











sale but as a result of asbestos contamination and market conditions, no sale
was forthcoming. The asbestos has subsequently been removed from the
building and the applicant actively explored options with potential developers.

No purchaser was forthcoming and the building and its heritage status was
reviewed under Scottish Historic Environment Policy (SHEP, July 2009). This
included a review of relevant policy for pursuing an application to demolish the
listed building and following this, pre-application consultation was carried out
with Historic Scotland. In relation to the SHEP, the policy states that no listed
buildings should be demolished unless it can be clearly demonstrated that
every effort has been made to retain it. There are four SHEP tests and at least
one requires to be satisfied in determining planning applications for
demolition. The four tests are:

a) The building is not of special interest; or
b) The building is incapable of repair; or

c) The demolition of the building is essential to delivering significant benefits
to economic growth of the wider community; or

d) The repair of the building is not economically viable and that it has been
marketed at a price reflecting its location and condition to potential restoring
purchasers for a reasonable period.

Following consultation with Historic Scotland, it remains their view that the
building is of special interest. It is a significant and representative example of
its industrial building type for the post-war period, although its design has
been compromised by a comprehensive later glazing scheme and extensions.
Overall, however, it is viewed as a competent rather than an outstanding
example.

It is also noted that tests b) and c) are not applicable in this instance, and
therefore, in consultation with Historic Scotland, it was determined that SHEP
test d) was the most appropriate in determining the suitability of demolition.

The assessment of test d) is twofold. It must be demonstrated that repair of
the building is not economically viable and then an assessment of the market
process and the restoring purchasers should be made.

In order to satisfy the first part of test d), an appraisal has been submitted that
demonstrates that whilst the building is capable of repair, the costs of doing so
are prohibitive and therefore not economically viable. The survey of repairs
notes that there is a substantial deficit between the value of the repaired
building for the proposed land use and associated development costs.

In terms of restoring purchasers, the property was marketed for sale in
2007/2008 following the granting of planning permission for conversion. A lack
of interest resulted from this advertisement and the site continued to be
marketed through the retention of advertising boards on the site throughout



2008 and 2009. Marketing efforts continued throughout 2010, including the
site agent making contact through informal approaches and discussions with
potential developers. Following a marketing campaign and closing date for
submitting final offers, two formal offers were received by the marketing
agents. Both of these offers were deemed unsuitable. The first offer sought
assurances over the demolition of the listed building. Given the purpose of the
marketing exercise, this offer did not meet the terms upon which interest was
sought and was therefore dismissed. The second offer was made at a level
equivalent to less than 1% of the book value held by the applicant. The
absence of any specific proposals or business plan also led to the dismissal of
this offer.

In the absence of any credible offers, the site continued to be marketed via
the advertising boards and dedicated website and no interest has been
expressed by any external parties.

Conclusion

While it is not desirable in most cases to demolish a listed building, it has
been demonstrated that the requirements of SHEP test d) have been satisfied
in terms of economic viability and the absence of any restoring purchasers.
The building is currently lying vacant and derelict within an outstanding
conservation area with no reasonable prospect for redevelopment before
further decay. Therefore the public benefits from the demolition of the building
will be both visual and in terms of accessibility of the site once it is
redeveloped. The demolition can therefore be justified in this instance.

REASON FOR DECISION

The proposals meet the requirements of the SHEP test, Scottish Planning
Policy and the relevant non-statutory guidelines. The proposals are of a high
quality of design, preserve the character and appearance of the conservation
areas and would not have a detrimental impart on the listed wall. The case for
the demolition of the listed building has therefore been satisfied.
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The full details of the application are available for viewing on the Planning and
Building Control Portal: www.edinburgh.gov.uk/planning.

If you require further information about this application you should contact the
following Principal Planner, Linda Hamilton on 0131 529 3146 or E-mail

Linda.h.Hamilton@edinburgh.gov.uk

If this application is not identified on the agenda for presentation and you wish
to request one at the Committee meeting, you must contact Committee
Services by 9.00a.m. on the Tuesday preceding the meeting.

Contact details can be found in the Committee agenda papers.
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Proposal: Demolition of existing buildings, formation of new openings in
boundary wall.

Reference No: 11/01386/LBC

Consultations, Representations and Planning Policy
Consultations
Historic Scotland comment 29/11/2011

Thank you for your pre-determination LBC consultation on the above C(S)
listed building dated 11 November which we received on 11 November. We
have considered your consultation and comment as follows:

Woodcroft Telephone exchange was designed in 1958-60 by the Ministry of
Works, with executant architects Alison & Hutchison and Partners. It was
constructed within the site, and boundary walls, of a demolished C19th house.
Formerly Category B listed the building was reassessed by Historic Scotland
as Category C(S) in 2010.

There have been extensive pre-application discussions concerning the
justification of the demolition of the listed building. The applicants have
chosen to address SHEP test d). The repair of the building is not economically
viable and that it has been marketed at a price reflecting its condition to
potential restoring purchasers for a reasonable period.

This is a two-part test. Firstly, the viability of the building for reuse must be
assessed, and if this is in deficit then the building should be offered to the
market for ‘restoring’ purchasers. Dealing first with the economic viability of
the building for use, it is clear that the findings of the planning report
(Document 1) suggests a considerable deficit in the viability of the building’s
repair costs. (£9.78M for the residential scheme). However, there are certain
issues with the attached financial calculations that may require to be looked at
in more detail.

The figure of £3.5M for site costs, which has a consequent knock-on effect on
interest payments, is included within the figures. There is no detailed
information on this valuation or the basis for the assumptions made in



assessing it. In the SHEP test d.) evaluation the retention of the listed building
must be assumed, with no ‘hope value’ for redevelopment. Your Council may
wish to look at this figure alongside others in the document e.g. build costs
and interest costs. The asbestos removal is a valid cost as this work would
have to have been carried out according to specific H&S conditions in any
case. On the other side of the equation, developers profit does not seem to
have been included. We can agree that grant aid is very unlikely, and can
therefore discount this as a way of addressing any deficit.

Moving on to the second half of the test. The building has been marketed in
2007-8 and has been available in some form since this date. The building was
again marketed in late 2010. In Section 4.42 of the report in a discussion on
offers made, the issue of site costs also appears and it is noted that as the
offer less than 1% of the book value of the building, and thus it can be ‘clearly
dismissed on price alone’. This represents a misunderstanding of the SHEP
test. The main issue is not price but finding a restoring purchaser, i.e. one who
has the ability to successfully reuse the buildings without recourse to
demolition. The price must reflect the condition of the building and even if a
purchaser offered a nominal amount, if they were capable of restoring (or
preserving) the building for re-use, then this would have to be investigated.
However, in this case we agree with the report that the offer can be
discounted as it does not appear realistic or credible in several aspects.

We would have no objections to the proposed works to the boundary walls,
covered by the listing curtilage.

To conclude, we recognise that there appears to be a considerable deficit for
the reuse of the existing buildings, and if your Council is satisfied with the
figures submitted, we would suggest the SHEP test for demolition has been
met.

Representations

The application was first advertised on 4th November 2011. Following this
advertisement and neighbour notification, 7 representations were received.
This includes 6 letters of objection and 1 letter of general comment.

The material points of objection are summarised as follows:

Full copies of the representations made in respect of this application are
available in Group Rooms or can be requested for viewing at the Main
Reception, City Chambers, High Street.

Planning Policy

The site is allocated as an Urban Area in the adopted Edinburgh City Local

Plan, where general housing policies apply. The site is also within the
Merchiston and Greenhill Conservation Area.



Relevant Policies:

Relevant policies of the Edinburgh and Lothian’s Structure Plan

Policy ENV1C states that local plans should include policies for protecting and
enhancing International and National Historic or Built Environment
Designations.

Policy ENV1D states that local plans should include policies for protecting and
enhancing Regional and Local Natural Built Environment Interests.

Relevant policies of the Edinburgh City Local Plan.

Policy Env 2 (Listed Buildings - Demolition) identifies the circumstances in
which the demolition of listed buildings will be permitted.

Policy Env 3 (Listed Buildings - Setting) identifies the circumstances in which
development within the curtilage or affecting the setting of a listed building will
be permitted.

Policy Env 5 (Conservation Areas — Demolition of Buildings) sets outs criteria
for assessing proposals involving demolition of buildings in conservation
areas.

Policy Env 6 (Conservation Areas Development) sets out criteria for assessing
development in conservation areas.

Policy Env 12 (Trees) sets out tree protection requirements for new
development.

Relevant Non-Statutory Guidelines
Non-statutory guidelines on 'HISTORIC BUILDING REPAIRS' provide good

practice for carrying out repairs to historic buildings, and specify when
planning permission and/or listed building consent is required.
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Conditions/Reasons associated with the Recommendation

Recommendation

It is recommended that this application be GRANTED subject to the
conditions below. for the reasons below.

Conditions

1.

The application shall be notified to the Scottish Ministers prior to
determination.

Prior to the commencement of works on site, full details of the materials
to be used for the alterations to the boundary wall shall be submitted to
the Head of Planning for consideration and approval (where
appropriate). For the avoidance of doubt, the materials shall match the
stone on the existing boundary wall.

No demolition shall take place until the contract for the new
development has been let, and written evidence of this has been made
available to and accepted in writing by the Head of Planning.

Reasons

1.

End

In order to accord with the statutory requirements of the Town and
Country Planning (Scotland) Acts.

In order to enable the planning authority to consider this/these matter/s
in detail.

In the interests of cultural heritage.
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Location Plan

Reproduction from the Ordnance Survey mapping with permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’'s Stationery Office
© Crown Copyright.

Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. Licence
Number 100023420 The City of Edinburgh Council 2005.
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