down materials during demolition, site crushing and loading 
operations. Works will cease if excess dust is produced. 
 
Roads will be kept clear by use of mobile road sweeper and by washing of vehicle wheels 
 
Noise 
 
Modern demolition equipment will be used to minimise noise. Noise levels will be monitored 
throughout the works. Should agree noise levels be exceeded then works will cease pending review. 
 
There will be no noisy working outside of normal working hours. 
 
 
Builderwork 
 
As hand demolition works progresses, openings such as joist pockets, presses and fireplaces will be 
built up to the rear of the retained facade and the neighbouring gables.  
 
Access scaffold will be installed to provide safe working access. 
 
A protected walkway for pedestrians will be formed through the façade retention system. This will 
comprise of a timber enclose walkway and will include lighting. 
 
Adjacent gables will have visqueen and strapping installed to provide temporary weather protection 
 
 
Temporary works 
 
A full façade retention system will be installed to the front façade. 
 
The perimeter of the site will have a temporary hoarding installed and a temporary pedestrian 
walkway will be formed. 
 
Perimeter access scaffolding will be erected to allow safe working access to facilitate hand demolition 
works. 
 
Temporary dead propping and crash decks will be required to floors to allow for safe demolition. 
 
Steel plate protection will be provided to live services under the pavement 
 
All temporary works will be designed by our Temporary Works Engineer and submitted for approval. 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Façade Retention/Demolition- Indicative Estimate 

 
 
 
 



The Egyptian Halls Public Safety is Paramount – Support Appendices

October 2025 - GCC 1 page response



Subject: Defec%ve Building No%ce 84 to 100 Union Street, Glasgow (OFFICIAL)
Date: Monday, 27 October 2025 at 18:53:28 Greenwich Mean Time
From: Barlow, Raymond (NRS)
To: Derek Souter
CC: Donoghue, Ken (NRS)

OFFICIAL

Dear Mr Souter

BUILDING (SCOTLAND) ACT 2003
NOTICE UNDER SECTIONS 28 REQUIRING OWNER TO RECTIFY DEFECTS
Address:   84-100 Union Street, Glasgow G1 3QW
Ref: BC28/25/00001

Thank for your recent correspondence in rela%on to the above. As noted in my previous email of the 04 July 
2025 I am again presuming that you were wri%ng on behalf of both Union Street Proper%es Ltd and Union 
Street Investments Ltd.

Having considered your correspondence we would note that no suitable proposals have been submiYed to 
sa%sfy the steps required to be taken by the No%ce. Nor do we consider from the informa%on in our 
possession there are any technical or safety reasons why the works required by the No%ce could not be 
undertaken and that the structure of the building is well enough understood to bring forward proposals.

On the maYer of whether the defects being rec%fied will bring the building into a reasonable state of repair. 
The meaning of building for the purpose of the No%ce is provided in Sec%on 55 of the Building (Scotland) 
Act 2003. Specifically Sec%on 55(3) makes provision for the reference to a building to mean part of the 
building. In the case of this No%ce the references to the building mean, where required, the whole building 
or the areas of defects specified in order to bring those parts into a reasonable state of repair. The service of 
this No%ce does not preclude that other parts of the building could be subject to further no%ces under 
Sec%on 28 of the 2003 Act if we thought necessary.

As you are aware the Defec%ve Buildings No%ce was served on the 28 March 2025 and expired on the 30th

September 2025. As the period for sa%sfying the No%ce has now expired we will be exercising our authority 
under Sec%on 28(10)(b) of the 2003 Act to undertake and complete the works required and seek to recover 
any expenses reasonably incurred in doing so.

In outline the process from here is that we will now be preparing the necessary schedule of works and 
tender documenta%on for this purpose. As is permiYed under Sec%on 39(4) of the Act this will likely require 
that we obtain accesses into the building once again to prepare these and we will liaise with you further 
when that is required. Once that part of the process is finalised and u%lising the same authority we will 
enter as much of the building as is required in order to execute the works and therea_er return those parts 
to the owners control once these are complete. We will obviously seek to keep you informed of where we 
are at relevant points in this process as we progress maYers from here.

In rela%on to any ques%ons raised by your solicitor these are being responded to by the Council’s solicitors.

I trust this explains the Council’s posi%on.

Regards

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------



Raymond Barlow
Head of Building Standards & Public Safety 
Neighbourhoods Regeneration and Sustainability 
Glasgow City Council
Phone - 0141 287 4203
E-Mail - raymond.barlow@.glasgow.gov.uk
GCC Website - Building Standards & Public Safety

OFFICIAL

Celebrate Glasgow's 850th birthday! Join us in marking this milestone at glasgow850.com

Please print responsibly and, if you do, recycle appropriately.

Disclaimer: This email is from Glasgow City Council or one of its Arm’s Length Organisa%ons (ALEOs). Views
expressed in this message do not necessarily reflect those of the council, or ALEO, who will not necessarily be
bound by its contents. If you are not the intended recipient of this email (and any aYachment), please inform the
sender by return email and destroy all copies. Unauthorised access, use, disclosure, storage or copying is not
permiYed. Please be aware that communica%on by internet email is not secure as messages can be intercepted
and read by someone else. We therefore strongly advise you not to email any informa%on which, if disclosed to
someone else, would be likely to cause you distress. If you have an enquiry of this nature then please write to us
using the postal system. If you choose to email this informa%on to us there can be no guarantee of privacy. Any
email, including its content, may be monitored and used by the council, or ALEO, for reasons of security and for
monitoring internal compliance with the office policy on staff use. Email monitoring or blocking so_ware is also
used. Please be aware that you have a responsibility to make sure that any email you write or forward is within
the bounds of the law. Glasgow City Council, or ALEOs, cannot guarantee that this message or any aYachment is
virus free or has not been intercepted and amended. You should perform your own virus checks.

Protec%ve Marking

We are using protec%ve marking so_ware to mark all our electronic and paper informa%on based on its content,
and the level of security it needs when being shared, handled and stored. You should be aware of what these
marks mean for you when informa%on is shared with you:

1.OFFICIAL SENSITIVE (plus one of four sub categories: Personal Data, Commercial, Opera%onal, Senior
Management) - this is informa%on regarding the business of the council or of an individual which is considered to
be sensi%ve. In some instances an email of this category may be marked as PRIVATE

2.OFFICIAL - this is informa%on rela%ng to the business of the council and is considered not to be par%cularly
sensi%ve

3.NOT OFFICIAL – this is not informa%on about the business of the council.

For more informa%on about the Glasgow City Council Protec%ve Marking Policy please visit
hYps://glasgow.gov.uk/protec%vemarking For further informa%on and to view the council’s Privacy Statement(s),
please click on link below:www.glasgow.gov.uk/privacy



The Egyptian Halls Public Safety is Paramount – Support Appendices

January 2026 - TMP Expert Statement  
(Appendices not included)



The Morrison Partnership

The Egyptian Halls Expert Commentary/
Evidence 2000-2025

29th December 2025

GCC’s specified 2008 Conservation Burden architect, February 2016: 

“The Council acknowledges that George Morrison and 
John Addison have considerable experience, expertise 

and knowledge of this building.



The Morrison Partnership, 4 Woodlands Court, 44 Barnton Park Avenue, Edinburgh. EH4 6EY 
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DRAFT 4 : 29 – 12 - 2025 
 
DRAFT 5 : 30 – 12-  2025 inclusion of SUMMARY RESPONSE TO NOTES OF MEETING  
 
BETWEEN CLIENT BODY AND GCC ON 17 – 12 – 2025. 
 
GUIDANCE NOTE: To be clear any questions raised in this document are not  
Rhetorical – to confirm clear understanding and acceptance of responsibility  
detailed answers are required. 
 

GCC DEFECTIVE BUILDING REPAIR NOTICE: 28-03-2025  and GCC’S ASSESSMENT  
OF USP’S 27 – 08-2025  SUBMISSION 

 
DETAILED EXAMINATION AND RESPONSE. ESSENTIAL OPENING FACTS - DISPELLING PREJUDICIAL 

RUMOURS & FLAWED INFORMATION 
Context:  Evolving Structural Changes from 100% Conservation to Façade Retention; causes massive 
architectural/structural challenges that need Conservation accredited experts and other expertise.   

• 1997: GCC/HS approved the removal of the cast iron frame, which would have caused Demolition. 
 

• 2000: considered brilliant TMP 100% Conservation scheme retains the cast iron frame; need £2.5M grant  
 

• 2013: Another considered brilliant TMP scheme, but by now the cast iron frame is structurally too weak, so 
a process of structural cellularisation is developed by passing the cast iron frame. Needs £5M grant 

 
• 2026-2027- Based upon current information that all options to-date are non-viable. Then TMP to work 

on the only realistic option: Façade Retention, which then means the unique cast iron frame is lost and also 
requires grant funding in excess of £25M+. 

  
Context  The Egyptian Halls FOUR approved but failed Planning Applications – Can there be a FIFTH? 
  
There is unequivocal proof the scheme has been delayed since Year 2000 due to causal legal, grant funding and 
non-viability issues, which combined to prevent any scheme being delivered  
 

• 1997 – A previous consortium IN collaborating with GCC .Obtained Planning approved (without expert 
conservation structural advice) and would remove cast iron frame, causing collapse. A CPO Appeal was 
then made, prompting a CPO Amendment. 

 
• 2000 – Endorsed by Heritage experts as a brilliant 100% Conservation scheme, CPO appeal reconciled. 

What could go wrong? GDA/HS rescinded grants, derailing the scheme and payoff for former owners. 
 

• 2005 – Reapproval of Year 2000 scheme, held up for next 7 years by CPO Amendment’s non-predicted 
consequences 

 
• 2013 - CPO Title issues reconciled by USP, 100% Conservation scheme approved. GCC had agreed to 

grant funding pre application. GCC/HES then failed to fund (on record) 
 
The building is Category A listed within a densely developed city centre area. Given its statutory listing the   
mandatory pre-condition applying to all matters regarding its ongoing and future care, maintenance and alterations 
are common knowledge and sacrosanct. Confirmation of which is found in the 5th Feb 2002 letter from Glasgow 
City Council (appendix 01 – M. Fraser GCC PLANNING- 2002). This clearly states the requisite requirement is to 
discharge the extant (and legally non variable) 1991 Listed Building Repairs Notice (LBRN). As a guide log to the 
following, which chart the timescale and ever increasing structural/architectural complexities 
 
Deterioration Timeline  1980-2022 
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/assets/files/Deterioration%20Timeline%201980-Oct%202022.pdf 
  
LBRN Discharge Visual Aide Memoire  
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/E-Halls LBRN Repairs Aide Memoire-June2023.pdf 

http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/assets/files/Deterioration-Timeline1980-Oct2022.pdf
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/E-Halls%20LBRN%20Repairs%20Aide%20Memoire-June2023.pdf
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In which case this is one of the governing conditions that must be applied when assessing said Repair Notice.. 
Reinforced further by the fact GCC specified The Morrison Partnership (TMP) as their specified Conservation 
Burden architect to discharge the 1991 LBRN. This Burden is still applicable currently.  
 
Fundamentally the other primary condition is that the works must adhere to the widely recognised guiding principles 
for conservation works. It is noted that WRD in their 1&2 Combined DRAFT Study July 2024 also reinforce the 
statutory conservation role of Historic Environment Scotland (HES) Section 12 Temporary Works- NOTE 6 “Any 
intrusive fixing for temporary tied methods must be acceptable and agreed with HES. No long lasting /further 
damage to the façade will be acceptable. 
 
That has been the case ever since the planning submission of July 2000. Those guiding principles are headlined as 
the widely acknowledged ‘ FUNDAMENTAL GUIDING PRINCIPLES – in conservation works.’ As follows: 
 
THE FUNDAMENTAL GUIDING PRINCIPLE – THE GOLD STANDARD 
As defined by one of the world’s leading conservators: 
Bernard M. Feilden Kt; CBE; D. Univ; FBA; FRSA; AA Dip(Hons); FRIBA –  
Formerly Director, International Centre for the Study of Preservation and Restoration of Cultural  
Property, (ICC Rom) Rome. 
 
Amongst his Publications and Papers: 
 
1 – CONSERVATION OF MATERIALS and PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS OF SCIENTIFIC 
     RESEARCH IN RESTORATION WORK: 
 
INVESTIGATION OF CAUSES AND DECAY: 
 
‘Regular Inspections - - - - which should ensure that its condition is understood as a whole by 
Recording all visible defects, the way the building has been used and abused should be studied 
and the way it has reacted to both its internal and external environment assessed. 
A formal report should result from this inspection and should list actions necessary to preserve 
the building in four categories: 
 
1– Immediate  – to avoid danger of collapse. 
2 – Urgent       - to stop active decay of materials. 
3 – Necessary – to repair or renew defective parts within a stated time (the bulk of work comes 
                          within category, so it can be carefully planned, in order by trades).  
4 – Desirable   - improvements; alterations; rehabilitation; come in this category, which has a lower  
                          financial priority. 
 
2 – MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES FOR WORLD CULTURAL HERITAGE SITES: 
      Joint paper by Bernard M. Feilden and Jukka Joklehto. 
     Produced under the auspices of, CULTURAL HERITAGE DIVISION, UNESCO. April 1983. 
 

- ‘Management planning should focus on value, using these as an explicit basis for decision  
making: 

- Management should focus on risk assessments. 
- Conservation theory should guide all actions. 

 
- These guidelines are to assist site managers to fulfil this role.  -- - - by understanding: 
- What is it that makes the site significant? 
- Protecting it from the numerous threats to which it is exposed. 

 
In May 1988, FEILDEN AND JOHLEHTO asked: 
 

- ‘What is it that makes the site significant and protecting it from the numerous threats to  
            which it is exposed?’’           
 SO –  

- Conservation policies should be based on a critical process starting with the survey 
            documentation; definition of the intrinsic cultural resource, and the values related to it. These 
           values may be divided into two groups: 

- Cultural values. 
- Contemporary socio-economic values.  
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IN WHICH CASE – 
- The conservation of cultural heritage is a cultural problem. Restoration is not a recipe, but  

depends on an appropriate understanding of values contained in the heritage resource. The  
policy of conservation involves making interventions at various scales and levels of intensity: 
these are determined by the: 
 

- Physical condition. 
- Causes of Deterioration. 
- Anticipated future environment of the cultural resource under treatment.  

 
INDEPENDENT COMMENTARY SUPPORTING THE CONSERVATION CENTRIC RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

• Buildings at Risk Register:  
 

https://www.buildingsatrisk.org.uk/search/keyword/Egyptian%20Halls,%20Glasgow/event_id/892661/buildi
ng_name/egyptian-halls-84-100-union-street-glasgow 
 
Expert Commentary from Greek Thomson’s greatest Champion Year 2000-2019 
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/assets/files/The-EgyptianHalls-HeritageLobbying.pdf 
 
Nineveh on the Clyde 1999 http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/page12.html Note the opinions on Thomson’s 
innovative, decades ahead of its time combined structural/architectural solutions. Especially the FACT the parapet 
is massively heavier due to its UPSIDE down Construction; Charles Jencks 2mins 30 secs into the 4 minute clip 
 
Thomson – Glasgow’s Master Builder-BBC 2017 http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/page11.html Here the late Mark 
Baines (Greek Thomson expert) demonstrates (1min 3 secs into this) the structural interconnectivity that only 
Thomson developed, which again reinforces its unique structural interconnectivity. To repeat the Egyptian Halls is 
not a traditional/ modern/standard “tenement”. 
 
In which case it is therefore understandable to think like normal tenements it is old and therefore basic. So it should 
be normal to assess and repair based on the fact that what is good for a tenement is good for this building – that is 
understandably misguided and therefore potentially/probable dangerous if not comprehended fully! GCC’s Mr 
Barlow’s comment at the 30th April 2019 meeting “it’s a building, walls-floors-façade, sort the façade and the rest 
can follow”. Very, very, very likely accurate for most Glasgow Tenements. but not the Egyptian Halls!!! 
 
FOLLOWING ASSESSMENT COMPARES AND CONTRAST ACTIONS BY CLIENTS AND GCC IN THE 
CONTEXT OF THE GUIDING PRINCIPLE – THE GOLD STANDARD -noted as Pass or Fail 
 
WAYS THE OWNERS HAVE SOUGHT AND ADHERE TO THE GOLD STANDARD 1998-2025 
 
The owners: 

- regularly monitor the condition of the building internally or externally.                                     Pass 
- Arrange necessary care and maintenance to help protect the building in existing form          Pass 
- Continue to provide essential access scaffolding including shroud to protect the building.     Pass        
- Had the various consultants examine the fabric and structure in detail over time.                   Pass 
- Had the various consultants gather material samples, examined in detail and recorded.        Pass          
- Had the various consultants over time assess and report the stability of the building             Pass    
- Had results cross checked with past records to assess deterioration and risk.                       Pass 
- Wider consultancy includes architecture/ conservation/ structure/ costs/ marketing/viability.  Pass 
- Insist that any proposed works to the existing fabric accord with the Guiding Principles.        Pass 
- Require new construction works are sympathetic and not conflicting with the existing            Pass 
- Oppose intervention works to the existing fabric that will require further change.                    Pass  
- Current tender re GCC’s marketing of the building opportunity accords with Gold Standard  Pass 
- Judge GCC’s notice to Repair devoid of HBRN obligations & therefore unacceptable.           Pass 
- Judge GCC’s pursuit of the notice prejudicial to the current tendering submission                 Pass  

.                                
WAYS GCC HAVE SOUGHT AND ADHERE TO THE GOLD STANDARD CPO DURATION 1996-2010 
 

• did not monitor the condition of the building internally or externally.                                           Fail 
• Arranged no necessary care or maintenance to help protect the building in existing form.  

When they did so circa 2000-2005 badly advised, causing long term damage to the fabric.      Fail               
• Opposition to the scaffold and shroud is prejudicial to the building and its potential.                  Fail 
• On 2 occasions had an engineer undertake a brief walk- through viewing and report                Fail 

https://www.buildingsatrisk.org.uk/search/keyword/Egyptian%20Halls,%20Glasgow/event_id/892661/building_name/egyptian-halls-84-100-union-street-glasgow
https://www.buildingsatrisk.org.uk/search/keyword/Egyptian%20Halls,%20Glasgow/event_id/892661/building_name/egyptian-halls-84-100-union-street-glasgow
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/assets/files/The-EgyptianHalls-HeritageLobbying.pdf
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/page12.html
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/page11.html
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• Inspection results omitted many areas, were cursory, highly qualified and misrepresented       Fail 
• Show no continuity of cross checking with past records to assess deterioration and risk           Fail 
• Had no consultancies other than engineer examine or report. So, inability to evaluate.             Fail                                                     
• Repeatedly insist on actions and proposals based upon dubious supposition. So prejudicial    Fail 
• Required actions are temporary, partial, limited with no consideration to future works.              Fail 
• Demands lack unawareness of GCC’s present marketing of the development. So prejudicial   Fail    
• Unwilling to discuss/deterioration/ financial implications caused by GCC/Scot Govt actions.     Fail 
• Refuse to countenance record information held by the owners when preparing the NOTICE.   Fail 

 
In accepting the accuracy of GCC’s Feb 2002 requests/ advice, then in 2008 the Scaffolding was erected for the 
first major Structural Survey. That revealed massive deterioration, which reinforced GCC’s Feb 2002 assessment. 
It was then “agreed” between TMP/ Add Cons and GCC DRS that the scaffold would stay in place until the 
expected 2010 scheme was eventually approved 2012. Typically, GCC then failed to provide the agreed ‘gap 
funding’. However, GCC is on record stating Public Safety is paramount and declared risk assessment needs must 
be included. Refer to Feb 2016 https://www.glasgowtimes.co.uk/news/14285327.warning-over-calls-for-
egyptian-halls-facade-to-come-down/  
 
Meanwhile GCC believed the Scaffolding could be removed obviously without reference to the identified 2002 
public safety issues. GCC has also not provided any proof of risk assessments for any of these comments. 
 

• August 2018 GCC’s Susan Connolly stated: DRS does not agree with your view that the scaffold 
cannot be removed, providing appropriate measures (i.e., maintenance works) are undertaken to 
ensure the façade is secure. I’m sure the ward councillors are aware of your arguments for the 
retention of the scaffold from your correspondence. 

  
• October 2018 GCC’s Susan Connolly  opined: It’s not just my unqualified opinion but the opinion of 

the Service with appropriate repairs to the façade the scaffolding can be removed safely 
  

• April 2019 GCC’s Raymond Barlow advised: “it’s a building, walls-floors-façade, sort the façade and 
the rest can follow”. 

 
• July 2023,GCC’s Carole Connolly stated: GCC are currently of the opinion that the scaffolding can be 

removed without creating a safety issue. 
 

GCC has stated the building will be handed back to the owners once a) Defective Notice is implemented b) after 
further intended Defective Notices are implemented. What state will that be and will it be a Dangerous Building? 
 
DEFECTIVE BUILDING REPAIR NOTICE – REQUIREMENTS REVIEWED. 
 

• GCC’s individual repair items in red 
 

• TMP GCC 2008 Conservation Burden specified architect considered response to individual repair items,  
 
FOR THE FRONT ELEVATION TO UNION STREET: 
 
1 – Brace and fix all upper storey windows to ensure they continue to remain in place, remove any defective 
glazing, replace or adequately re-board and seal any openings to prevent water ingress, repoint the frames and 
glazing, where missing or defective. 
 
Assessment: On the floors above ground level the windows are original. While there is degradation and damage to 
various parts of the windows various measures have been taken over the years to ensure they remain firmly in 
place and still enabling cross ventilation. By those methods the originality of the windows remains reasonably 
intact, giving the potential for appropriate localised repairs, compatibility and future serviceability in whatever is the 
outcome for the building. Where any areas of the windows are beyond sensitive repair then new components will 
be manufactured on a form that matches the existing and is compatible with the building, all sound conservation 
principles.. 
 
The existing windows were installed following completion of the original surrounding works (masonry and iron-
structure/works) as they originally progressed upwards storey by storey. Future works to the windows will be a 
reversal of that process. So the windows will be removed to enable those major interventions, whenever they 
happen. Repeated interventions or dismantling of the windows prior to those final works will most certainly be 
detrimental to the existing windows and the potential long-term use in the future.  
 

https://www.glasgowtimes.co.uk/news/14285327.warning-over-calls-for-egyptian-halls-facade-to-come-down/
https://www.glasgowtimes.co.uk/news/14285327.warning-over-calls-for-egyptian-halls-facade-to-come-down/
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In the circumstances, any works to the windows at this time should be avoided and deemed inappropriate, short- 
term interventions prejudicial to the conservation goals, and cannot be considered in isolation. The practicalities are 
that any works done on the windows must follow completion of all works to the surrounding parts of the building 
structure and envelope. Therefore the scaffolding has been proven to be the most significant and effective asset in 
the continuing protection of the building until the completion of the final comprehensive repair of the building. 
 
WORKABILITY AND SAFETY: 
 
The window openings in the front elevation are large, and the length of the elevation on some storeys. Any work to 
address this repair notice, will be challenging for the trades involved either as localised but significant interventions, 
or complete removal and replacement. On completion of that work the windows will be a short- term measure until 
the final conservation project is progressed. At that time all of the windows will have to be removed to enable the 
various other conservation works to the building, The removal of the windows at that later time and then their 
reinstatement will repeat the many risks that will be encountered if the short term repairs are done in response to 
the current Repair Notice. Any attempt at a second dismantling of the windows to facilitate the final conservation 
works will put the windows at risk of failure and unreasonable demands on the contractor in trying to preserve the 
earlier work. Such heightened demands increase the risks to the building fabric and those undertaking the work. As 
elsewhere these are unreasonable and unnecessary risks of damage and injury. 
For those reasons maintaining a scaffold enclosed with weather protecting screens helps maximise protection of 
the building fabric and unnecessary exposure to physical demands on the labour force until it is absolutely 
necessary as part of the final conservation works.    . .         
 
 
2 – Judiciously remove all loose/friable stonework and secure the condition of the remaining as required. 
 
Assessment:: Any part of this stated work as part of the repair notice is clearly in contravention of the stated 
CONSERVATION STANDARD. Firstly, such work requires in depth and careful examination, followed by detailed 
marking and recording. That to ensure the resultant disturbing and reinstatement of the stonework accords with 
sound conservation principles. It is also the case that such works will likely be shown to require more extensive and 
invasive repair/ reinstatement works. That is compounded by the fact, as noted elsewhere, that the stonework is 
fully integrated with other parts of the structure, so any disruptive or invasive work will also impact on those other 
areas. All such invasive and disruptive works compound the risks of further damage to the building fabric. To 
undertake such works as interim repairs on behalf of the repair notice will in all probability require to be disturbed or 
redone as part of the later full conservation works. The accepted CONSERVATION STANDARDS are rightly logical 
in condemning interim and uncertain repair works when there is no clear and proven requirement, especially when 
there is a clear understanding and commitment to the correct procedures in all embracing conservation works. 
 
WORKABILITY AND SAFETY: 
 
As in other parts of the repair notice, what are in essence large and/or small isolated packages of work they have 
no defined limits. That gives rise to heightened uncertainties in preplanning of the works, and what enabling works 
plus safety measures might be required. In which case there is every risk of inappropriate measures being in place 
for the works being done. That threatens uncertainty, and from that heightened risks to the building and the 
contractor’s personnel.  
 
As with other parts of the repair notice requirements failures can occur, putting the building at risk and 
compounding the potential risks for construction personnel and the wider community.. 
The only way to contain the inevitable risks is to understand the final conservation goal and from that datum to 
properly research the issues, document the findings, and preplan the full conservation works. Only that can ensure 
all parties are fully briefed on what will be done – by whom and in what sequence. Nothing is infallible so that time 
consuming and critical pre- planning  investment is a must to ensure the risks and contingency plans remain within 
acceptable limits.     
 
3 - Repair fractured areas of stonework 
 
Assessment:  CONSERVATION- Such works will vary in the size of stones being addressed. Given the inter-
dependence of individual stones and their simple over-lapping nature with all other elements of building structure, 
there are significant implications for the surrounding area. In which case all interventions whether total replacement 
or some form of consolidation or indent nature must be given careful thought. This is of particular significance when 
carved and other decorated materials are affected directly or threatened. As a result, all such works must be 
preceded by detailed recording.  To Include sampling of the stone type to identify the most appropriate matching 
stone; a likely matching quarry; and availability. Where there are carvings or other decoration that must be 
recorded in sufficient detail to enable accurate and authentic carving in the new stones. 
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.  
WORKABILITY AND SAFETY – Given that the stonework is highly integrated with the surrounding materials any 
localised disturbance will impact on other areas both near and potentially remote. Unlike the original construction 
works where all works were orderly in a tight way and in a sequence going upwards, these proposed retrospective 
interventions are very demanding to implement within the existing tight margins. 
 
Added to which so much of the building is made up of very large elements, the physical challenge and the potential 
for safe handling is limited or non-existent. Manual handling and the associated risks during construction are high. 
Both for damage to materials and de-stabilising the structure. Such risks are compounded by the existence of a 
substantial electrical substation in the basement. In addition to the ‘typical risks’ the substation creates the 
additional risk of electrocution due to arcing unless the substation is switched off for the duration of the works. That 
will be an assumed operational challenge for the wider community including Central Station. All of which 
compounds the risks both within and out-with the site. In short failure to identify and forward plan for risk simply 
compounds the unacceptable risks of an already defined structurally unpredictable, destabilised building 
becoming even more unpredictable, and leading to out of control failures or collapse. 
 
It is a three-dimensional problem that demands a substantial and enlightened degree of detailed 
examination – pre- planning – risk assessments -and contingency plan. 
 
4 – Remove all vegetation and excessive pigeon droppings. 
 
Assessment CONSERVATION: :Buddleia is the most frequent pioneering vegetation to establish itself in masonry 
and concrete Quickly growing to be large, with an extensive root system that can cause significant damage as it 
benefits from the alkaline conditions and presence of calcium carbonate (lime) in the mortar and concrete. 
In this case effective removal involves dismantling the areas of infected masonry. Dismantling must continue until 
all evidence of the plant, and its roots have been removed. That involves dismantling the masonry and removal of 
the old lime mortar. Pre- planning and recording of the affected area is necessary to ensure all masonry is 
recoverable and suitably marked and recorded to ensure it is rebuilt in the original position. Where some stone 
must be replaced suitable matching stone should be sourced early as a matching stone to the original. It will then 
need to be dressed and where appropriate carved to match the original. 
 
WORKABILITY AND SAFETY: The nature of this failure is also likely to contaminate the masonry and lime mortar 
fill material within the core of the adjacent solid external walls. Since significant parts of the iron frame are 
embedded in such walls all disturbance or partial dismantling of the wall must be considered as compromising the 
iron frame and stability of total structure, which comprises Iron, masonry and even the laterally stabilising lime 
concrete fill, cast within the floor plates. 
 
The apparently innocuous presence of this defect requires careful eradication. The extent of which will not be clear 
at the outset and therefore unpredictable, I will also require the manual removal of very large and heavy materials, 
followed by necessarily accurate reinstatement on completion. All of which requires safe and appropriate working 
procedures from the start, but with continuing vigilance to ensure said measures remain valid or updated to suit as 
the altered works progress.     
 
5 – Re-point all unpointed stonework joints. 
 
Assessment: CONSERVATION: It is likely that some mortar pointing remains in stonework joints. In which case 
and being mindful of sound Conservation principles and methods, will require the removal of all remailing defective 
and compromised lime mortar. That is likely to cause localised and potentially irreparable damage to the masonry – 
such as loss of surface finishes of dressed or carved stone. That is contrary to the guiding principles of good 
CONSERVATION STANDARDS. 
 
Since the exposed surfaces of the surrounding stone will be vulnerable to staining during the application of new 
lime mortar, pointing those vulnerable surfaces must be protected until re pointing is complete. Such repointing to 
be considered as a temporary measure until the full conservation works to the building are undertaken. At that time 
the expectation would be that for various practical and visual reasons all areas of mortar pointing will have to be 
raked out and re pointed. That will once again expose the dressed and carved stonework to localised and 
potentially irreparable damage to stonework. To double the risks of damage to highly visible areas of the building 
make no practical sense as temporary works. It is also contrary to CONSERVATION STANDARDS. 
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WORKABILITY AND SAFETY. 
 
Work such as raking out and preparing mortar joints is laborious and time consuming. Invariably done by hand to 
try and avoid collateral damage to the masonry. It is arduous manual work and as such should avoid inappropriate 
and damaging repetition. It should be done once and properly. To uphold CONSERVATION STANDARDS AND 
ON-SITE SAFETY AND WELFARE this work should only be done as an integrated part of the final conservation 
works to the entire building..   
 
 
6 – Re-point loose or defective stonework joints. 
 
Assessment: 
CONSERVATION: - As per item 5 above. 
WORKABILITY AND SAFETY- As per item 5 above.. 
 
7- Install a flashing / coping to the parapet wall. 
 
Assessment: 
CONSERVATION:  
 
The front parapet wall was not finished originally with a flashing as cope. It was finished with decoratively carved 
coping stones bedded in mortar, plus lime mortar pointing to the vertical butt joints. Where those carved coping 
stones have been removed the now exposed top to the parapet wall is build and finished in the same way. There is 
no evidence of added exposure or risks to the parapet wall. In which case there are no indications that additional 
coping measures are necessary until the final conservation works to building incorporate the remedial works to the 
parapet and including the full reinstatement of the decoratively carved coping stones.  
 
If in the unlikely event that a protective coping treatment was necessary as a purely temporary measure, then it 
should not include the bonding of any form of flexible felt/bituminous type materials along the top and vertical faces 
of the masonry. The only acceptable sheet material would be lead and installed in a way that is fully reversible. 
Such as firstly removing any remaining decorative carved copings, then cleaning the top surface of any old mortar 
remaining. Thereafter, dressing the lead over the top of the parapet and a maximum 70mm down each side of the 
top stone. The lead to be mechanically fixed to the top surface of the masonry in ways it can be reversed with no 
physical or visual damage to the faces of the parapet. Given the above options and the risks of hazardous 
materials noted below, makes clear that such works should only be considered if necessary, and in the final 
comprehensive conservation works, not as temporary short-.term measures that expose construction personnel to 
unnecessary risks/. 
 
WORKABILITY AND SAFETY: 
 
Lead is recognised as a sympathetic and appropriate material for such works, including conservation works. Its 
malleable qualities being of particular benefit when dressing to match the characteristics of substrates and other 
adjacent materials. In that lead is a particular asset in upholding CONSERVAION STANDARDS. 
That said lead is considered a hazardous material. In which case considerable care and attention must be applied 
to protect construction operatives and others who may come into contact with the material. That being the case its 
use should be used sparingly to protect construction personnel. 
 .   
8 – Stabilise the distorted parapet wall and associated cornice below 
 
Assessment: CONSERVATION: 
 
The parapet given its length is virtually a free-standing stonework wall with what appears to be limited restraint at 
each end. It is built off a very substantial stonework cornice. While the parapet is out of alignment there appear to 
be no clear signs of distress. A reasonable assumption is that the location of the parapet relative to the position of 
the cornice below might suggest that the parapet provides some stabilising load on the cornice. Combined they are 
a very deliberate visual design concept contrary to the norm of placing the elements of greatest visual mass at 
ground level. In so doing the evidence suggests the architect was conscious of breaking that visual and structural 
convention. His detailed design for the relative arrangement of the parapet and the cornice must have been 
carefully considered. Otherwise, it would most likely have collapsed by now. However, the original equilibrium has 
changed, hence the distortion. Has it distorted sufficiently to increase the distortion? The potential options are  
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OPTION 1 
 
Hold as is until a fully researched and integrated conservation scheme for the entire building can be initiated. 
There-by avoiding the massive dismantling of the parapet and cornice until it can be integrated with the substantial 
and comprehensive rebuild of the defective top storey, which is now in a much-weakened state. 
 
OPTION 2 –  
 
Introduce substantial over the roof a steel frame that then connects into the existing structure below. However, it is 
already acknowledged that the existing structure below is substantially weakened due to degradation. Given the 
mechanics of the existing structure the serious risks are laid bare in: ‘’How This Unique Structure has Worked 
for 150 Years. “The façade can’t stand without the support of the floors, walls and stairs; not today’s 
modern orthodoxy but it works http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/page17.html 
 
it is immediately recognisable that the introduction of said temporary bracing would impose extraordinary and 
conflicting loads and stresses. Without additional structural frames internally, this temporary solution appears to be 
a high- risk and seriously detrimental approach. It is of questionable benefit and breached all CONSERVATION 
GUIDANCE. Furthermore, it would not be reversible. WRD believe tying it to stairs could be a solution? However, 
that would be a temporary solution contained within the yet DRAFT report. As a draft it has not yet been reviewed 
in detail by WRD/TMP. Understandably, WRD considers this a temporary arrangement, and a follow up permanent 
scheme is ready to follow. Whether GCC has just adopted the Temporary Works approach and presented it a 
Defective Notice requires clarification given this study was NOT produced for GCC but for USP. In which case this 
requires clarification. 
 
In the incumbent extant 1991 LBRN, a key requirement is as follows repair or otherwise stabilise all elements of 
the supporting structure, where necessary and is needed to reconcile identified public safety issues (e.g. GCC 
Feb 2002). So, item 8 when it details “Stabilise the distorted parapet wall and associated stone cornice 
below is nowhere near comprehensive and able to match the Feb 2002 GCC assessment, which is predicated 
upon discharging the legally non variable 1991 LBRN, which again is an integral component of the 2008 
Conservation Burden. Of all elements perhaps this has the most significant public safety interconnected issues. As 
a consequence, it requires forensic risk assessments.  
 
WORKABILITY AND SAFETY: 
 
Both off the above options appear to be the only available options. 
 
However, given the many known faults and risks embedded within the building – added to which the multitude of 
other unknows clearly masked and understated in the two recent cursory walk- through surveys commissioned by 
GCC are unconvincing. In which case option 2 above as a short- term faux solution. That short term solution does 
nothing to dispel unacceptable risks for the Egyptian Halls – construction personnel -and the wider community.. 
 
It goes without saying that if GCC steps in and removes the Scaffolding it will have accepted liability for all public 
safety issues including all those GCC had identified as far back as 2002, in 2009 in 2016 and up to the current 
period. To date GCC has not commented on the following: 
 
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/assets/files/The-EgyptianHallsPublicSafetyClarificationRequest.pdf 
 
FOR THE REAR ELEVATION: 
 
9 – Repair or replace the defective packing to the temporary structural bracing. 
 
Assessment CONSERVATION: 
 
That intervention was undertaken by GCC some time post year 2000. If some modest external tightening up to 
improve the installation is deemed necessary then it can be considered, However, as it is considered temporary 
bracing the structural engineer might stipulate limitations on what might be of merit while avoiding further stresses., 
The inadvertent creation of further structural stresses and distortions to be avoided... 
 
WORKABILITY AND SAFETY 
 
As modest and limited works they do not appear to raise workability and safety challenges other than working at 
height and to be considered in any RISK ASSESSMENT PLAN. 
   

http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/page17.html
http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/assets/files/The-EgyptianHallsPublicSafetyClarificationRequest.pdf
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ATTACHED CONDITIONS: 
 

• Proposals to satisfy all aspects of the above must be submitted to BUILDING STANDARDS and PUBLIC 
SAFETY for their approval as meeting the terms of the notice prior to commencement of the work. 
 
Assessment: CONSERVATION:  It is clear from all of the above points comprising the DEFECTIVE 
REPAIR NOTICE that no consideration has been given to any aspects of CONSERVATION GUIDANCE. 
There is no reference to any forms of detailed examination or actual documenting of condition history etc 
by GCC as a robust basis from which the REPAIR NOTICE was compiled. 
 
In which case it is difficult to understand how GCC will be suitably informed to evaluate or approve any 
proposals seeking to address the DEFECTIVE REPAIR NOTICE. 
.   
No reference is given to the required statutory approvals that would have to precede any works that might 
result from the DEFECTIVE REPAIR NOTICE Likewise no reference to the obligatory in depth pre planning 
that would be necessary. All of which would be very time consuming and expensive, and that is before the 
calculation of the actual costs to undertake the works. Only then might it be possible to interview potentially 
suitable contractors, then followed by a formal tendering period and evaluation of the results.  
 

• Thereafter all works on site must be completed to the sight and satisfaction of the Executive Director of 
Neighbourhood Regeneration and Sustainability. 
Assessment> 
 
CONSERVATION: With reference to the above statement there is no indication as to the basis from which 
GCC will have the insight and understanding to determine what is a satisfactory completion. Given GCC 
have stated that they will consider further DEFECTIVE REPAIR NOTICES during the course of this initial 
REPAIR NOTICE appears to reinforce the concern that they currently have inadequate information and 
understanding from which to prepare the current REPAIR NOTICE or any subsequent REPAIR NOTICES 
they may feel are necessary, 
 
Without satisfactory answers to the above and based upon experience it is difficult to understand how any 
contractors will have any confidence in the proposed process and their exposure to unreasonable risks.   
 
Given the complexity of the building and its embedded challenges all parties must ask the following 
question: What happens if there is a trigger event, imagine progressive collapse knocking out the electricity 
substation in the basement of No 88 at any time, but especially before or during the Commonwealth 
Games? The scaffolding is an essential and huge fact of life. In the circumstances the question must be: 

 
Is there a way to slim down the Scaffolding; keep the protective crash deck, afford greater pedestrian 
access whilst a full scheme is scoped/funded. Then a working access/scaffold goes back up for 18-24 
months, as per the Progressive Collapse Scenario outlined above. 
 

CONCLUSIONS: 
 
The owners of the building and their comprehensive team of specialists have in depth and wide- ranging 
knowledge of The Egyptian Halls. It has been carefully assembled over the last 25 Years, in fact GCC on record 
Feb 2016 stated in conservation-related correspondence: “The Council acknowledges that George Morrison and 
John Addison have considerable experience, expertise and knowledge of this building’’. Yet GCC rejected the 
August submission without any explanation.  It cannot competently use the DRAFT July 2024 Report, then surely 
the DEFECTIVE Notice cannot be solely founded upon after a 2 hour site tour?. 
 
Furthermore, given the DRAFT WRD 1&2 Combined (DRAFT) July 2024 Study report which GCC “concurs with” 
but as yet GCC has not confirmed what that is? However, this DRAFT does not as yet have a cogent Public Safety- 
Risk Assessment to coincide with GCC’s own 2002 assessment regarding Public Safety and to discharge this 
effectively needed the full discharge of the 1991 LBRN  was when the structure could be preserved 100%.. Today it 
is Façade Retention due to now significant interconnected structural issues that require detailed architectural 
assessment Also the reference therein to TEMPORARY WORKS is a DRAFT opinion from WRD only, and subject 
to ongoing assessment based upon combined and interconnected Conservation; Construction; Cost and Public 
Safety issues as tabled for discussion by TMP 2002-2025 plus also to be factored in is GCC’s commentary 
reinforced by the fact the LBRN is legally non variable. Again this poses issues for the competency of the Defective 
Notice, given which should USP/USI adhere to given of course at the core of the 2008 Conservation Burden is the 
fundamental requirement to discharge the extant 1991 LBRN.  
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The fact that the owners primarily via the core professional team have shared their knowledge with GCC 2000-
2025. But such has been the churn and changes in personnel internal GCC understanding, comprehension and 
momentum has always been disrupted. Hence there is a failure within GCC to recognise that any temporary short- 
term works will in due course have to be removed to enable the final, co-ordinated works, conservation and 
redevelopment of the building. Those temporary works will do nothing to enhance the current status of the building, 
other than incur a very long timetable and substantial costs both to make the repairs and in due course remove the 
temporary works. In short incurring substantial extra costs that will have to be added to the ongoing development 
deficit and making the overall viability of the final development further out of reach.  
 
The fact that GCC appears intent on: 
 

1. Firstly, pursuing a Defective Notice while anticipating yet more defects in an undefined range of bolt on 
additional Defective Notices. 

2. In parallel seeking tenders from parties interested in developing the site. 
 

All of which is perplexing given the lack of collaboration with those who know the building in-depth – namely TMP 
and WRD. That said, GCC via an email to WRD stated they would “gather their thoughts” post the Dec 2024 site 
tour. That does not appear to have happened. Instead GCC appears to have moved with haste to the scoping and 
issuing of the March 2025 Defective Notice.  
 
Clearly GCC’s claim that it will recharge USP and USI for their intended works, However GCC have been advised 
since April 2019 that any attempts to seek redress via charges over the various property assets would see it rank 
behind the existing Standard Security holders for the separate USP and USI property assets. It would be 
committing very scarce GCC financial resources when unrecoverable. In such circumstances what other very 
pressing requests for scarce funds will be penalised? Surely an avoidable budget conflict GCC can reconcile. 
 
Is the Conservation potential of the Egyptian Halls being sacrificed for the 2026 Commonwealth Games? 
 
   ‘’GCC have made clear that one of their principal goals by their actions is removal of the scaffold before the 
    commonwealth Games 23rd July and 2 August 2026”. Given the essential technical and legal procedures that 
    must be fulfilled before any satisfactory work to remove the scaffold can be started it is beyond comprehension 
    to understand how that timetable will be achieved, and what will be the consequences if it fails. . 
 
    As stated earlier, these works won’t reconcile the potential for a structurally unpredictable trigger event, which 
   could cause progressive collapse of the building e.g. for Potential Progressive Collapse Scenario. See: 
    http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/StructuralMovie.html’’ 
 
Informed opinion is that the only way GCC’s concerns about the scaffold’s presence might be addressed in the time 
is to work with rather than frustrate the present owners. That would enable the scale of the scaffold to be modified 
and fully covered in a shroud of bespoke design advertising and celebrating the Commonwealth Games. All in 
ways that combine sponsorship income from advertising by various prized organisations.  
 
We all know that Since Year 2000 have been difficult choices sidelined, missed opportunities, failures to deliver 
joined-up government, and inadvertent misrepresentation (all on file). In addition to the capital investment 
acknowledged by GCC, the significant income earned from ground floor rents and intermittent Hoarding advertising 
has also been spent on trying to maintain the building. Can it be strongly suggested/ recommended that early 2026 
GCC meet with TMP/WRD/Savills and HES to address all issues, especially those of structural interconnectivity, 
Listed Building Consent, Gold Standard Conservation Best Practice  ( especially façade/stonework given their 
direct impact on both Public Safety and causal Risk Assessment) 
 
All of which could reasonably dovetail with and further enhance the PRE APPLICATION for all parties.  
Against that, GCC already foreseeing their initial Repair Notice requiring more Notices underlines above concerns 
about inadequate information, inadequate understanding and safety risks through failures..    
 
ONE CLEAR OPTION- THINK OUTSIDE THE BOX - PUT PREJUDICES TO ONE SIDE, DELIVER & PROSPER.   
  

http://www.egyptianhalls.co.uk/StructuralMovie.html
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                                                              LATE INCLUSION  
 
SUMMARY RESPONSE TO LATE REPORT OF CLIENT TEAM / GCC MEETING ON 17-12-2025 
 

• Despite all representations GCC is intent as soon as possible on progressing all interventions and repairs 
they consider an emergency. 

• GCC anticipate identifying and including other requirements for emergency interventions and repairs while 
their initial works are in progress. 

• GCC have not provided any reasoning as to the imperative that emergency works must be done now, if at 
all and why any list of such works must be open ended from the outset 

• GCC have not demonstrated how with such incomplete information how they have fully identified, carefully 
considered and provided for HEALTH AND SAFETY on behalf of the building and the wider community. 

• GCC stated that the building remains the responsibility of the owners and as such the building will be 
returned to the owners on completion of the emergency works. No information was provided on what will 
be the condition of the building or its acceptability on completion of said emergency works. 
 

In addition to the information provided in this document, the public domain contains extensive information on the 
building and its condition, plus detailed assembly details of the many iron beams and columns forming the building 
at all levels. The imperative before any of your allegedly emergency works are actioned, by you or others, is  that 
the building owners receive your unqualified assurances of having fully examined and understood all of that 
information and drawings.(including detailed arrangements and assembly details of the iron frame and lime 
concrete beam infill).That you have fully understood all such information. With that understanding you have applied 
care and attention in prepared the specifications and methodology for your proposed emergency works, to ensure 
the works are not damaging or prejudicial to GOLD STANDARD conservation protocols. Furthermore, at all times 
the associated risk assessments, health and safety procedures and Public Liability have been clearly documented 
and issued to all parties. It appears that you have also linked your urgent repair work to the goal of having the 
scaffold removed before the Commonwealth Game in the summer of 2026. On that basis the owners of the building 
assume you have satisfactorily completed or will the following assessment and will provide detailed proof follows: 
 

• You have successfully completed appropriate Empirical Research on the building, such as Qualitative and 
Quantitative methods or a combination of both (mixed methods) 

• You have successfully completed Theoretical methods, such as by EULER’ S METHOD, also by physical 
onsite examination, and by empirical methods (Finite Element Methods (FEM). 

• Since you have no ownership rights to the building or provided any documentary proof of your declared 
unsafe state of the building, your assurances must be made clear that safety, statutory procedures, 
efficient and sensitive as well as working methods are assured.. 

• You are fully aware of HOFSTADTER’S LAW and its consequences. In which case what provisions have 
you made to control events, and should that fail what will be the consequences and your responsibilities as 
well as indemnifying the owners and their consultants?   

 
GCC’s responses will ultimately be assessed against the extensive chronology of reports submitted to GCC and 
HES 1998-2025 by the core professional team led by GCC’s specified Conservation Burden architect e.g. the 
various elements within the building are: :: 
 

1. NOT HOMOGENOUS – our understanding through close examination recording is that there are significant 
inequalities existing in key elements and their assembly which impact upon safety and stability that could 
likely destabilised by inappropriate interventions. 

2. Lacking in STRUCTURAL CONNECTIVITY – At all levels within the iron frame matrix of short beams; and 
columns is a mix of locating methods in connecting each element. They include simple bolt fixings or 
sockets cast into columns into which other cast elements are located -- while other elements are simply laid 
onto larger elements. In all cases there are varying degrees unrestrained structural connectivity and 
stability. Those connection methods exist at all levels in the building and have the potential to move 
independently, therefore impacting upon other parts of the building 

3. Lacking in STRUCTURAL CONTINUITY – At all levels and given the short nature of the many structural 
members and their connection to other members, there is little or no compensating load transfer along 
each member, and if so very limited or non-existent. That is likely to create unpredictable structural 
behaviour. Based upon those key factors we recognise and understand the potential dynamics in this multi 
storey structure and therefore the unpredictable behaviour especially when subjected to insensitive and 
poorly informed actions.. 

 
CLEARLY THESE PROPOSED ACTIONS CREATE CONCERNS WHICH TO DATE DO NOT APPEAR TO HAVE 
BEEN CONSIDERED AND AS A RESULT PRESENT UNACCEPTABLE RISKS.    




