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The Egyptian Halls Why a CPO Review is needed to save The Egyptian Halls! 

Fao Anne Marie O’Donnell GCC Chief Executive, Richard Brown GCC Exec Director DRS, Councillor 
Frank MacAveety GCC Leader of the Administration, Councillor Susan Aitken GCC Leader of the 
Opposition. 

Introduction 

A GCC - DRS/TMP/Add Cons Joint Structural report is on the cusp of being submitted and one would 
surmise it will reinforce unequivocally the body of previous reports submitted that the core 
deterioration and relentless acceleration continues unchecked and the future options are for this 
“architectural masterpiece” are: 
 
1, Restoration and Regeneration-completion by early 2018  

2, Demolition, Rebuild and Regeneration-completion by early 2018  

3, No Decision and Scaffolding remains in situ and both the Egyptian Halls and Union Street continue 
to decline inexorably!  

One option has to be selected as the much sought and required regeneration of the once proud and 
mighty retail thoroughfare that was Union Street, cannot be kick started till this decision is made. And 
for clarity the Egyptian Halls is co-owned by Union Street Properties Ltd (USP) and Union Street 
Investments Ltd (USI) and both are funder security free, which allows for 100% flexibility relating to 
decisions on how to preserve and return the Egyptian Halls to long- term commercial sustainability. 
 
The co-owners have asked GCC regularly over the past decade for “without liability discussions” in an 
effort the find a suitable funding model that would see the Egyptian Halls both preserved and returned 
to commercial sustainability. 
 
It now appear to very, very much the case that this will only happen if GCC is required to account for 
it’s use of Statutory Legislation designed to protect and preserve its share of Scotland’s built heritage.  
 
It’s also very salient that USP’s involvement started mid 1998 and GCC’s concerns over the state of 
the Egyptian Halls had begin in 1980, log to the independent Buildings at Risk Register for 
confirmation- 
http://www.buildingsatrisk.org.uk/search/keyword/Egyptian%20Halls,%20Glasgow/event_id/892661/b
uilding_name/egyptian-halls-84-100-union-street-glasgow 
 
Ownership Clarification 
 
USP Ltd bought two ground floor units (No 88 and No 96) and was appraised of TMP’s alternative 
proposals and supported them. Meanwhile USP reached agreement with the then Upper Floor 
owners who would drop the CPO appeal subject to GCC agreeing that USD Ltd would purchase the 
Upper Floors on completion. USP then purchased another Ground Floor unit, No 84, became the lead 
party in the 2nd Consortium and concluded a back-to-back CPO agreement with GCC, in which GCC 
would transfer the Upper Floor titles to USD Ltd when USP confirmed that the former owners had 
dropped their CPO appeal. Indeed GCC agreed the 1999 new CPO missives based on the 1996 
version with specific amendments, which of course did not mention the CPO amendment. 

In 2005 USP bought the fourth and final Ground Floor unit. And also then purchased 50% of the 
Upper Floors title. And then in May 2008 purchased the balance of the Upper Floors title. 

This reduced the number of owners and tenants from ten to a two- company structure, owned by the 
same shareholders. Therefore removing 28 years of ownership uncertainty! 
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CPO Review Background 

GCC’s failure to use LBRN and CPO legislation effectively is encapsulated in the following 

 
USP and USI’s repeated request for discussion is as follows 
 
"When specific LBRN and CPO legislation has been implemented to assist an approved project’s 
delivery then that legislation should then not impact negatively on or discriminate financially against 
the relevant owners who are co-operating and collaborating fully with the public sectors agencies.”  
 
The Scottish Government’s long stated position and one also must surmise GCC thinks similarly? 
 
 In a development where there is a projected return being delivered to the owner, an application for 
Historic Scotland grant support will always be treated on the basis it’s a commercial project. The 
assumption being that the purchase decisions, advance knowledge of repair implications and the 
needs of future development proposals have been taken forward in the full knowledge of the private 
individual or company involved. Therefore the approach being taken in respect of the Egyptian Halls 
Project is entirely consistent with our standard practice. December 2010 H-Scotland Letter to USP. 
 
THERE IS HOWEVER A FUNDAMENTAL DISCONNECT BETWEEN THE ABOVE STATEMENTS? 
 
Why; the Core and Causal Questions? 

• How has it taken 35 years + to implement relevant repairs? 
 
An apparent combination of public sector inertia, inefficiency and a lack of an overall 
collaborative approach despite the best efforts of more than a few GCC DRS personnel over 
this period. And the hugely obfuscative tactics of the former owners who made no attempt to 
discharge the statutory duty obligations exacerbated this massively. This was despite the 
efforts of the other part owners to achieve this via incumbent Deed of Conditions. 
 

• How have costs risen from £3M to circa £18M 
 
Unchecked and accelerating deterioration, coupled with unprecedented valuation decline, the 
inability to re-engineer the property for modern day usage combined with the market failure 
effects of the 2008 recession have all coalesced into a horribly challenging financial deficit. 
 

• How and why has the relevant LBRN and CPO legislation failed? 

How is the easier of the two questions as in 2011, some 16 years after implementing the 
CPO, GCC conceded to USP Ltd that it had on its own volition, the CPO had failed. 

Why is the infinitely more challenging and complex question to answer and which has been 
avoided by GCC since mid 1999  

The following seeks to platform and explain the issues that have caused this!. 

1991 LBRN and 1996 CPO Missives- (see Appendix A) 

1991 GCC serves the first LBRN but has to re-serve it again in 1995 due to the original not being 
served competently. And finally after 16 years of the then Upper Floor owners refusing to carry out 
mutual repairs GCC in conjunction with the Ground Floor owners/tenants implement a CPO. 
Therefore action was finally taken by GCC but almost wholly ineffective from the outset.  

1998 CPO Amendment Letter (see Appendix B) 

Given it’s been proven unequivocally that in 1998 GCC implemented of its own volition a CPO 
amendment in what was a genuine attempt to reconcile the CPO problem. However this Amendment 
has inadvertently caused this 17 year + delay and now refer to attached further additional 
reinforcement of why a CPO Review is a required: 
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1, Refer to the CPO Amendment letter and the green ringed sentence which states the scheme 
delay would only be “several months” If an appeal was lodged, which it was and which USP 
persuaded the then owners to drop by Jan 1999, so the delay was circa 11 months. And here we 
are SEVERAL MONTHS  + 17 YEARS AND COUNTING LATER.    
 
Appendix C – GCC CPO Transfer Pre-conditions Agreement  

Given USP had disclosed to GCC, that it could get Paratus to drop its CPO appeal, GCC made it a 
pre-condition for the CPO missives transfer from Portfolio Holdings to USP that the appeal had to be 
dropped first, which it was. Why GCC failed to disclose the CPO Amendment is a mystery that 
requires solving. However this correspondence proves GCC knew that USP was purchasing No 84 
Union Street so it could achieve the CPO transfer. If purchasing No 84 had not enabled this transfer 
then USP would not have purchased it. 

What is both inescapable and also wholly unbelievable is  

1999 GCC-USP CPO Missives- Paratus drops Court of Session Appeal. (see Appendix D) 
 
USP then purchased another Ground Floor unit, No 84 and became the lead party in the 2nd 
Consortium on the basis it was to conclude back-to-back CPO agreement with GCC, in which GCC 
would transfer the Upper Floor titles to USD Ltd when USP confirmed that the former owners had 
dropped their CPO appeal. Indeed GCC agreed the 1999 new CPO missives with specific 
amendments, which of course did not mention the CPO amendment. Also these amendments 
specified that works had to begin within 30 days of GCC conveying the title to USP Ltd. This of course 
could not be achieved, as GCC could not convey the title due to the change from a GVD to a Notarial 
Instrument. Therefore one strongly surmises that GCC’s then Chief Solicitor who was agreeing this 
CPO contract was wholly unaware of the Feb 1998 CPO amendment. And if one refers specifically to 
the Paratus letter detailing it will drop the appeal when USP signs the CPO missives with GCC, one 
can surmise with a significant degree of accuracy that it would have been very easy to have included 
“and waive all compensation claims to expedite transfer of the Upper Floors titles to USD”. A massive 
opportunity lost, which today has coalesced into at best a massive toxic financial legacy and at worst 
this coupled with the potential demolition of this Grade A world renowned “architectural masterpiece”. 
 
Also refer to GCC letter to Kidstons 0311-1999, GCC asks to see the USP- Paratus agreement 
relating to the dropping of the CPO Appeal and again no disclosure of the CPO Amendment. 
 
And refer to Appendix D 2, which details various correspondence between the relevant parties, note 
Page 19, which is a letter from GCC, which is written by someone who clearly was unaware of the 
Feb 1998 CPO Amendment. 
 
And also refer to Appendix D 3, which is the accepted offer document for USP’s purchase of No 84 
Union Street from Portfolio Land Limited who were the appointed CPO promoters, At its core is a 
Tripartite agreement with GCC USP-USD and Portfolio Holdings, all on record.  

Please refer to Page 8, Point 8, which details that Kidstons is purchasing for USP Ltd No 84 Union 
Street from Portfolio Holdings via their agents Shepherd & Wedderburn that USD Ltd “enters or is 
satisfied that it will enter into missives with Glasgow City Council in terms similar to the missives 
dated 28th March concluded between Messrs Bird Semple on behalf of the seller (in which the seller is 
named Portfolio Holdings plc) and the The City of Glasgow District Council in respect of the 
Compulsory Purchase Order.”   

So let’s be clear GCC has not disclosed the CPO Amendment, Portfolio does not disclose the 
CPO Amendment, neither does Shepherd & Wedderburn and neither did the original 
Consortium’s lawyers Bird Semple (see Appendix D4). And USP-USD is unaware of the CPO 
Amendment until April 2014. So let’s be crystal cleat this is no case of Caveat Emptor! 

And if one also refers to Appendix D5, which is a combination of Bird Semple, Shepherd Wedderburn, 
Kidstons, Portfolio Holdings, GCC and USP related correspondence there is just no mention of the 
CPO Amendment, which is as bizarre as it’s perplexing. 
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Mid 2001 - Kenneth Gerber Statement re GCC error admittance (see Appendix E) 
 
GCC realised mid 1999 it could not have complete the back to back January 1999 CPO agreement 
with USP and then admitted this was due to an “error” and did not disclose the Feb 1998 CPO 
Amendment. GCC now could not convey the Upper Floors to USP-USD Ltd despite agreeing legally 
to do so.  
 
USP can claim very confidently that if the CPO Amendment had been disclosed i.e. November 1998 it 
would not have purchased N0 84 Union Street from Portfolio Holdings. And also if it had been 
disclosed after the purchase USP would have a) sought damages from Portfolio and b) separately 
from GCC. In a nutshell Kidstons on behalf of USP would have protected its position 
 
Further given GCC stated April 2014 that despite it did disclose the CPO amendment to the original 
consortium but not to USP and that this non-disclosure had no negative effects. Despite it denying 
USP clearly the opportunity to protect its position against increased costs and scheme delays, which 
by mid 2004 GCC’s own correspondence details is by then a significant and growing problem.  
 
And now in 2015 it’s actually threatening the future of the Egyptian Halls; the magnificent, world 
renowned, Grade A architectural masterpiece the serving of the LBRN since 1991 and the 1996 CPO 
was designed to protect, remediate and return to long-term commercial sustainability. 
 
And given despite asking neither USP nor Kidstons Ken Gerber knew any of the following until April 
2014 onwards, which we now have definitive proof that: 
  
GCC did not disclose the CPO Amendment to USP but did to the original consortium’s 
Lawyers; Bird Semple 
 
Bird Semple did not disclose the CPO Amendment despite Kidstons asking in a letter 
July 1999 “Have the missives been amended in any way”? 
 
Kidstons also asked Shepherd Wedderburn similar Nov/Dec 1999 but again they chose not 
disclose the CPO Amendment 
 
Portfolio Holdings did not disclose either despite detailed correspondence about the CPO, the 
transfer of it and the conveyance of the titles to USD. 
  
Why either of the two legal firms or Portfolio Holdings failed also to disclose the CPO Amendment is 
to be the subject of a parallel action and enquiry. 
 
 2001 – STV Artery Programme 
 
http://www.brodieduncan.plus.com/movies.html	  Asks why the then Golden Opportunity was being 
scorned, when costs were £3M+. It called for effective GCC-Scot Govt. collaboration, which of course 
was never forthcoming, which must be significantly attributable to GCC’s non-disclosure of the CPO 
Amendment before, during or after either this programme. This signal misrepresentation and non-
disclosure in effect allowed Historic Scotland and GDA to take the primary blame for the scheme 
delay when in fact the reasons for the delay were wholly attributable to GCC.	  
 
2002 GCC-USP CPO Missives and also 2005 CPO Missives (see Appendix F) 

GCC then enters into an amended set of CPO Missives with USP. These also contain additional pre-
conditions for USP to satisfy and of course GCC does not disclose the CPO Amendment either. 
Did GCC then induce unfairly USP to sign amended CPO missives in 2002 given the existence of 
CPO amendment, which it did not disclose to USP? And did it involve pre-mediated 
misrepresentation? Further given GCC then added additional pre-conditions, was this an unfair 
contract? 
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2002- 2004 GCC-First Minister Correspondence (see Appendix G) 

March 2002 

In parallel with CPO Missives USP is trying to ascertain why there is delay after delay. Why GCC 
appears to unclear on its strategy and why is the Scottish Government apparently not “governing” and 
proactively delivering “joined up Government”.  However it's snail pace progress, costs are increasing 
and nobody in the Public Sector is taking responsibility or offering any accountability. 

May – June 2004 Non Disclosure Letter Page 5 see 1st red ringed para  
 
Some two years and three months later USP gets the following correspondence, which details the 
CPO process adopted but does not mention that the 1996 CPO process was using a General Vesting 
Declaration, which used this, and of course the 1999 CPO agreement with USP was also using the 
same General Vesting Declaration.  

Remarkably it then details the delays that GCC could face without mentioning it’s then 5 years and 3 
months since GCC would have been in a position to convey the Upper Floors titles to USP under the 
1999 CPO Agreement. So the delay has gone from several months to 63 months by Mid 2005 and 
is now circa 210 months.  And none of the difficulties which are then explained would have been 
present if the CPO Amendment has not been implemented b) consideration of the delays taken c) the 
CPO Amendment had in fact been disclosed to USP at the outset as USP had then negotiated the 
former owners to drop their CPO appeal, which was a lot more difficult than to agree compensation. 

May – June 2004 Non Disclosure Letter Page 5 see 2nd red ringed para 

 
This details in the opinion of GCC the then immense frustration USP is experiencing and let’s try 
to guesstimate the increase in this in the 11 years+ since May- June 2004 till June 2015!!!! GCC DRS 
also claims that it has been explained to USP and its legal advisors why the CPO has been delayed. 
USP or its Legal advisors have no knowledge of this explanation and would ask that GCC produce 
the correspondence to support this. Otherwise this claim has to be treated as misformed and 
inaccurate. 
 
USP also does not recognise the “considerable support and patience” GCC claims it 
demonstrated towards USP at that time. And now given GCC by then was deliberately withholding 
material and fundamental information from USP, which has coalesced to cause massive financial 
increases and scheme delays this claim becomes wholly untenable. And let’s not overlook apparently 
this has all been caused by the commercial interests in the project.  
 
Given GCC also informs the First Minister that the “circumstances surrounding the CPO process have 
now been explained to Union Street” As a follow up a meeting will be held with them, their solicitor 
and the Council’s Solicitor to provisionally agree a way forward”. Can GCC provides a record of this 
explanation and also follows up meeting as neither USP nor its lawyers have any recollection of a) the 
explanation or b) the follow up meeting. Also it’s also close to being 100% certain that if USP and it’s 
lawyers had been briefed fully on the CPO circumstances then action to protect USP’s position would 
have been implemented. 
 
June 2004 USP seeks Fundamental Clarification from GCC (See Appendix G-2) 
 
From: derek@djscm.com [mailto:derek@djscm.com]   
Sent: 18 June 2004 18:05 To: Love, Iain Cc: John Kerr; Duncan Souter 
Subject: Funding Contributions- Chicken & Egg! 
 
Iain As you are now aware the recent correspondence has induced a fair degree of indignation from 
USP’s two other directors both of who firmly believe 99% of all delays are down to the Public Sector 
project stakeholders. Having discussed with both they are now also aware of how increasingly 
important both economically and politically the building has become. 
 
AND WHY TITLE CLARIFICATION IS FUNDAMENTAL!  
Derek 
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And of course the correct clarification that GCC could and should have issued was not! GCC however 
does not disclose the CPO Amendment. Shortly thereafter and after a near 4 year delay GCC began 
the process of referring this to the Lands Tribunal, at no cost to the previous owners, which had no 
covenant and never paid there costs, which USP had warned and warned was to be the case.  
 
2005 Upper Floors title purchase 
 
USP so frustrated by GCC’s inability to discharge effectively the CPO purchases directly 50% of the 
Upper Floors pro indiviso title, which weakens the other 50% title owners now £2M irrevocably.  
 
2006 Lands Tribunal Decision 
 
Paratus (403) Ltd is awarded £26k for its 50% Upper Floors title (£1,976,000 less than it claimed), 
some seven years after USP should have had the combined 100% title conveyed to it from GCC 
under the 1999 CPO Missives (all things being equal) 
 
2007-2008 Paratus (403) Ltd Court of Session Appeal 
 
Paratus had lodged an appeal to the Court of Session, which could have delayed the scheme by at 
least another three years. USP then negotiates directly with Paratus and purchases the 50% balance 
of title. USP then owns the whole building; both Ground and Upper Floors however this has been 
achieved some nine years later than projected, at significantly greater cost coupled with the effects of 
unchecked deterioration and dereliction now have to be assessed, quantified and costed all to occur 
just as the worst financial recession for a century is set to wreak havoc. The effects of the misformed 
CPO Amendment are now a massive millstone and the situation is becomes significantly worse. 
 
2009 GCC “CPO” Summary (see Appendix H) 

GCC’s Mike Fraser issues a summary of the LBRN and CPO process to date. It however does not 
make any reference to the 1998 CPO Amendment. 

2010 GCC writes to Scot Govt. asking for extraordinary funding (see Appendix H) 

GCC Economic Convenor Bailie Cameron writes to Culture Minister Hyslop detailing a strong case for 
extraordinary funding. However it does not mention or include the ramifications of the CPO 
Amendment and instead accentuate market failure and that this is a commercial project requiring 
public funding as opposed to a commerical project, collaborating fully but being let down by the public 
sector’s ineffective use of statutory legislation. 

2010 GCC admits USP has solved the CPO and to contact Scot Govt re long-term issues raised. 
(see Appendix I) 

GCC writes to USP to confirm it has not completed the CPO process, so after 14 years this failure is 
admitted. And also confirms that USP and USI have instead solved this by long running issue. 
 
July 2011 GCC Exec Director libels USP and USI and Derek Souter 
 
Former GCC –SNP Councillor posts the following on Facebook- “As a city Councillor with the 
Egyptian Halls in my ward; I was very disappointed to see this application come forward. I’m a 
member of the Planning Committee, and normally unable to comment on applications. However I 
think it highly unlikely that the committee would let this go through, so I felt it was more useful for me 
to play a more public role instead. ”I also had previous discussions with Gerry Gormal (Executive 
Director of Development & Regeneration) in January, before this application came forward. He 
was satisfied that the building was structurally sound, but he did not seem to have a lot of 
confidence in Mr Souter’s business plan.”  

USP and USI seek clarification from GCC’s Exec Director Gerry Gormal but he refuses to call or 
apologise or even meet. And since now know it’s blatantly obvious the scheme delay is due to GCC’s 
flawed and failed CPO strategy. It’s also crystal clear that GCC’s strategy was to cast doubt, blame 
and denigrate the co-owners rather than account then for an absolutely shambolic, haphazard 
strategic approach.  
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For the record how Mr Gormal could comment “Mr Souter” does not have a business plan when he 
never met or even called “Mr Souter” or his co-directors EVER is another mystery indeed! However 
it’s also unequivocally clear that a) USI had a very sound Business Plan to convert the Upper Floors 
into a 4 star hotel as long ago as early 2010. And could not deliver this project due to the legally 
separate USP owned Ground Floor being prevented from delivering its project since 1999 for the 
reasons we now know were caused by GCC’s misformed, flawed and failed CPO strategy.  

However GCCs strategy is still of course to blame others and divert from their now documented and 
disclosed approach e.g. August 2011 the Herald and Times carried an article by “senior officials within 
GCC "with many within the authority seeing it as an attempt by the developer to force them 
into coming up with several million pounds." Costs continue to rise unchecked from £3.5M to over 
£16M and none of this is apparently attributable to GCC and wholly attributable to the co-owners 

2011 New CPO Guidelines issued by Scottish Government 
 
The Scottish Government issues new CPO Guidelines; one new “recommendation” is that the use of 
a Notarial Instrument is not to be agreed without express approval by the Scottish Government. And 
the use of the General Vesting Declaration is to the primary option. This new guideline is however 
some 13 years to late for the Egyptian Halls Project then and now in 2015 is 17 years and counting! 
 
April- July 2011 USP Applies to Demolish the Egyptian Halls 
 
USP- Ground Floor owner applied for Demolition due to the massive project deficit it had then of circa 
£8M (now £14M) USI the Upper Floors owners opposed the application as it had a defined 
commercial future. The application generates significant media coverage and rather than emphathise 
with USP and USI’s situation, which has been caused primarily by GCC (but which is being hidden by 
GCC) and then the economic recession. GCC instead briefs the media that USP & USI are somehow 
seeking grants to save their own money and thereby asking for GCC to subsidise their commercial 
development e.g. August 2011 the Herald and Times carried an article by “senior officials within GCC.” 
"with many within the authority seeing it as an attempt by the developer to force them into 
coming up with several million pounds." This is completely and utterly incorrect and inaccurate 

and becomes untenable once the whole LBRN and CPO process is assessed objectively.  

GCC (and Historic Scotland) refuse the Demolition application by producing a report from GCC’s 
retained Property Consultants Ryden recommending the refusal of USP’s request for Demolition,.  
The Ryden report was based on fundamental inaccuracies, inconsistencies, misformed assessments 
and erroneous assumptions e.g valuing the building as a single entity, despite the legally 
separate ownerships which are noted to GCC and a meeting to discuss these is asked for but GCC 

does not respond again.  

Mid 2011-2014- Planning Permission Secured- Funding to be unlocked- GCC fails to Deliver 
Again! 

GCC Planning persuaded USP and USI to apply for Planning permission. It was reinforced to GCC 
that there was no point in doing this unless the funding deficit was reconciled. GCC agreed in pre-
planning discussions with TMP and TPS (Planning Consultants) that this would be unlocked. Once 
achieved GCC delivered ZERO, instead threatened Demolition and said Mothballing was the only 
option, despite that having been ruled out several years earlier. Yet another example of GCC’s long 
running, misformed strategy. 

 April 2014 GCC discloses CPO Amendment to USP for first time (see Appendix J) 

In April 2014 GCC’s Head of Legal Services had claimed in a letter to USP the following “GCC did 
disclose the change of entry for the Egyptian Halls CPO from a General Vesting Declaration to a 
Notarial Instrument to the consortium of the lower floors as evidenced by the letter from GCC to Bird 
Semple acting for Portfolio Holdings representing the consortium of show owners/tenants dated 11th 
February 1998, “the decision to use the Notarial Instrument being in fact taken at the request of 
the consortium”.   
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Perhaps the most salient conclusion to be drawn from this correspondence is GCC admits it did not 
disclose this to USP and then states this had no negative effects despite e.g the 2004 
correspondence from DRS’s Roger McConnell detailing the challenges the use of a Notarial 
Instrument caused compared to that of the General Vesting Declaration option see Page 6 and 
Appendix F. And this non disclosure clearly then denied USP the opportunity to protect its position 
against increased costs and scheme delays, which GCC’s own correspondence details is by then a 
significant, growing problem and now in 2015 it’s close to being fatal for the Egyptian Halls future. 

It’s also very telling that in this specific correspondence GCC makes no reference to the 1999 
USP-GCC CPO Missives either. In fact given GCC Head of Legal in fact admitted to you an error 
mid 2000 (certainly before the 2002 Missives) when in fact it was a deliberate decision to change from 
a GVD to a Notarial Instrument. This is denied in this correspondence as GCC’s then Head of Legal 
and now Chief Exec states no apology was ever made! Therefore if this was accurate, there could 
never have been the explanation that the 2004 GCC- First Minister correspondence refers to. 

Feb 2015 1st Consortium’s lawyer rebuts it asked GCC to implement the Notarial Instrument. 
(see Appendix J)  

The lawyer of the original consortium- Bill Ferrie then of Bird Semple stated 9
th 

February 2015 as 
follows “ The change from a GVD to a Notarial Instrument was disclosed to Bird Semple”. “The Letter 
from GCC to BS dated 11.02.98 does not actually say that the Notarial Instrument was at the 
request of the Consortium “I have no recollection of it being discussed or requested and am 
not aware of the reason for the change from a GVD to a Notarial Instrument”. I do remember 
that time was of the essence at that particular time. ��� 

As soon as the CPO amendment was made it allowed immediate access without waiting 30 days. It 
also had the not considered by GCC massively damaging effect of ensuring the time sensitive grant of 
£245K from GDA would be rescinded as a direct consequence of the CPO amendment. GCC of 
course did this without effective consultation with the original consortium. 

2015 USP asks GCC- Scottish Government for a CPO Review! (see Appendix K) 

FAO First Minister Sturgeon, Finance Minister Swinney, Local Government Minister Biagi, 
Culture Minister Hyslop, GCC Chief Executive O'Donnell 
 
“Further to my email of last week and the at least 1200+ emails and letters to the Scottish 
Government since circa Year 2000. And of course Finance Minister’s pre- 2011 Scottish election 
promise: USP and USI is AGAIIN calling on again for that to be delivered, so therefore see attached, 
which provides the relevant and very apposite opportunity to be discussed ASAP. As it’s clear 
GCC still don’t understand the unique architectural configuration, which is allegedly a precious part of 
Scotland’s built heritage and also which this Scottish Government is on the cusp of negligently 
allowing it to be DEMOLISHED due to an lukewarm, by rote interest and appraisal.” 
 
Also read again this objective opinion http://glasgowalbum.blogspot.co.uk/2015/05/alexander-greek-
thomson-9-egyptian.html "as the fate of the Egyptian Halls demonstrates - between the power 
centres of Holyrood and Glasgow council, one of Europe¹s great buildings is being left to rot.” 
 
And the reality is GCC (nor indeed the Scottish Government) has not met the co-owners or 
developers for 5 years+ to discuss how to reconcile the funding issues; how can that approach secure 
a sustainable future? 

February 2015 Herald and Times Article and Editorial Opinion (see Appendix L) 

 “We must protect our Heritage” and recommends a collaborative engagement process is adopted. 
And reinforces similar requests from 2000 to 2011 from AHSS, RIAS, Scottish Civic Trust and Private 
Eye’s “Piloti” 
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GCC - USP CPO Correspondence 2014-2015 (see Appendix M) 

March 2015 GCC’s Bailie Cameron responds to Anne McTaggart MSP  

USP and USI continue to push for substantive and collaborative discussions with GCC via Shadow 
Culture Minister Claire Baker MSP. The result of two MSP’s lobbying is a misformed response, which 
does not reflect the true situation that has occurred these past 17 years e.g. GCC’s use of the CPO 
did not consolidate USP and USI’s ownership, the CPO failed and the 100% ownership was achieved 
by USP’s efforts and investment, which was recognised by GCC Jan 2010 (see Appendix H) 

Also refer to the on going correspondence for a flavour of the unstinting efforts made by USP and USI 
to uncover just why the CPO failed! 

February 2015 Egyptian Halls Project Aide Memoire 1998-2015 (see Appendix N) 

USP and USI combine with scheme Architect/ Project Managers TMP a chronological summary of the 
Missed Opportunities from 1991 to 2015 to date. It’s submitted to GCC Officers and Ward Councillors 
but in essence sidelined and ignored. And instead the relevant Officers and Councillors meet to 
discuss but the owners are not invited, which is perplexing in the extreme. 

Community Engagement Process 2007 onwards to present day 

Several high profile and key public meetings have been held, very well attended, many questions 
have been asked culminating in a 7,000 + Petition being raised and presented to GCC’s Lord Provost 
and Culture Minister Hyslop. In parallel the Architectural Heritage Society Scotland and Scottish Civic 
Trust has called for effective collaboration between all stakeholders. All of this to date has been to no 
avail. 

Heritage Bloggers Help Raise massively The Egyptian Halls sorrowful Plight! 

Very current, clever, honest and topical blogs have aired again these aforementioned issues, please 
log to the following, which is all very sobering and objective to the nth degree. 

https://adcochrane.wordpress.com/2015/05/05/abandoned-the-curse-of-the-egyptian-halls 

KEY QUOTE - Since the 1980s there have been repair orders, compulsory purchase orders, 
missed opportunities, fractious meetings, proposals and byzantine legal wrangles. Entire 
Caledonian forests have disappeared to fund reports and documents. Innumerable officers 
and experts have been appointed into the job, appointed out of the job and then retired. Money 
has been spent, salaries have been sustained and interests have been vested to no avail. 
When the process is finally resolved many people will still be paid for achieving nothing as the 
Egyptian Halls may well be a pile of debris. 

http://glasgowalbum.blogspot.co.uk/2015/05/alexander-greek-thomson-9-egyptian.html 

Key Quote – “Our civic order conceals its own form of anarchy, as the fate of the Egyptian Halls 
demonstrates - between the power centres of Holyrood and Glasgow council, one of Europe's great buildings 

is being left to rot.” 

http://cowlairs.smugmug.com/Architecture/Egyptian-Halls-Glasgow/49095015_w2mb7L#!I 

KEY QUOTE – “Action is required immediately to save the situation. But who will have the 
resources and influence – and nerve – to cut the Gordian knot?” 

CPO Amendment Consequences 
 

• USP purchased between 1998 and 2005 84,88,96, 100 Union Street for a combined £2,525M. 
And today worth ZERO. 
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• From 2000 to 2010 Scheme costs trebled from £3M to £9M and are now £17M+ 
 

• Significant Project Development, Management and Investment costs have had to been borne 
from 2002 onwards and will be until mid 2019 at the earliest. If the CPO Amendment had 
been disclosed the approved 2000-2001 scheme would have been implemented. 

 
• In 2009 the funding market collapsed, valuations declined by 40%,  

 
• USP FRI tenant – Birthdays went into Liquidation and therefore would not be funding its FRI 

lease obligations of circa £2.4M 
 

• 2000-2010 GCC and Scot Govt argued over who should fund the extra costs, which involved 
many meetings and correspondence. At no time did GCC disclose the 1998 CPO 
Amendment; therefore its pivotal negative role was never taken any cognisance off by the 
Scottish Government leading to a highly misformed approach being adopted. 

 
• And in 2011 GCC withdrew a £1M grant stating USP and now USI had failed to meet GCC’s 

grant conditions, which were founded upon funding the project deficit caused primarily by 
GCC’s alleged error as detailed above. 

 
• GCC allowed the narrative to form that the scheme delays were a Commercial issue and de 

facto the responsibility of the owners of the Egyptian Halls even briefing media outlets that 
“the owners were looking to leverage extra £millions from the public purse” for what was a 
wholly Commercial Project. When in fact the scheme delay was due to a specific use of 
Government Legislation by GCC, which is now not allowed and if requested to be used has to 
be given special consideration and approval by the Scottish Government. A classic case of 
closing the stable door after the horse has bolted one could surmise 

 
Recommended Next Stage 
 
This is not a political problem and was caused by GCC acting unilaterally despite a CPO being in 
place, the Public Sector bodies operating independently of one another; there was no congruence 
and an overwhelming absence of a coherent, collaborative strategy. The respected John McClelland 
has been tasked with investigating the V&A overspend; someone of that ilk could do the same for the 
Egyptian Halls in parallel with the last gasp efforts to try to save this world renowned building from 
Demolition (see attached Appendix K) 
 
It has been suggested since November 2014 that GCC should commission a similar exercise to that 
carried out relating to the George Square re-design project e.g. A “lessons to be 
learned” investigation of the Egyptian Halls CPO process, to be conducted by officials from the 
departments of development and regeneration services, legal services, internal audit and corporate 
governance with the support and expertise of the Scottish Government and the full 
collaboration of the co-owners.  
 
USP and USI can also supply in PDF format or hard copy  
 

• Emails 1999-2015 
• Correspondence 1999-2015 

 
GCC- Scot Govt 2015 can’t be blamed for the actions of GCC-Scot Govt 1998; it can however be for 
adopting a non-collaborative approach since early year 2000 (See Appendix L), which attempts to 
summarise via an Aide Memoire the torturous history of missed opportunity after missed opportunity 
and also Appendix M, which details USP-GCC correspondence and the particularly perplexing issue 
is GCC fails to mention the existence of the original 1999 GCC-USP CPO Agreement 
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THE 1996 EGYPTIAN HALLS CPO QUESTIONS THAT COULD BE ASKED AND ANSWERED 

USP Ltd believes strongly that in relation to the January 1999 CPO agreement and thereafter that 
GCC did not on the basis of the application of a “fair and reasonable” approach 
 

1. Contract fairly and effectively with USP, as it could not deliver what it was agreeing too. 
 

2. Breached the contract due to being unable to deliver what it agreed. 
 

3. Misled why it breached the aforementioned contract. 
 

4. Failed to disclose the true nature of the amendment for 16 years-2 months  
 

5. Failed to contract fairly and reasonably from 1999- 2014 and especially in 
relation to the 2002 and 2005 CPO missives agreed with USP Ltd. And in fact GCC 
bettered their relative position whilst weakening USP’s. 

 
6. Is the disclosure of the 1998 CPO amendment for the first time to USP in April 2014 

fundamental as USP had no knowledge of this document till then yet had to reconcile at 
considerable cost both in financial and time the ramifications of this misformed amendment.  

 
7. GCC further admits it disclosed this amendment to the original Egyptian Halls Consortium but 

did not to USP when GCC then agreed a new CPO “back to back” agreement. 
 

8. If one accepts that GCC was due USP a Duty of Care in relation to the 1999 CPO Missives it 
then failed to deliver this. And by 2002 it further erred by failing to disclose material facts and 
then entered into amended contracts, which it then used information, which USP should have 
been appraised of but was not and therefore the 2002 and 2005 missives are contractually 
flawed, unfair, deny USP fundamental contractual rights and therefore discriminate wholly 
against USP. 
 

9. Why should the private sector co-owners be expected to fund the costs that have 
accrued as a result of the CPO Amendment. Scheme costs have increased from £3M to 
circa £15M and the grant funding of £1.35M, which was in place in 1998 has since 
disappeared. And also why are GCC being allowed to blame the co-owners for this? 
 

10. Therefore does the CPO amendment disclosure April 2014 provide legal grounds to allow a 
challenge given USP and USI believe it is such a fundamental and material change? And 
which USP and USI tried for many years to get GCC to account for the CPO delays but which 
GCC never, ever disclosed despite stating it had explained fully the CPO position to USP and 
it’s lawyer in correspondence between then GCC Lord Provost and First Minister McConnell. 

 
11. Can the legal opinion also be combined to comment on the perceived failure of GCC and also 

successive Scottish Government to deliver effective 
 

• Joined Up Government 
• Public Sector/Private Sector Collaboration- 
• Best Practice   
• Continuous Improvement 
• Effective Corporate Governance 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Summary 
 
The following quote relates to the massive budget increase for the Dundee Waterfront V&A Building 
but could just as easily apply to the Egyptian Halls Project: 

As for city councillors, we need to be significantly more ruthless when scrutinising the work of our 
officers.” Dundee City Councillor Jimmy Black Aug 2015 

Therefore USP and USI are not looking to blame anybody or seek any legal redress, our overarching 
objective is to preserve and return to commercial sustainability a wonderful and unique building, which 
would become visually a stunning development that would lift Union Street massively as per the 
images and plans now on file. The project even has Planning permission and Listed Building Consent 
and is therefore all but “shovel ready". And can I be unequivocal and state that USP & USI & EHBPT 
still believe the following 

 "To preserve the Egyptian Halls and return it to commercial sustainability the Scottish Government 
needs to engage with both USP and USI. No developer in these challenging times can expect any 
form of a blank cheque. A collaborative private/public sector project can still be implemented; one, 
which is self-financing, accountable and transparent and would see the Scottish Government, offered 
a share of any windfall profits, 
	   
And we all know this mutual pipe dream can be achieved and should be achieved by unlocking 
the sources of funding, which are available. And until we all start collaborating and talking on 
a no liability basis we’ll never achieve the aforementioned. And to view the ONLY TWO 
SCHEME options, see overleaf! 

For and on behalf of USP, USI, EHBPT 

 

Derek J Souter 
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SCHEME	  OPTIONS	  

	   Alexander	  “Greek”	  Thomson’s	  Egyptian	  Halls	  

Designed,	  Constructed	  and	  Opened	  1874 

	  

Restored	  2017-‐2018?	  
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Or	  Demolished	  2016?	  

	  

And	  Rebuilt	  2017-‐2018	  
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Acknowledged Project Benefits if the approved scheme was implemented  

• The preservation of the world famous Egyptian Halls   

• £20M+ Development begins much desired Union Street regeneration   

• 114+ bedroom, circa 3- 4 star hotel on the USI owned Upper Floors   

• Bars/Restaurants on USP owned Ground Floor   

• 200 jobs-30+ Modern Apprenticeships   

• Deliver an EXTRA £300k-£350k Business Rates p.a.   

• Meets GCC - Scot Govt's Economic Growth, Tourism, Training and Cultural Preservation 
strategies   

Given the aforementioned one would surmise all stakeholders e.g. GCC, Historic Scotland and USP 
and USI would collaborate effectively  How wrong you would be! 

 

Acknowledged Project Benefits if the New Build scheme was approved 

• £20M+ Development begins much desired Union Street regeneration   

• 114+ bedroom, circa 3- 4 star hotel on the USI owned Upper Floors   

• Bars/Restaurants on USP owned Ground Floor    

• 200 jobs-30+ Modern Apprenticeships   

• Deliver an EXTRA £300k-£350k Business Rates p.a.   

• Meets GCC - Scot Govt's Economic Growth, Tourism and Training strategies 

• HOWEVER THIS WORLD RENOWNED ARCHITECTURAL 
MASTERPIECE IS THEN DEMOLISHED! 
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Appendix A

1991 LBRN & 1996 CPO Missives

016



017



018



019



020



021



022



023



024



025



026



027



Appendix B

1998 CPO Amendment Letter
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Appendix C

GCC’s CPO Transfer Pre-Conditions Agreement
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Appendix D

December 1999 GCC-USP/USD CPO Missives

Appendix D2

1998-1999 General USP-GCC CPO Correspondence

Appendix D3

November 1999 – Kidstons-Shepherd Wedderburn 
Purchase offer for 84 Union Street

Appendix D4

July 1999 Kidstons to Bird Semple letter asking  
if CPO Missives had been amended

Appendix D5

Collated Bird Semple, Shepherd Wedderburn, Kidstons,  
Portfolio Holdings, GCC and USP CPO Related Correspondance

Appendix D6

USP - Portfolio
1999 Correspondance - No Mention of CPO Amendment
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December 1999 GCC-USP/USD CPO Missives
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Appendix D2

1998-1999 General USP-GCC CPO Correspondence
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Appendix D3

November 1999 – Kidstons-Shepherd Wedderburn 
Purchase offer for 84 Union Street 
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Appendix D4

July 1999 Kidstons to Bird Semple letter asking  
if CPO Missives had been amended
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Appendix D5

Collated Bird Semple, Shepherd Wedderburn, Kidstons,  
Portfolio Holdings, GCC and USP CPO Related Correspondance
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Appendix D6

USP - Portfolio
1999 Correspondance - No Mention of CPO Amendment
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Appendix E

Kenneth Gerber Statement re GCC error admittance
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STATEMENT BY KENNETH STEVEN GERBER TO UNION STREET PROPERTIES 

LIMITED RE CPO OF UPPER FLOORS OF 

Building 84/100 Union Street, Glasgow

I am Kenneth Steven Gerber, Solicitor, and was a partner at Kidtsons & Co, Solicitors, 

Glasgow from 1996 until September 2007, since when I have been and remain, a partner 

at Anderson Strathern in Glasgow. I acted for USP at Kidstons, and continue to act for 

them at Anderson Strathern.

When I was at Kidstons & Co, I acted for Union Street Properties Limited (“USP”) in 1998 

in acquiring the two shops 88 and 96 Union St Glasgow, at which time I became aware of 

the listed buildings repair notice and the resultant CPO affecting the upper floors of the 

building. The purchase of 88 and 96 Union Street completed on 11th September 1998. 

When USP went on to purchase 84 Union Street, I was given a copy of the missives 

between Portfolio Holdings Ltd on behalf of the consortium of ground and basement floor 

owners / occupiers and Glasgow District Council, which provided for the Council to 

promote a CPO and to complete by General Vesting Declaration title on behalf of the 

consortium, and to then convey the upper floors on the basis that the works to satisfy the 

statutory notice were carried out. The purchase of 84 Union Street completed on 15th

December 1999.

Shortly after that purchase was completed, I attended meetings with USP at the planning 

department of Glasgow City Council to discuss the carrying out of the works to satisfy the 

Listed Buildings repair Notice and to carry out the re-development of the building. The 

Council personnel at these meetings stressed the importance of preserving the 

architecturally important building. 

The Council were very supportive of and welcomed your involvement, and I certainly 

perceived that there was a mutual atmosphere of co-operation and trust between USP 

and the Council. 

Very shortly after USP acquired 84 union Street, thus giving it ownership of the three of 

the four shops on the ground and basement floors of the building, negotiations were 

conducted between me and Glasgow City Council (as successor to Glasgow District 

Council) to vary the missives between Portfolio and the Council; I remember meeting with 

Graeme McDiarmid of the Council’s legal department to discuss the drafting, and during 

that meeting he mentioned to me that instead of taking entry by the usual General 

Vesting Declaration route, the Council had used a Notarial Instrument; he apologised that 

this had not been told to us sooner. The reason given to me for the change from GVD to 
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NI was that with a GVD, the Council would have to have waited 28 days before going into 

the property, whereas with a Notarial Instrument, they could go in immediately. The

Council’s desire for immediate entry had been in order to do immediate required repairs.

I understand that the effect of using the Notarial Instrument procedure is that title could 

not be acquired by the Council until the compensation payable to the title owner is agreed 

or is determined by The Lands Tribunal for Scotland, whereas with a GVD, title can be 

obtained after 28 days, leaving compensation to be dealt with after the event. I reported 

to USP at the time that this would result in it not being possible for GCC to complete title

to the upper floors until compensation had been agreed or determined by the Lands 

Tribunal. I was aware (form having attended along with USP various meetings at the 

Council that there was a lot of co-operation at the time between USP and GCC. However 

if I had known about the GCC letter of 11th Feb 1998 to Bird Semple detailing the CPO 

amendment prior to the 1999 USP-GCC CPO back to back agreement, I would

have been aware that the Council could not fulfil the obligation it had undertaken to 

complete title by GVD, and I would have recommended strongly that at the time when the 

undertaking was being obtained from Paratus (403) Ltd to drop their appeal in respect of 

the CPO, that they should either also simultaneously drop all future compensation claims, 

or alternatively that the level of compensation should have been agreed at that time, so 

as to remove the Paratus obstacle to GCC completing title. This might have been 

relatively very easy to achieve at the same time, as Paratus (403) Ltd were very keen to 

see a scheme delivered, which would give them a future profit. Also, if USP and I had the 

benefit of knowledge of the 11th Feb 1998 letter to Bird Semple, USP would have been 

able to attempt to protect itself by negotiating accordingly (to take account of the open-

ended delay involved) when entering into missievs with the Council. Unfortunately, that 

opportunity was denied to them.

If matters were being negotiated to-day for the carrying out of the works to the building 

and title were needed to the upper floors, I would certainly be advising USP to negotiate 

so as to protect themselves against the inevitable increased cost arising from delay in the 

event that title were not obtained by GVD, and compensation payable to the owners had 

to be agreed or determined before obtaining the title.

I have seen a copy of GCC’s Legal Dept’s letter to USP of 11th April 2014, in which at 

Page 2-Point 4, it is denied that the apology I’ve detailed above ever happened. I have a 

clear recollection that the apology was verbally given.

I do believe that when the 1999 USP-GCC “back to back” agreement was drafted, Mr 

McDiarmid was not aware of the change in procedure for obtaining entry. 

11th August 2014.
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Appendix F

2002 GCC-USD (USP) CPO Missives 

Appendix F2

2005 GCC-USP CPO Missives
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Appendix F

2002 GCC-USD (USP) CPO Missives
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Appendix F2

2005 GCC-USP CPO Missives
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Appendix G

2004 GCC-First Minister Correspondence
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Appendix H

2009 GCC “CPO” Summary
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229 George Street  
Glasgow G1 1QU  
Phone 0141 287 8555 
Fax 0141 287 8444 

 

Glasgow – Proud Host City of the 2014 Commonwealth Games 
 
 
 
 

Macintosh HD:Users:craigmcgregor:Desktop:APP G 0705-10 GCC Letter to Fiona Hislop.doc 

 Our ref  

 Your ref  

 Ask for  
 Phone Direct 0141 287  
Fiona Hislop MSP 
Minister for Culture and External Affairs 
The Scottish Parliament 
High Street 
Edinburgh 
EH99 1SP 
 
 
 

Fax Direct 0141 287  
Email  
 @drs.glasgow.gov.uk 
Date 10 August 2015 
  

  

 
 
Dear Minister 
 
ALEXANDER "GREEK" THOMSON 
THE EGYPTIAN HALLS DEVELOPMENT, UNION ST, GLASGOW  
 
As you may know the Council has been working with USP Properties, the owners of the magnificent 
grade A listed Egyptian Halls building in Union Street Glasgow for many years in order to help them 
bring the building into a single ownership and, having achieved this, to bring forward suitable 
proposals for the refurbishment of the building for an appropriate productive use. 
 
A considerable amount of correspondence and many meetings, over a prolonged period of time, have 
already taken place between the developer and his agents, the City Council and Historic Scotland - , 
and the developer has committed very significant expenditure on bringing the building into a single 
ownership, on preparing a range of technical and conservation studies, and in completing both option 
and development appraisals for a variety of potential end uses.   
 
We have now reached a very critical stage in these discussions whereby there is a clear, but very time 
limited, opportunity to secure the development.  The challenges to do so remain formidable, since :- 
 

a) The hotel operator (Buccleugh Estates) has placed a time limit on their potential involvement, 
of end July 2010, failing which they will reconsider whether they are able to remain committed 
to the project; 

b) The availability of Business Premises Renovation Allowance (BPRA), which will be one of the 
principal funding sources for the project, is also time limited, and we are fast approaching the 
position whereby it may be soon be too late to access it for the project; 

c) The availability of the £1 million contribution from the Council is itself time limited, until March 
2011, after which it will be reallocated to other projects;  

d) Final Design and statutory consents have still to be secured 
e) Taking account of all potential contributions, including the provisional allocation from Historic 

Scotland, bank lending and developers contribution etc, there remains a funding gap of 
approximately £1.35 million. 

 
In effect therefore approximately £16.65 million out of the £18 million require to undertake the 
development is either in place or accessible.  If the funding gap cannot be closed much of this funding 
will simply fall away, and the project will not proceed.  More significantly however the fact that much of 
the funding is time limited does mean that the prospect of an alternative funding package being 
assembled for this future is unlikely, and I would suggest simply not possible. 
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The Council is now extremely concerned that this development may not proceed for a number of 
reasons including: 
 

a) The likelihood that the failure to fill the current funding gap will almost certainly mean the 
prospect of securing the development in the foreseeable future would be lost; 

b) The building is one of Glasgow’s most important grade A listed buildings and is of real 
international significance. There is no doubt that it is a master piece of Victorian design and 
construction – unfortunately now showing  clear signs of accelerating deterioration; 

c) The proposed development is clearly in line with national economic and tourism strategy and, 
in addition to providing accommodation towards the acknowledged hotel bed space shortage 
in the City, will contribute employment (160 jobs) and additional non domestic rate 
(approximately £350,000 per annum); and 

d) The development is a critical part of our developing strategy for the refurbishment/upgrading 
of Union Street. 

 
I am writing therefore to request that the Government take account of all of the above factors and 
agree either through itself, or the appropriate Government funded agencies (i.e Historic Scotland, 
Scottish Enterprise), to provide the additional £1.35 million needed to allow this vitally important 
project to proceed. 
 
I would be happy to meet with you to discuss this further if that would be helpful  
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Bailie Liz Cameron 
Spokesperson on Regeneration and the Economy,  
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Appendix I

2011 GCC admits USP has solved the CPO and to contact  
Scot Govt re complaints about its implementation track record
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Appendix J

2014 GCC discloses CPO Amendment to USP for first time!
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UNION STREET
PROPERTIES LTD

26 Foundry Lane
Dundee DD4 6AY

Tel: (01382) 451702
Fax: (01382) 456778 

Registered in Scotland 
No: 186601

 

 

19th February 2015 

 

Annemarie O’Donnell 
Executive Director-Corporate Services 
Glasgow City Council 
City Chambers 
George Square 
Glasgow 
G2 1DU 
 
Dear Ms O’Donnell 

The  Egyptian Halls-84/100 Union Street, Glasgow- 1996 CPO-Pivotal New Evidence proving 
that GCC acted of its own volition to implement the Feb 1998 CPO Amendment!  

Further to USP’S last letter of 7th May 2014 in which USP stated it believed that there is significant 
merit in continuing this dialogue, Please read below, which fundamentally disproves GCC’s position 
as stated by you 11th April 2014 (see overleaf) 

You had claimed in this letter that “GCC did disclose the change of entry for the Egyptian Halls CPO 
from a General Vesting Declaration to a Notarial Instrument to the consortium of the lower floors as 
evidenced by the letter from GCC to Bird Semple acting for Portfolio Holdings representing the 
consortium of show owners/tenants dated 11th February 1998, the decision to use the Notarial 
Instrument being in fact taken at the request of the consortium”.  

However as of 9th February 2015 the lawyer of the original consortium- Bill Ferrie then of Bird Semple 
and now of Shepherd Wedderburn stated as follows “ The change from a GVD to a Notarial 
Instrument was disclosed to Bird Semple.  The Letter from GCC to BS dated 11.02.98 does not 
actually say that the Notarial Instrument was at the request of the Consortium. I have no 
recollection of it being discussed or requested and am not aware of the reason for the change 
from a GVD to a Notarial Instrument. I do remember that time was of the essence at that particular 
time. (see overleaf) 

Therefore the aforementioned does cast significant doubt on GCC’s statement that it acted at the 
request of the original consortium, which was in place long before USP became involved in the project.  

Also given such CPO amendments now require the written permission of the Scottish Government; 
one does see the immense good sense in this now being required! Given the future existence of The 
building described by GCC June 2010  “The Egyptian Halls in Union Street is considered by 
many to be the greatest architectural achievement of Alexander Greek Thomson and one of 
the finest buildings in the city” Is in severe doubt and we all need to an urgent solution to the 
funding impasse caused by the GCC CPO amendment.  

Further it has been long acknowledged by the co-owners that the GCC officers and Scottish 
Government officials tasked with reconciling this toxic legacy did not create it. Neither however did the 
current Egyptian Halls co-owners.  

Yours sincerely 

 

Derek J Souter 
Director 
 
 
Cc Richard Brown GCC-DRS Exec Director, GCC Council Leader Gordon Matheson, Bailie Cameron, 
Bailie Baker, Councillor Philip Bratt, Sandra White MSP, Patrick Harvie MSP, Local Govt. Minister 
Derek Mackay, Culture Minister Fiona Hyslop, Shona Robison MSP, Claire Baker MSP, Anne 
McTaggart MSP Duncan Souter, Kelvin Kerr USP. 
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EMAIL EXTRACT  
 

From: Bill Ferrie <Bill.Ferrie@Shepwedd.co.uk> Date: Monday, 9 February 2015 09:35 To: 
Derek Souter <derek@djscm.com> Subject: RE: Egyptian Halls ‐ CPO Amendment 
Clarification 

  
I was checking if we had any files in storage – we don’t – they may be with Ken Gerber. 
  
From my review of the correspondence that you emailed  to me I have the following 
comments:‐ 
  
The change from a GVD to a Notarial Instrument was disclosed to Bird Semple.  
Ken Gerber was aware of this when the  Variation in 2002 of the Agency Missives was 
concluded.  
 
The Letter from GCC to BS dated 11.02.98 does not actually say that the Notarial Instrument 
was at the request of the Consortium.  
 
I have no recollection of it being discussed or requested and am not aware of the reason 
for the change from a GVD to a Notarial Instrument. I do remember that time was of the 
essence at that particular time. 
  
I don’t know if this is of any assistance but it was a long time ago. 
  
Regards 
  
Bill Ferrie 
Consultant, Property and Infrastructure 
Shepherd and Wedderburn LLP 
T: 0141 566 8512 
M: 07814 668 360 
www.shepwedd.co.uk 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2015 USP asks GCC- Scottish Government for a CPO Review
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UNION STREET
PROPERTIES LTD

26 Foundry Lane
Dundee DD4 6AY

Tel: (01382) 451702
Fax: (01382) 456778 

Registered in Scotland 
No: 186601

 

 

19th February 2015 

 

Annemarie O’Donnell 
Executive Director-Corporate Services 
Glasgow City Council 
City Chambers 
George Square 
Glasgow 
G2 1DU 
 
Dear Ms O’Donnell 

The  Egyptian Halls-84/100 Union Street, Glasgow- 1996 CPO-Pivotal New Evidence proving 
that GCC acted of its own volition to implement the Feb 1998 CPO Amendment!  

Further to USP’S last letter of 7th May 2014 in which USP stated it believed that there is significant 
merit in continuing this dialogue, Please read below, which fundamentally disproves GCC’s position 
as stated by you 11th April 2014 (see overleaf) 

You had claimed in this letter that “GCC did disclose the change of entry for the Egyptian Halls CPO 
from a General Vesting Declaration to a Notarial Instrument to the consortium of the lower floors as 
evidenced by the letter from GCC to Bird Semple acting for Portfolio Holdings representing the 
consortium of show owners/tenants dated 11th February 1998, the decision to use the Notarial 
Instrument being in fact taken at the request of the consortium”.  

However as of 9th February 2015 the lawyer of the original consortium- Bill Ferrie then of Bird Semple 
and now of Shepherd Wedderburn stated as follows “ The change from a GVD to a Notarial 
Instrument was disclosed to Bird Semple.  The Letter from GCC to BS dated 11.02.98 does not 
actually say that the Notarial Instrument was at the request of the Consortium. I have no 
recollection of it being discussed or requested and am not aware of the reason for the change 
from a GVD to a Notarial Instrument. I do remember that time was of the essence at that particular 
time. (see overleaf) 

Therefore the aforementioned does cast significant doubt on GCC’s statement that it acted at the 
request of the original consortium, which was in place long before USP became involved in the project.  

Also given such CPO amendments now require the written permission of the Scottish Government; 
one does see the immense good sense in this now being required! Given the future existence of The 
building described by GCC June 2010  “The Egyptian Halls in Union Street is considered by 
many to be the greatest architectural achievement of Alexander Greek Thomson and one of 
the finest buildings in the city” Is in severe doubt and we all need to an urgent solution to the 
funding impasse caused by the GCC CPO amendment.  

Further it has been long acknowledged by the co-owners that the GCC officers and Scottish 
Government officials tasked with reconciling this toxic legacy did not create it. Neither however did the 
current Egyptian Halls co-owners.  

Yours sincerely 

 

Derek J Souter 
Director 
 
 
Cc Richard Brown GCC-DRS Exec Director, GCC Council Leader Gordon Matheson, Bailie Cameron, 
Bailie Baker, Councillor Philip Bratt, Sandra White MSP, Patrick Harvie MSP, Local Govt. Minister 
Derek Mackay, Culture Minister Fiona Hyslop, Shona Robison MSP, Claire Baker MSP, Anne 
McTaggart MSP Duncan Souter, Kelvin Kerr USP. 
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EMAIL EXTRACT  
 

From: Bill Ferrie <Bill.Ferrie@Shepwedd.co.uk> Date: Monday, 9 February 2015 09:35 To: 
Derek Souter <derek@djscm.com> Subject: RE: Egyptian Halls ‐ CPO Amendment 
Clarification 

  
I was checking if we had any files in storage – we don’t – they may be with Ken Gerber. 
  
From my review of the correspondence that you emailed  to me I have the following 
comments:‐ 
  
The change from a GVD to a Notarial Instrument was disclosed to Bird Semple.  
Ken Gerber was aware of this when the  Variation in 2002 of the Agency Missives was 
concluded.  
 
The Letter from GCC to BS dated 11.02.98 does not actually say that the Notarial Instrument 
was at the request of the Consortium.  
 
I have no recollection of it being discussed or requested and am not aware of the reason 
for the change from a GVD to a Notarial Instrument. I do remember that time was of the 
essence at that particular time. 
  
I don’t know if this is of any assistance but it was a long time ago. 
  
Regards 
  
Bill Ferrie 
Consultant, Property and Infrastructure 
Shepherd and Wedderburn LLP 
T: 0141 566 8512 
M: 07814 668 360 
www.shepwedd.co.uk 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Appendix L

Herald and Times Editorial trumpets  
“We must protect our Heritage”
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POINTS OF VIEW

IN HER OPINION

IN OUR OPINION

IN YOUR OPINION

RACHEL
LOXTON

Politicians – do more!

H
OLIDAY season 

is upon us. I can 

tell because our 

office is begin-

came into force in Magaluf 

which aim to change the 

holiday favourite’s reputa-

tion for rowdy nightlife. 

The rules include a ban on 

drinking alcohol on the street 

though? After the well-publi-

cised measures came into 

effect, tourists were still 

spilling out of bars holding 

their drinks and boasting 

about their exploits. 

up to when they escape to the 

sun.
Jay falling asleep outside 

the hotel and being eaten 

alive by ants, Neil’s dance 

routines, fighting between 

friends: I’ve no doubt this has 

especially when it comes to 

safety.
The resort is trying to 

stamp out ‘balconing’, the 

craze of jumping from hotel 

balconies. 
The problem is that it’s not 

Magaluf’s problem, it’s ours. 

We must 
protect our 

heritage
HALLS - P6/7

GLASGOW is renowned for 

its architecture.
Every year thousands of tourists 

visit Scotland’s largest city to admire 

buildings designed by some of the 

world’s foremost architects includ-

ing Charles Rennie Mackintosh 

and Alexander ‘Greek’ Thomson.

Last year’s fire at the Glasgow 

School of Art – which devastated 

both the building and the city – was 

a reminder that those buildings are 

both vulnerable and irreplaceable.

Today’s feature on the 

famous Egyptian Halls 

makes for sad reading.

Designed by Alexander 

‘Greek’ Thomson, the own-

ers of the 142-year-old building 

say it is now on its last legs.

They were dealt a major blow this 

month with the refusal of a £5 mil-

lion lottery bid they had hoped could 

kick-start a long overdue renovation 

for the Union Street building.

Dundee-based businessman 

Derek Souter said he had met 

with no less than 64 people from 

Glasgow City Council in a bid 

to secure funding to help restore 

the building to its former glory.

The council says it is hopeful that 

a solution may be found at some 

point to fully redevelop the building.

However, time is running 

out for the Egyptian Halls.

It is crucial that funding bodies, 

the city council and the owners 

of such buildings work together 

so that future generations can 

continue to take pride in Glas-

gow’s architectural heritage.

WHILE it is encouraging to hear 

Humza Yousaf in Monday’s 

Evening Times acknowledge that 

people with learning disabilities 

are the worst affected by UK 

Government spending cuts and 

Glasgow City Council’s slashing of 

services – that is not enough. 

We need much more from MPs, 

MSPs and councillors.

A good starting point would be a 

national conversation that includes 

vulnerable people and their carers, 

however, not simply to discuss how 

poorly they are being treated under 

current incumbents.
 A more meaningful aspiration 

would include how we can reverse 

these cuts and move forward to 

deal with Glasgow’s care crisis. 

Tommy Gorman, via email

Taking wrong stand
RE putting a standing area back at 

Celtic Park, what a regressive step. 

We’ve had decades of stadia 

improvement – supporter safety is 

now paramount and we have more 

comfortable stadia than ever 

before and yet Celtic want to go 

back to the bad old days. 

Then again, Celtic had to be 

forced by law to modernise 

Parkhead in the first place, so it’s 

perhaps not surprising that they 

seek to undo this work.
William Connelly, posted online

Critics – sit down
STANDING at football matches  

could be safer: surely a safe 

standing area is far better for 

people who want to stand than 

people tripping over plastic seats at 

knee height.
David Neil William Connelly, 

posted online

Cycle lanes no-go
I WAS reading about a call for 

cycles lane on every street, but 

many of the roads are unsuitable 

for cycle lanes. 
The city infrastructure is too 

old. 

Cyclists don’t feel safe when all 

there is between themselves and 

faster moving cars is a white line.

Drivers don’t like it either, and 

the last thing a driver wants is to 

hit a cyclist. 
There is a high risk of serious 

injury or death.
 Bumping another car is bad 

enough but at least bones don’t get 

broken.
I had a discussion with a cycling 

officer at the council before and he 

said that even where there is space 

to do so reclaiming pavement 

space for a dedicated cycle lane is 

simply not economically feasible 

or close to impossible.

The reason is the routing of the 

sewers at the road edges. 

They need to be at the edge for 

drainage, so how would that work 

if the pavements were just pulled 

back.
Garry Cornes, via Facebook

14 Post to our page at: www.

facebook.com/eveningtimes

E-mail us at: letters@

eveningtimes.co.uk or post 

online at www.eveningtimes.co.uk

Tweet us via:  
@TheEveningTimes

Write to us at: Evening 

Times, 200 Renfield Street, 

Glasgow, G2 3QB 

PICTURE OF THE DAY

Reader Tony Kelly from Milngavie took this photo of a family of swans making their way along the Forth and 

Clyde canal

E-mail your images to yourpics@eveningtimes.co.uk if you have a picture you would like to share with readers. 

Follow us on Twitter @EveningTimesPic
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6 NOBODY KNOWS GLASGOW BETTER EVENING TIMESThursday June 11 2015 

ONCE regarded as 
one of the finest, 
architectural ly 

impressive buildings in 
Glasgow, the Egyptian 
Halls is now a sad and 
forlorn sight.

Covered in a shroud that 
hints at its former glory, the 
142-year-old Grade A-listed 
building, which has stood 
empt y  f or  3 0  y e a r s ,  i s 
propped up and on its last 
legs.

Its owners were dealt an-
other blow this month with 
the refusal of a £5m lottery 
bid they had hoped could 
kick-start a long-overdue ren-
ovation for the Union Street 
giant designed by Alexander 
‘Greek’ Thomson.

They warn time is running 
out for the three-storey site, 
which was granted permis-
sion to become a 114-bed-
room hotel in 2012.

The entrance, at 92 Union 
Street, is unremarkable and 
gives no hint of any of the 
faded – and failing – gran-
deur inside.

As co-owner Derek Souter 
lifts up the grill and opens 
the door, a dimly-lit staircase 
is visible behind. 

The electricity has long 
since been switched off and 
the only light is a shaft from 

the open door. “We’ve met 
with so many people from 
Glasgow City Council over the 
years in discussions about 
this,” the Dundee-based busi-
nessman says. “At last count it 
was 64.”

Up the flight of stairs we 
step into a former Chinese res-
taurant on the first floor. The 
room still bears traces of its 
oriental heritage, with patches 
of red flocked wallpaper and 
mirrored columns.

Piles of masonry and stones 
are dotted around the dark 
room but the structure itself 
remains fairly solid.

“The hoarding we put up in 
2006 has helped dry the build-

CO-OWNER GIVES US A GUIDED TOUR - AND WARNS TIME 

the walls, indicating former 
classrooms, a reception area 
and tutors room.

The second floor is much 
lighter and sunlight streams 
through, highlighting the peel-
ing paint ,  t imber f rames 
which have rotted away in 
places, and further piles of 
masonry on the floor.

Mr Souter says water has 
penetrated narrow columns 
higher up, causing intricate 
stone carvings on top to col-
lapse. They lie in a heap in a 
corner on the second floor, 
together with bags containing 
masonry that has fallen down.

He says the hoarding has 
saved the public from poten-
tially serious accidents, with 
eight lumps tumbling down in 
the past year.

“It’s impossible to say how 
long the building will last,” he 
says. “We have asked for a 

By VICTORIA BRENAN
Senior Reporter

We have had so 
many discussions 

Despite a shabby appearance, 

‘I don’t know 
how long the 
Egyptian 
Halls can last’ 

Ferry workforce 
ready to take 
industrial action
RMT members at ferry operator 
CalMac have voted for strike ac-
tion and action short of a strike, 
according to the union.

The maritime union issued 
ballot papers to hundreds of its 
members last month in a dispute 
over jobs, pensions and working 
conditions.

Members voted by 92% for 
strike action and by 98% for ac-
tion short of a strike in a turnout 
of 60%, the union confirmed.

Overall, 55% of the total num-
ber eligible to vote backed strike 
action and 58% of the total eligi-
ble voted for action short of a 
strike.

The RMT said the industrial 
relationship with CalMac on the 
Clyde and Hebrides network has 
“deteriorated” in recent months.

No fears about 
housing target, 
says Minister

COMMUNITIES 
M i n i s t e r  A l e x 
N e i l  h a s  d i s -
missed a warning 
by Scotland’s for-
m e r  s p e n d i n g 
watchdog  that 

there is a “growing housing cri-
sis” in Scotland.

A report by the Commission 
on Housing and Wellbeing states 
that there are over 150,000 
households on social housing 
waiting lists, nearly a million in 
fuel poverty, 60,000 in over-
crowded accommodation and 
ownership is an “unachievable 
pipedream” for many.

Mr Neil said that the Scottish 
Government will exceed its tar-
get of 30,000 new homes by 2016.

Scottish deaths 
at highest level 
for 15 years
DEATHS in Scotland were at 
their highest level in 15 years in 
the first quarter of this year, ac-
cording to new figures.

There were 16,521 deaths reg-
istered in the first three months 
of this year, 18.4 per cent more 
than in the same period of 2014, 
statistics from the National Re-
cords of Scotland show.

This was the highest number 
of first-quarter deaths since 
2000, although levels remain sub-
stantially lower than those seen 
in the 1980s, the Scottish Gov-
ernment said. 

The main drivers of the in-
crease were deaths from respira-
tory diseases and circulatory 
diseases.

about this – at the 
last count it was 64

ing out,” Mr Souter, of Union 
Street Properties, explains. 
“The rear wall needs replac-
ing, and the roof, but it’s dry.”

Mr Souter, together with in-
vestors Kelvin Kerr and his 
brother  Duncan  Sout er, 
bought the first two shop units 
in 1998 and others in 1990 and 
2005. Half of the top floors fol-
lowed in 2005 and the others 
three years later.

For a series of reasons, in-
cluding funding failures, a 
‘flawed’ compulsory purchase 
order and the recession, the 
project has not progressed. 

The owners want the city 
council to help them find some 
of the £20m needed to trans-

form the building into “one of 
the best-looking hotels in the 
UK”. Investors for the hotel 
have already been lined up but 
repairs to the building need to 
be partly paid for by those in 
the ground-floor units, Mr 
Souter  says ,  which adds 
complications.

His long-term plan is to turn 
the ground-floor units into 
bars and restaurants, reinstat-
ing some of the hidden Thom-
son columns and ceilings 
which are hidden behind sus-
p e n d e d  c e i l i n g s  a t  t h e 
moment.

“You’ve got a treasure trove 
of  Thomson architecture 
there,” he says, pointing up-
wards. “The bars and restau-
rants would look incredible.” Co-owner Derek Souter outside the Egyptian Halls in Union Street

He also envisages knocking 
down the NCP car park at the 
back of the halls, creating a 
thoroughfare from Central 
Station. “Union Street has had 
nothing done to it for years,” 
he adds. “People need to look 
at the long-term plan and not 
be short-sighted.”

Up the stairs again and 
we’re on the second floor, 
home to a former tax training 
office. Signs are still clear on 
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Union says ‘pay 
test’ is an insult
By RACHEL LOXTON

STRIKING homelessness 
workers have rejected a pay 
deal from the council.

Trades union Unison 
branded the offer by Glas-
gow City Council to give 70 
homelessness case workers 
a wage rise by increasing 
their pay grade on the con-
dition they pass a compe-
tency test an “insult”.

The staff have been on 
strike for nearly 12 weeks 
in the dispute over their 
pay grade. 

The homelessness case 
workers argue that they do 
a job equivalent to case 
workers in other depart-
ments who are on a higher 
pay grade, taking home 
£5000 a year more.

A spokesman for the 
council said “We are bit-
terly disappointed that Uni-

IS RUNNING OUT FOR THE BUILDING

meeting with the council to 
discuss a way forward. We 
need to deal with the long-
term prospects for Union 
Street and Egyptian Halls and 
marry them together.”

It’s been a long time since 
the Halls last saw any signs of 
life and Mr Souter is hopeful 
it will again. “It needs to move 
forward – whether it’s demoli-
tion or refurbishment,” he 
says. “If you put 17 years of 
your life into preserving some-
thing, you don’t want that to 
fail. We love the building.”

The spokesman said the 
city council had been in-
volved with discussions about 
the future of the halls for a 
number of years and would be 
available for further discus-
sions. He said: ““Hopefully a 
solution will be found at some 
point to fully redevelop the 
Egyptian Halls.”

the interior of the Egyptian Halls is still structurally sound and could allow conversion into a 114-bedroom hotel

Some of the Alexander ‘Greek’ Thomson-designed details are crumbling

Homelessness 
workers reject 
council’s offer

son has rejected this fantas-
tic opportunity for their 
members to gain a pay rise 
in excess of £5000 and ad-
vance their careers.

“The offer was open to 
all of the striking casework-
ers and was subject only to 
those staff demonstrating 
their competence at the 
new grade.”

However Unison conven-
er Ian Leech said there was 
an issue of distrust be-

about that proposal and the 
staff said they didn’t want 
to hear anymore. 

“Our members feel the 
council is trying to divide 
them with this offer.”

Mr Leech said the strike 
was “solid” and members 
would continue to fight for 
a pay grade increase.

The city council spokes-
man added that bosses 
wanted to make sure staff 
were at the level Unison 
says they are.

He said:  “Unison say 
their members are already 
doing a job that merits a 
grade 6 salary and we sim-
ply wish to ensure that all 
staff are able to work at 
that level. We have already 
agreed with Unison that in 
the long term the number 
of caseworkers working at 
the grade 6 level should be 
54 members of staff.

“Recent discussions have 
been about how we move 
towards that figure  as well 
as support we would pro-
vide for staff looking to 
move up a grade.”

Our members 
feel the 

council is trying 
to divide them

tween the strikers and the 
staff.

Mr Leech said the com-
petency test was under-
stood to be an interview.

He said: “The workers 
have already displayed 
their competence so to of-
fer them an interview after 
nearly 12 weeks of striking 
is a bit of an insult. 

“We had a discussion 
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GCC - USP CPO Correspondence 2014-2015
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8th September 2014  

  

Mr George Black 
Chief Executive 
Glasgow City Council 
City Chambers  
George Square 
Glasgow 
G2 1DU 
Dear Mr Black 

 
The Egyptian Halls- A Review of GCC’s LBRN and CPO strategies is urgently required! 

Further to USP’s letter of 15/08/204 and your reply of 28/08/2014. Unfortunately for the future 
of the Egyptian Halls GCC has failed again to grasp the financial, cultural and regenerational 
consequences of its pivotal role since 1991. And in relation to the failure of GCC s1999 CPO 
agreement with USP, “your colleagues” have yet to comment at all or on any level about this 
clear contractual breach, which is contrary to what you state in your aforementioned letter. 

Further if you refer to the letter of 14th April 2014 from the Head Of your Council’s Legal 
Department’s letter to USP, it is highlighted that new evidence is required, which has now 
been provided in USP’s letter 15/08/2014. At the very least an admitted GCC “error” should 
be assessed to determine whether it was in fact potentially inadvertent misrepresentation. 

Back to your aforementioned letter, USP does in no way agree “that the Council has actively 
supported this through the Planning process”. USP has already made a formal complaint on 
this issue, which GCC has ignored just as it has ignored the separate correspondence from 
both USP’s architects and Planning Consultants, which is appended. 

I also find it as surprising as I find it perplexing that GCC can wish USP well with regard to the 
applications for additional grant funding when  

a) GCC’s non-disclosed CPO amendment has in fact caused the bulk of the project deficit  

b) GCC also awarded a £1M grant for a 3 storey extension hotel, then awarded permission 
for a 2 storey extension hotel, which actually then increased the then very challenging project 
deficit.  

c) GCC then post planning threatened that the Egyptian Halls would become another 
Springburn Baths ergo DEMOLISHED and USP has an independent witness to this obtuse 
attempt at bullying. 

d) Further over the past 18 months USP has tabled the following all to no avail as nobody 
from GCC is able and also willing to discuss how this project can be funded:  

March 2013 (14 months)-to discuss the USP Project Deficit Report, a report requested        
by then Head of Planning Alistair MacDonald and City Property, MD Richard Rae 

May 2013 (12 months)-to discuss the combined Project Deficit, requested by then Head       
of Planning Alistair MacDonald and City Property, MD Richard Rae? 

March 2014-to discuss the apparent BPRA Confusion caused by Ryden valuing assets         
not belonging to USP Ltd. Ryden requested to produce the crucial clarification of its   
misformed assumption and claims? 

April 2014 - to discuss the Can The Egyptian Halls be part of the City Centre       
Regeneration stakeholders Consultation process? 
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And you now also advise USP to get in touch with Mr Brown when USP is in a position         
to implement the development. USP were for the record in a very strong position to 
implement the development back in 1999 - 2000 but could then not implement the 
project due to GCC being unable to convey the Upper Floors titles to USP as per        
the then legally binding missives.  

USP then afforded GCC hugely significant understanding due to this contractual breach   
being defined by GCC as an alleged error, which 16 years later USP discovers was in        
fact not an error but the result of a deliberate action. And the subsequent 2002 and 2005 
CPO missives were therefore founded on GCC’s either pre-meditated or inadvertent 
misrepresentation and let’s be clear it’s either one or the other. USP believes it was       
misled and that USP’s solicitor was also misled, this has also coalesced horribly into a       
now 16-year delay. And if the approved scheme is ever completed will be closer to 20      
years since GCC’s CPO amendment cast the die! And somehow GCC think there is      
nothing to be discussed in relation to this? 

And just to remind all stakeholders here are the Scheme options for a world-renowned 
architectural masterpiece: 

1, GCC and Scot Govt officials could re-start collaborating with the co-owners to            
discuss how to secure the preservation and return to commercial sustainability of      
Alexander “Greek” Thomson’s Egyptian Halls noted as being one of Europe’s finest 
commercial buildings. 
 
2, Or If the Egyptian Halls has to be eventually demolished due to now proven public sector 
errors and mistakes, which are still being denied. It is difficult to imagine how it could be done 
without closing Union Street for perhaps as long as three perhaps four years. 

• Given the uniqueness of the stone carving on the façade it may be that the Historic 
Scotland will want it demolished by hand, stone by stone.  

• Also uncontrolled removal of any part of the structure is likely to result in the collapse 
of the building. So it would be undertaken very, very carefully. 

 
So to summarise extraordinary collaboration and agreement is required to save an 
extraordinary building! And to borrow from one Albert Einstein, who did know a thing or 
two! 
 
“We can’t solve our problems with the same thinking we used when we created them” 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 

 

Derek J Souter  
Director 
 
CC Richard Brown- Exec Director DRS, Forbes Barron Head of Planning and Building 
Control, Annemarie O’Donnell Head of Legal Services, Local Govt Minister Derek Mackay 
MSP, Culture Minister Fiona Hyslop MSP, Sandra White MSP, Patrick Harvie MPS and Ward 
Councillors Bailie Nina Baker, Philip Braat, Gordon Matheson and USP Directors Duncan 
Souter and Kelvin Kerr 
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From: Richard Heggie <richardh@tpsplanning.co.uk> 
Date: Thursday, 9 May 2013 13:09 
To: Derek Souter <derek@djscm.com>, Fiona Donaldson <f.donaldson@themorrisonpartnership.com> 
Cc: Susan Connelly <Susan.Connelly@glasgow.gov.uk>, Kevin McCormack 
<kevin.mccormack@drs.glasgow.gov.uk>, Ross Martin <rossm@tpsplanning.co.uk> 
Subject: RE: GCC's promises to "Unlock the Sources of Funding" 
 
Derek 
There's no doubt whatsoever that putting in place a scheme with planning and listed building consent 
was seen as a crucial step in opening up funding discussions. All parties agreed on this, as without a 
shovel ready scheme there could be no firm commitment from the likes of Historic Scotland. 
  
From GCC point of view, they were also unable to firm anything up without these consents - and it 
was obviously necessary to detach the statutory requirement for the consents from any detailed 
discussion on funding, to avoid compromising the integrity of the planning decision. GCC were quite 
clear on that point. 
 
However, the principle of GCC support not only for pursuit of a planning solution, but also for a 
delivery package involving them as funding partners, was established long ago. Everyone accepts this 
development will not happen without a positive input from GCC, including assitance with funding. 
 
There would have been no point in submitting planning and listed building applications if we did not 
have reassurance from the Council that they would play the role they had stated. If they are now 
unwilling to step up to the plate, then there is only one conclusion to be drawn - with an 
undeliverable planning permission, the building is exposed to a greatly inflated risk of demolition, 
since its retention will have been fully tested and will have failed. Historic Scotland and GCC will have 
no option but to approve demolition. So, it can be said that in this scenario, the grant of planning and 
listed building consents has brought the Egyptian Halls very much closer to a pile of rubble than it 
has ever been in the past.  
 
I do not feel that this is a result any of us want, or should settle for. It is encumbent upon us all to 
make this regeneration project and its potential spin-offs a reality. Failure would send out all the 
wrong signals and be an abdication of GCC's civic and cultural responsibilities. Whilst they are not the 
only agency with a responsibility here, they are undoubtedly the key public participant in this process. 
Glasgow has lost enough of its heritage - this project should be seen as an opportunity to create an 
iconic new focus for Union Street and secure Glasgow's reputation as a centre of design and culture.  
 
Finally, I understood that the distinct role of the two separate owners of the building had long been 
clarified to GCC satisfaction. If we are back to a point where that matter is being held up as an 
insurmountable issue, then presumably GCC and HS have satisfied themselves that a multi-million 
pound headache and a hole in the ground is preferable to a partnership approach which minimses 
their financial commitment and risk, whilst delivering a high quality project which already has 
planning approval and prospective tenants in place? 
 
I do hope you are able to achieve progress soon but in the event that you need to revisit the process 
for demolition of the building then let me know and I'll regretfully advise on the way forward.   
 
Regards Richard 
 
Richard Heggie 
Director 
 
TPS Planning 
CBC House, 24 Canning Street, 
Edinburgh, EH3 8EG. 
T 0131 272 2775 F 0131 272 2800 

htt://www.tpsplanning.co.uk 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Subject – The Egyptian Halls 
 
Date – Friday 10th May 2013 11:24:36 
 
From George Morrison 
 
To Derek Souter, cc Richard Heggie‐TPS 
 
Over several years you & I met with Glasgow City Council and Historic Scotland to discuss the funding and 
designs for 'indicative development proposals'. Eventually we were told in unequivocal terms that in going any 
further it was essential that we secure Planning Permission and Listed Building Consent for specific and 
acceptable proposals. Only then could both Authorities give specific consideration to the financial challenges.  
  
Those meetings at diferent times involved very senior personnel both at GCC Planning Department and Historic 
Scotland. At all times those parties were acutely aware of the financial deficit and the need for substantial grant 
support from the authorities. At our later meetings with the same senior GCC personnel it became the norm that 
on concluding discussions on design etc that yourself and one or two of the council's most senior 
representatives stayed behind as separate meetings  to discuss specific costs and funding matters while the rest 
of us left. 
  
It was understood that those separate meetings for design and funding were very deliberate steps to ensure that 
design topics were unencumbered by discussions about finance, while there was a shared understanding.   
  
At yet later meetings with some senior GCC personnel I noted their "guiding comments" that a development / 
design proposal acceptable to them would be considered for grant support by GCC. Furthermore, that they would 
also press the case at Historic Scotland for their grant support. In due course Jim Patrick, Kevin McCormick and 
Ruth Smith were introduced to those meetings. Soon thereafter those meetings then become stand alone design 
meetings with myself, Jim Patrick, Kevin McCormack and Ruth Smith but without yourself or the most senior 
Council personnel. During those meetings I was repeatedly told that the Council was committed to working with 
us in achieving an approved design solution. Armed with those approvals the Planners committed to taking the 
case to Historic Scotland for their support. If necessary the Planners were prepared to 'lock horns' with Historic 
Scotland in making the case for the necessary support. 
  
In the meetings just prior to Jim Patrick retiring we were close to an agreed design proposal. It was during those 
meetings Mr Patrick stated voluntarily that when  we had achieved those two Approvals that funding support 
would be forthcoming and we might be surprised at the sources of that funding. The natural conclusions from 
such statements could only be that there had been discussions in other places about this project's need for 
financial support which in turn gave rise to optimism. 
  
In due course Richard Heggie joined the design team and together we finalised the design proposals in 
conjunction with the senior planners to the point where the application for Statutory approvals were submitted. 
 Thereafter the application was assigned to another planning officer (Ms Susan Connolly )  as the case officer in 
dealing with the application up to and issuing the approvals. We had ongoing dialogue with the planning officer 
throughout the decision making process. 
  
Our discussions with the Planning officials both pre and post the formal applications involved design studies 
which showed extensions of various heights. For each of those design options we made it clear there was a 
direct impact on the deficit - namely the larger the extension the lower the deficit thereby reducing the required 
grant assistance. It was clearly understood by all of those officers at all stages in the process that grant 
assistance would need to come from GCC and historic Scotland. With that knowledge and our illustrations 
showing what we considered to be imperceptible differences especially between 2 & 3 storey extensions, the 
Council's final insistence was an extension no higher than 2 storeys if the approvals were to be granted.  
  
At all stages the two key topics have been the scale of the proposed design for the development and the financial 
deficit. As such there has always been a universal awareness of a financial deficit and its inter relationship with 
the scale of the development. It was common knowledge that financial assistance from the public purse was the 
only way to address the deficit and save the building by this project. 
  
George Morrison 
THE MORRISON PARTNERSHIP                 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15th August 2014   

Mr George Black 
Chief Executive 
Glasgow City Council 
City Chambers  
George Square 
Glasgow 
G2 1DU 
Dear Mr Black 

 
The Egyptian Halls- The need to re-establish GCC’s integral role 1996 - 2014 and 
beyond due to GCC’s CPO amendment causing an 11 year + DELAY!  

I am writing to you constructively, and with a view to moving forwards with the redevelopment 
of this important building, which crucially has both Planning Approval and Listed Building 
Consent. USP is not looking to point fingers at anyone, nor looking to achieve compensation 
but instead is seeking commensurate funding at the least cost to the public purse, which 
reconciles the project’s long running legal and CPO related causal factors. USP appreciates 
the moral and one time financial support that the Council has given to the proposed saving 
and return to commercial sustainability of this world renowned architectural masterpiece over 
an extensive period of time indeed, and USP is seeking to clarify matters and to request 
essential funding from the Council based on a pragmatic understanding of why the project 
was delayed for so long. 

I refer to the letter of 14th April 2014 from the Head Of your Council’s Legal Department’s 
letter to USP. I note that GCC deny that the Council apologised for an “error” relating to the 
1999 CPO “back to back” agreement with USP.  USP Ltd’s solicitor was told in 2002 that the 
Council had omitted to inform USP that entry was taken under the Notarial Instrument 
procedure as opposed to the more usual GVD procedure, and that the Council was sorry this 
had not been explained sooner (see Kenneth Gerber statement overleaf). The situation was 
accepted by USP because the then commercial imperative was to get on with acquisition via 
CPO of the upper floors of the building, and USP was reassured by the view expressed 
directly to it by GCC that the Lands Tribunal process would take 12 18 months. However it 
became apparent to USP in April 2014 that GCC had made the conscious decision in 1998 to 
change the method of taking entry under the CPO (see overleaf). USP had no part in that 
process, due it not becoming involved in the CPO missives and discussions until after that. . 
This of course means that the 1999 back to back agreement which GCC and USP entered 
into with a view to obtaining title, could not have been discharged by GCC until either the 
upper floor owners agreed the compensation payable to them, or until the Lands Tribunal 
awarded the compensation, which is not what USP agreed. USP did perform its agreed 
contractual obligations. Therefore the disclosure in 2001/02 of the change in method was very 
much ‘after the event’ and by then, nothing could be done about the lengthy delay that had 
been triggered by the method change. This caused delay and loss to USP. 

Unfortunately, the result of the Council having departed from the usual method of taking entry 
and completing title was to delay implementation of any scheme to satisfy the still outstanding 
listed building repairs notice to at least May 2009. Of course the objective of the CPO process 
from the outset was to expedite the works being done.  So just to be crystal clear this 1998 
CPO amendment caused an 11-year delay! Of course, nobody would ever have intended the 
change of method of taking entry to have had this adverse effect. 

I am also pleased to update you on progress with the proposed works as follows: By the end 
of September 2014 an application by the Egyptian Halls Building Preservation Trust (EHBPT) 
to the HLF Heritage Enterprise Scheme for up to a £5M Grant could well have been approved 
to proceed to the Development Stage. GCC, Historic Scotland, the AHSS and the Greek 
Thomson Society have all written strong letters of support.  
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And if this source of funding can be unlocked and combined with the £1.65M offered 
provisionally by Historic Scotland then the Egyptian Halls Project would see the financial 
foundations for the scheme begin to be put in place. Further USP Ltd is in the process          
of agreeing a security discharge from current funder Dunfermline Building Society in          
Special Administration, which would see the USP owned Ground Floor and the USI       
owned Upper Floors both free of any funders’ security; USP’s fundamental objective              
is to resume and progress effective, transparent collaboration, which will lead on to the          
overall funding to deliver the approved scheme, which would deliver the following 
Acknowledged Project Benefits: 

• The preservation and long-term protection of the world famous Egyptian Halls.   
• £20M+ Development acting as a flagship for the regeneration of Union Street, which 

is considered so important to the success of Glasgow City Centre.   
• 114 bedroom 4 star hotel.   
• Ground Floor Bars/Restaurants. 
• 200 jobs-30+ Modern Apprenticeships  
• Deliver an additional £300k-£350k Business Rates p.a. for the Council and the City 

I have previously mentioned to you the STV 2001 Artery programme, which is available on  
http://www.brodieduncan.com/movies.html –. It highlights and reinforces how close GCC and 
USP came to success in 2001. Also, the of combined efforts of GCC and USP and USI, 
reduced a then £8M deficit to circa £2M, which was then requested as extraordinary funding 
from the Scottish Govt. in 2011 via the eloquent and strong letter from Bailie Cameron to 
Culture Minister Hyslop, which was refused and then led to response from the Scottish Govt. 
that the Egyptian Halls was a “wholly commercial project”.  
 
However, when one factors in that the project’s implementation was stopped from February 
1998 to May 2009 and has been made very considerable more expensive due to the change 
in method of acquiring title, which was outwith the control of USP Ltd, we would request that 
GCC supports the saving of this building, the kickstarting of the regeneration of Union Street 
by unlocking the sources of funding that could be available. 
 
USP, USI and it’s professional advisors would be very happy to meet with relevant GCC and 
Scot Govt. officials to discuss how to secure the preservation and return to commercial 
sustainability of Alexander “Greek” Thomson’s Egyptian Halls noted as being one of the finest 
commercial buildings in Europe. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 

 

Derek J Souter  
Director 
 
CC Richard Brown- Exec Director DRS, Forbes Barron Head of Planning and Building 
Control, Annemarie O’Donnell Head of Legal Services, Local Govt Minister Derek Mackay 
MSP, Culture Minister Fiona Hyslop MSP, Sandra White MSP and Ward Councillors Bailie 
Nina Baker, Philip Braat, Gordon Matheson, Ken Gerber Partner Anderson Strathern and 
USP Directors Duncan Souter and Kelvin Kerr 
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STATEMENT BY KENNETH STEVEN GERBER TO UNION STREET PROPERTIES 

LIMITED RE CPO OF UPPER FLOORS OF 

Building 84/100 Union Street, Glasgow

I am Kenneth Steven Gerber, Solicitor, and was a partner at Kidtsons & Co, Solicitors, 

Glasgow from 1996 until September 2007, since when I have been and remain, a partner 

at Anderson Strathern in Glasgow. I acted for USP at Kidstons, and continue to act for 

them at Anderson Strathern.

When I was at Kidstons & Co, I acted for Union Street Properties Limited (“USP”) in 1998 

in acquiring the two shops 88 and 96 Union St Glasgow, at which time I became aware of 

the listed buildings repair notice and the resultant CPO affecting the upper floors of the 

building. The purchase of 88 and 96 Union Street completed on 11th September 1998. 

When USP went on to purchase 84 Union Street, I was given a copy of the missives 

between Portfolio Holdings Ltd on behalf of the consortium of ground and basement floor 

owners / occupiers and Glasgow District Council, which provided for the Council to 

promote a CPO and to complete by General Vesting Declaration title on behalf of the 

consortium, and to then convey the upper floors on the basis that the works to satisfy the 

statutory notice were carried out. The purchase of 84 Union Street completed on 15th

December 1999.

Shortly after that purchase was completed, I attended meetings with USP at the planning 

department of Glasgow City Council to discuss the carrying out of the works to satisfy the 

Listed Buildings repair Notice and to carry out the re-development of the building. The 

Council personnel at these meetings stressed the importance of preserving the 

architecturally important building. 

The Council were very supportive of and welcomed your involvement, and I certainly 

perceived that there was a mutual atmosphere of co-operation and trust between USP 

and the Council. 

Very shortly after USP acquired 84 union Street, thus giving it ownership of the three of 

the four shops on the ground and basement floors of the building, negotiations were 

conducted between me and Glasgow City Council (as successor to Glasgow District 

Council) to vary the missives between Portfolio and the Council; I remember meeting with 

Graeme McDiarmid of the Council’s legal department to discuss the drafting, and during 

that meeting he mentioned to me that instead of taking entry by the usual General 

Vesting Declaration route, the Council had used a Notarial Instrument; he apologised that 

this had not been told to us sooner. The reason given to me for the change from GVD to 
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NI was that with a GVD, the Council would have to have waited 28 days before going into 

the property, whereas with a Notarial Instrument, they could go in immediately. The

Council’s desire for immediate entry had been in order to do immediate required repairs.

I understand that the effect of using the Notarial Instrument procedure is that title could 

not be acquired by the Council until the compensation payable to the title owner is agreed 

or is determined by The Lands Tribunal for Scotland, whereas with a GVD, title can be 

obtained after 28 days, leaving compensation to be dealt with after the event. I reported 

to USP at the time that this would result in it not being possible for GCC to complete title

to the upper floors until compensation had been agreed or determined by the Lands 

Tribunal. I was aware (form having attended along with USP various meetings at the 

Council that there was a lot of co-operation at the time between USP and GCC. However 

if I had known about the GCC letter of 11th Feb 1998 to Bird Semple detailing the CPO 

amendment prior to the 1999 USP-GCC CPO back to back agreement, I would

have been aware that the Council could not fulfil the obligation it had undertaken to 

complete title by GVD, and I would have recommended strongly that at the time when the 

undertaking was being obtained from Paratus (403) Ltd to drop their appeal in respect of 

the CPO, that they should either also simultaneously drop all future compensation claims, 

or alternatively that the level of compensation should have been agreed at that time, so 

as to remove the Paratus obstacle to GCC completing title. This might have been 

relatively very easy to achieve at the same time, as Paratus (403) Ltd were very keen to 

see a scheme delivered, which would give them a future profit. Also, if USP and I had the 

benefit of knowledge of the 11th Feb 1998 letter to Bird Semple, USP would have been 

able to attempt to protect itself by negotiating accordingly (to take account of the open-

ended delay involved) when entering into missievs with the Council. Unfortunately, that 

opportunity was denied to them.

If matters were being negotiated to-day for the carrying out of the works to the building 

and title were needed to the upper floors, I would certainly be advising USP to negotiate 

so as to protect themselves against the inevitable increased cost arising from delay in the 

event that title were not obtained by GVD, and compensation payable to the owners had 

to be agreed or determined before obtaining the title.

I have seen a copy of GCC’s Legal Dept’s letter to USP of 11th April 2014, in which at 

Page 2-Point 4, it is denied that the apology I’ve detailed above ever happened. I have a 

clear recollection that the apology was verbally given.

I do believe that when the 1999 USP-GCC “back to back” agreement was drafted, Mr 

McDiarmid was not aware of the change in procedure for obtaining entry. 

11th August 2014.

170



171



172



173



174



175



Union Street Properties Ltd & Union Street Investments Ltd
26 Foundry Lane Dundee DD4 6AY

Telephone: (01382) 451702   Fax: (01382) 456778
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19th March 2014 

Derek Mackay MSP 
Minister for Local Government 
Scottish Government 
St. Andrew's House 
Regent Road 
Edinburgh 
EH1 3DG 
 
The Egyptian Halls Upper Floors 1996 CPO; why did GCC change the Government approved 
process without permission? And why should the private sector co-owners be expected to 
fund what are clearly the ramifications of this non-disclosed change? 
 
Dear Minister Mackay 

I have on behalf of USP Ltd and USI Ltd written to you before on the subject that is the stalled 
Egyptian Halls Project. Since May 1998 USP Ltd and from May 2008 USI Ltd also in conjunction with 
USP Ltd have worked tirelessly with GCC to deliver this project e.g. GCC’s Bailie Cameron in a letter 
to Culture Minister Hyslop July 2010 

“As you may know the Council has been working with USP Properties, the owners of the magnificent 
grade A listed Egyptian Halls building in Union Street Glasgow for many years in order to help them 
bring the building into a single ownership and, having achieved this, to bring forward suitable 
proposals for the refurbishment of the building for an appropriate productive use. 

“A considerable amount of correspondence and many meetings, over a prolonged period of time, 
have already taken place between the developer and his agents, the City Council and Historic 
Scotland - , and the developer has committed very significant expenditure on bringing the building into 
a single ownership, on preparing a range of technical and conservation studies, and in completing 
both option and development appraisals for a variety of potential end uses.”   

However there has always been a massive CPO related issue in the background and the 
aforementioned progress was achieved despite GCC changing the agreed 1996 CPO process. In 
summary the following has occurred due to GCC’s as yet unaccountable actions. 

1. Amending the 1996 CPO entry from a General Vesting Declaration to a Notarial Instrument, which 
was then and still is highly unusual (see Page 4 Clause ii overleaf). Q? Did this render the CPO 
illegal? 

 
2. Not informing the then Scottish Secretary’s Office of this fundamental change, therefore did not get 
 permission to do so in 1996. Q? Did this render the CPO illegal? 
 
3. Not informing the original Ground Floor Consortium in 1996. Q? Did this breach the agreed “back to 
 back agreement”? 

 
4. Not informing the 2nd Ground Floor Consortium in 1999. Q? Did this breach this agreed “back to 
 back agreement”? 
 
5. Not being able to transfer the Upper Floors title in 2001 to USP-USD Ltd as per the legally agreed 
 “back to back” agreement.  Q? Did this breach this agreed “back to back agreement”? 
 
6. And then in 2011 GCC admit via a letter to USP that the CPO has not worked (see Page 5), that  

GCC has “failed to unify the ownership” and USP has reconciled it instead! Q? Was this CPO then   
a comprehensive failure and waste of time and resources for all stakeholders? 

 
When the back-to-back agreement could not be completed in 2001 GCC’s Legal Dept (person tbcf) 
apologised profusely for the error to USP’s Solicitors.  
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And then from 2001 to 2008 GCC assured USP and then USI that once the Lands Tribunal process 
had been completed the required funding would be found to preserve a building GCC describes as 
“The Egyptian Halls in Union Street is considered by many to be the greatest architectural 
achievement of Alexander Greek Thomson and one of the finest buildings in the city”. GCC 
Economic Development Committee Report June 2010 
 
However since 2010 GCC due to a combination of budget cuts, and therefore a significant 
unwillingness to admit this culpability and then account for the financial ramifications has adopted an 
increasingly challenging and obfuscative approach to this project. GCC Senior officers refuse to 
discuss any aspect of the project despite also being on record as stating the following: 
 
“5 Year Strategy to Boost City Centre Regeneration” will include a comprehensive and 
collaborative review of city centre retail strategy and specifically a consideration of whether areas 
like Union Street, Argyle Street, Sauchiehall Street, Trongate, should in fact be completely 
reconfigured.” Ms Cameron said there will be numerous opportunities for Glasgow to capitalise in 
coming years. “We need to find the right sources of funding, and there are various 
routes."  Bailie Cameron GCC Economic Development Convenor 25th June 2012- Evening Times 
 
However it is not overlooked by USP and USI that the current GCC officers can’t have known of the 
issues the 1996 CPO amendment was storing up. However it’s surely also plausible to concede that 
co-owners USP Ltd and USI Ltd can’t be expected to continue to carry the huge burden that this 1996 
CPO amendment has caused without any doubt at all, which is increasing at circa £600k+ per year 
and which for comparison only the project costs have trebled since GCC was unable to discharge its 
2001 contractual obligations. 
 
Now its crystal clear GCC had agreed to use the GVD process with the then Scottish Secretary 
in 1996 but this was changed to a Notarial Instrument for reasons that require explanation and 
accounting for during the period 1996 and on to 1999-2001. This change also does not follow 
the issued CPO Guidelines, see Page 6 for proof. 
 
Past 2001 the die was cast and the former owners then realised that’s GCC’s without approval and 
non disclosed amendment had allowed them huge leeway to claim up to £2M and all funded by the 
Lands Tribunal. Eventually the price paid was £26,000 and £25,000 for the respective pro-indiviso 
shares of the Upper Floor titles plus USP had to pay £90k of costs. All in all, less than £150k but costs 
during this 7 year period increased by circa £7M! 
 
USP after investing circa £2.5M, which it then could not recoup due the balance of the building’s 
ownership not being transferred to it as legally agreed was left with no option but to agree to the 
process that evolved from 2001 onwards. And in 2014 the project is still trying to cope with the legacy 
of this CPO change from way back in 1996, when the Rt Hon Michael Forsyth now Baron Forsyth of 
Drumlean was Scottish Secretary and which reinforces just how long ago this took place.  And now 
GCC is following the Scot Govt’s misformed approach that the Egyptian Halls is a “wholly 
commercial project”, which it's a paradigm shift away from ever being! 
 
Perhaps your office can ask GCC to explain the CPO process on the premise that a reconciliation of 
the germane issues will unlock the relevant funding sources and which will then allow a  £21M 
scheme capable of delivering the following Project Benefits to be implemented. 
 

• The preservation of world famous Egyptian Halls 100%  

• £21M+ Development begins MUCH WANTED Union Street regeneration  

• 114+ bedroom 4 star hotel on the USI owned Upper Floors  

• Bars/Restaurants on USP owned Ground Floor  

• 200 jobs-30+ Modern Apprenticeships 

• Deliver an EXTRA £300k-£350k Business Rates p.a.  
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And it’s well worth noting that over the past 33 years, circa £10M in Business Rates has been “lost”!  

Perhaps your office can facilitate a collaborative meeting, which would involve all relevant 
stakeholders? 

Yours sincerely 

 

Derek J Souter 

For and on Behalf of USP Ltd and USI Ltd 

CC George Black- Chief Exec GCC, Sandra White MSP, Shona Robison MSP 
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SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT CPO GUIDELINES NOVEMBER 2011- EXTRACT 
 
Stage 14 – The authority takes possession of the property 
56. The compulsory purchase order itself doesn’t transfer legal ownership of your property to the 
authority. The authority needs to follow procedures set out in law to become the legal owner of your 
property and take possession of it. There are different ways that the authority can do this, but 
whichever way it chooses, it should give you as much notice as possible about when it wants you to 
move out. 

57. In Scotland, authorities usually use a General Vesting Declaration (GVD). The GVD is a formal 
procedure that gives the authority legal ownership of the property and the right to enter it and take 
possession of it on a set date. 

58. If the authority is using a GVD, it will send all owners and occupiers a notice of the GVD. The 
notice will tell you the date the authority will become the legal owner of the property. On that date the 
authority will have the right to enter and take possession of the property.  
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21st February 2014 

Forbes Barron 
Head of Planning 
Glasgow City Council 
229 George Street 
Glasgow 
G1 1 RX 
 
Dear Mr Barron 
 
Further to USP’s letter of 22/10/2013 and GCC’s reply 27/01/2014. Can I ask that GCC answers the  
questions asked specifically in relation to the following prescribed timescales as follows as opposed to  
after the GVD mistake was admitted by GCC Legal Dept to Ken Gerber then of Kidstons. So can GCC  
focus on the following? 
 

• USP bought No 88 and No 96 Sept 1998 
• USP then bought no 84 Feb 1999 and then inherited the lead Ground Floor consortium role 
• USP then bought no 100 Feb 2005  

 
During all these transactions excluding the 2005 purchase of No 100, the 1996 CPO missives between GCC and 
Portfolio Holdings as the lead Co-Ordinator for the Ground Floor owners/FRI tenants were relied on. And the 
legally binding document on all parties contained the following specific clause  
 
Clause 3/Point ii, which states entry in 1996 was by General Vesting Declaration-see page 3 
 
Relevant Clarification 
 
1, Between 1996 and USP’s purchase of 88 and 96, the original Ground Floor Consortium applied for Planning 
and LBC; achieved this and also went to tender, selected Ogilvie Construction as the main contractor and had in 
place a provisional start date. And then Paratus (403) Ltd appealed the CPO. All parties were under the distinct 
belief that entry had been by General Vesting Declaration as per the agreed contract. Why else would the 
Ground Floor consortium work tirelessly to achieve and also fund the aforementioned? Would they have done 
this if they knew there would be an eight-year delay involved in getting title to the upper floors? 
 
2, USP took over the lead role from Portfolio Holdings with one specific and crucial GCC created pre-condition 
before USP could get the title to the Upper Floors and that that USP was to get Paratus (403) Ltd to drop their 
CPO appeal. If and when this happened GCC would convey the Upper Floors via the CPO, which according to 
the un-altered and non-amended CPO missives had been taken using a General Vesting Declaration. USP 
achieved the dropping of the appeal, but when it asked GCC for the title, on mid 2001 GCC then told USP that 
entry had in fact been by a Notarial Instrument, and that title could not be competed until compensation was 
agreed or determined by the Lands Tribunal for Scotland. 
 
3, This is contrary to the clear statement of how entry had been achieved in the 1996 CPO missives, and of the 
agreement between USP and GCC detailed within the 20/12/1999 Kidtsons letter. 
 
4. During the subsequent discussions between GCC and Kidstons, a member of GCC Legal department 
informed Kidstons that that entry was taken by Notarial Instrument rather than by GVD, because this allowed the 
Council to take entry immediately in order to carry out urgent repairs, and that title could not be completed by the 
Council until compensation to the upper floor owners was dealt with. And when this was actioned let’s not 
overlook GCC and the then Ground Floor owners had been trying for circa 16 years to get the then Upper Floors 
owners to discharge their Repairs obligations as defined by the registered Deed of Conditions. 
 
5, Further nobody that either was in the 1st version of the Ground Floor consortium or the second version or 
indeed anybody in GCC-DRS/Planning that either was dealing with apparently knew of the change either. This 
begs at least the following questions a) who knew? b) When did they know? c) Why was the change never 
disclosed? 
 
6, Only Superdrug is left from the original Ground Floor consortium and their legal advisors have asked to be 
kept updated regarding current USP-GCC correspondence. 
 
7, Someone within GCC surely knew the contract it was entering into 20/12/1999 with USP Ltd could not be 
delivered?  I believe the lengthy delay in getting title was an “unintended consequence” of having proceeded 
along the Notarial Instrument route, but the fact remains that this delay has had a hugely negative effect, which 
given costs are increasing by £600k per year, is still being felt! And when this is coupled with the 70% drop in 
valuations over the same period, one can determine that the Ground Floor owners were hostage to fortune and 
could do nothing to discharge the by then incumbent 1987 LBRN. 
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8, However, if you refer to the correspondence supplied it is apparent that the people at GCC that USP was 
dealing with did not know of the change, and were expecting that once USP had delivered the Paratus (403) Ltd 
appeal abandonment the scheme would be going ahead timeously. NOBODY in 2001 thought it would take 7 
years to get the Upper Floors conveyed away from the then owners. GCC’s letter to USP dated 11/01/2010 is 
attached at Page 4 for ease of reference. 
 
The Ramifications of not using the agreed General Vesting Declaration 
 
USP and USD’s strategy was to obtain a 100% controlling interest in the building, which was agreed back in 
1999 by GCC and still is as on 4th Feb 2014 in a letter to USP GCC stated “As you’ll be aware the Council took 
the unusual step of consolidating the building’s ownership through a Compulsory Purchase Order- with full 
ownership passing to you in 2009- as we felt that the previous mixture of disparate, private owners meant that it 
would be impossible to rescue and restore the property until such clarity of ownership, purpose and intent was 
achieved.” 
 
USP has suffered significant financial consequences due to the non-disclosure of the entry change. And would 
not have purchased No 84,88 96 and 100 Union St, if it had known GCC had changed the mode of entry. Given 
the lengthy track record of failure by the parties who owned and occupied the building to deal with the statutory 
repairs notice, it would not have been commercially sound to buy the relevant Ground Floor units without being 
able to legally control the whole building due to the following then crystallising: 
 

a) USP then inherited the relevant LBRN obligations per unit, which when 88,96 and 84 were when 
combined a total of circa 52% of the costs. And the Ground Floor still has this burden 
 

b) Because there was no GVD then there was then no immediate control for USP and USD as agreed 
 

c) Therefore the LBRN scheme would be delayed but causally due to increasing deterioration, scheme 
costs could rise significantly and they have now more than quadrupled! 
 

d) The Upper Floors owners then argued for outrageous compensation as a negotiating strategy and they 
did argue for £2M and eventually got £51K plus £65k costs some 8 years later! 

 
e) Valuations have also decreased significantly since 2001. Also the failure to implement the 2001 scheme 

has strategically weakened the overall Union Street thoroughfare. 
 
We are not suggesting that the Council deliberately misled USP or the preceding owner – all we are saying is 
that there was an innocent misrepresentation, and that USP has suffered significant loss as a result of this. The 
objective of this process is to remind and reinforce to GCC that USP and USI has always striven to the best level 
it can attain to deliver the envisaged project. However this delivery has been frustrated significantly over the 
years and for very different reasons from the former Upper Floor owners and by diametrical contrast GCC 
achieving entry earlier by 30 days and which has backfired horrendously for all the positively involved 
stakeholders. 
 
Perhaps USP can suggest that this matter is assessed by the Scottish Public Services Ombudsman  (SPSO) or 
even the Lands Tribunal of Scotland as it’s unfair to ask GCC to comment objectively on an issue dating back to 
1996 and which still has a huge and increasing importance almost 18 years later. 
 
I look forward to hearing from you or meeting to discuss this situation in parallel with our collaborative plans to 
deliver the project..  
 
Yours sincerely 

 

 

Derek J Souter 
Director 
 
CC Richard Brown –Exec Director GCC-DRS, Duncan Souter and Kelvin Kerr – Directors USP Ltd. 
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UNION STREET
PROPERTIES LTD

26 Foundry Lane
Dundee DD4 6AY

Tel: (01382) 451702
Fax: (01382) 456778 

Registered in Scotland 
No: 186601

 

 

22nd October 2013 
 
 
Richard Brown 
Executive Director DRS 
Glasgow City Council 
229 George Street 
Glasgow 
 
Dear Mr Brown 
 
The Egyptian Halls- Alleged CPO Misrepresentation by GCC 
 
I write to you with regard to Union Street Properties Ltd who since May 1998 has been involved 
pivotally throughout a very protracted and combined development and investment process directly 
relating to the Egyptian Halls.  
 
And I’m writing to highlight how between 12 and 17 years have been lost due to a decision by GCC, 
which gained 30 days way back in 1996: 
 
1, See attached original CPO- Clause 3/Point ii (top of Page 7 of the PDF), which states entry in 1996 
was by General Vesting Declaration 
 
2, See attached Kidstons letter 20/12/1999 and in particular point (d). 
 
3, Refer to the final page for the ramifications of GCC taking entry by Notarial Instrument as opposed 
to the General Vesting Declaration process contained within the agreed missives with the original 
consortium and then with USP Ltd /USD Ltd 
 
4, What has never been discussed with GCC is the financial cost of this CPO entry change to USP 
Ltd. Although USP has long been on record from circa 2002 onwards to GCC and Historic Scotland 
and the Scottish Government regarding the increasing project costs that were accruing due to the 
now very visible negative impact of the used Notarial Instrument.  

5, The objective was always to get the scheme to a status, which allowed it to be funded. It has been 
since May 2008 and GCC’s appetite to fund the project has declined commensurate with the 
combination of the financial crisis and the quadrupling of cost but also so apparently has its 
willingness to take cognisance of it’s pivotal role from 1980 to 2008.  

6, And since 2009 USP has found it now can’t fund it’s LBRN obligations, which from 1998- 2006 it 
could have done so very comfortably. It’s commercial future can only be guaranteed by either a 
Rebuild option, which would see USP’s balance sheet very positive or a collaborative scheme. This 
has been raised again and again and again for serious discussion with GCC and or Scot Gov.  

7, For absolute clarity USP would never have bought Nos 88 and 96 Union Street and then No 84 
Union Street if it had been disclosed beforehand by GCC that taken entry via the Notarial Instrument 
process. In 2001-2002 a then very viable project was derailed due to the non-disclosed use of the 
Notarial Instrument process. Since then the overall USP investment has been circa £4M and also 
USP Ltd’s commerical future has been destroyed due to a quadrupling of costs since 1998 and these 
are increasing at £600k per year.  

8, And after thinking very carefully USP’s post planning approval dialogue during 2013 with GCC, all 
this appears to be becoming “forgotten” as GCC perhaps attempts to position the Egyptian Halls as a 
purely 100% Commercial project and which should require marginal Public sector funding compared 
to the strategic funding it has been demonstrated since mid 2009 it needs. This is despite the co-
ownership of the Egyptian Halls, which segments and defines via the legally binding Deed of 
Conditions the scale of the USP deficit and which is now close to -£11M! 
 
9, And it appears GCC’s central role will again become an increasing likelihood due USP Ltd failing to 
achieve “Going Concern” status over the next few months. 
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10, For clarity by the time USP became involved in 1998 the ownership/LBRN/CPO issues had been 
noted for action since 1980 by GCC and the relevant bodies e.g. Historic Scotland. And to place this 
in context, the following is an extract from a letter by GCC’s Bailie Cameron to Culture Minister Hyslop 
12th July 2010 

 
Dear Minister 

ALEXANDER "GREEK" THOMSON THE EGYPTIAN HALLS DEVELOPMENT, UNION ST, GLASGOW  

As you may know the Council has been working with USP Properties, the owners of the magnificent grade A 
listed  Egyptian  Halls  building  in  Union  Street  Glasgow  for  many  years  in  order  to  help  them  bring  the 
building  into  a  single  ownership  and,  having  achieved  this,  to  bring  forward  suitable  proposals  for  the 
refurbishment of the building for an appropriate productive use. 

A considerable amount of correspondence and many meetings, over a prolonged period of time, have already 
taken place between the developer and his agents, the City Council and Historic Scotland ‐, and the developer 
has committed very significant expenditure on bringing the building into a single ownership, on preparing a 
range of technical and conservation studies, and in completing both option and development appraisals for a 
variety of potential end uses.   

To summarise USP would welcome discussions with GCC to clarify what its position is regarding the 
now alleged “misrepresentation”. I’ve copied in USP’s lawyer who has acted for USP since 1998 and 
GCC’s Head of Legal Services to make them aware of this situation. Perhaps both could discuss the 
issues now raised with the singular objective of providing legal opinion leading to this issue being 
reconciled quickly once an effective assessment has been undertaken. 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

Derek J Souter 

Director 

CC Ken Gerber, Partner- Anderson Strathern, Elaine Gellatly-Head of Legal Services GCC, Forbes 
Barron- Head of Planning GCC, Duncan Souter and Kelvin Kerr – Directors USP Ltd. 
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How 14 years were lost due unexpected grant failures and then by an ineffective CPO process! 
 
The original Ground Floor consortium of Superdrug/Birthdays/Timpsons led by Portfolio Holdings had 
agreed a CPO process for the Upper Floors due to the then owners not discharging their LBRN 
obligations between 1995 and 1998, the CPO entry was agreed in the CPO missives as via a General 
Vesting Declaration (GVD). The “McConville scheme” was given Planning approval and Listed 
Building Consent and a combined grant package of £1.34M was agreed with GCC (£100k), GDA 
(£250k) and Hist. Scot (£990k). The only issue remaining was to get the former owners to drop their 
appeal. When USP bought No 88 and No 96 it was asked by the then Consortium to give Landlords 
permission for the approved scheme and to also assess a scheme brought forward by Paratus (403) 
Ltd, who’d then just purchased 50% of the Upper Floors. It was then found out that the McConnville 
scheme if implemented would have replaced the floors, which as we all know would not have worked 
structurally and would have led to a) the building being demolished b) massively increased costs to 
prop the building and massively increased costs to attempt a façade retention. 

Therefore USP Ltd and the other consortium members a) approved the now termed “1st Morrison 
scheme” (TMP), b) sought an additional £500k of grant funding for a scheme, which would then 
preserve the entire building as opposed to a scheme, which would have destroyed the internal 
structure. So £1.84M grant as opposed to a £1.34M grant was sought and based on the discussions 
TMP had with Hist. Scot this would be forthcoming subject to funding and planning and LBC for the 
original scheme, which was then approved as well. So at this stage the approval of an incremental 
grant of £500k would have seen the 1st TMP scheme underway. As USP Ltd had agreed to 
compensate Paratus (403) Ltd for their 50% share and also that of Man Fung Lung who owned the 
other 50%. Both “knew” GCC had served the CPO using a General Vesting Declaration so once their 
appeal was dropped the scheme went ahead and compensation if not agreed would be fixed by the 
Lands Tribunal, which would be less than was being offered now. 

The CPO appeal was dropped, which was greatly welcomed by all and then it all went awry horribly. 
The extra grant, which Hist. Scot had told TMP would be available was refused, to compound this 
now dire situation their £990k grant was rescinded and GDA to cap it all then rescinded their £245K 
grant. So from an expected £1.84M to £100k for a scheme that circa Year 2000, would have 
preserved the Egyptian Halls and brought the Upper Floors back into commercial use as an 84 
bedroom hotel was destroyed. 

USP Ltd could then not pay the sum agreed to the Upper Floor owners and whilst lobbying to get the 
grant funding required. It was then discovered in parallel that GCC had in fact served the CPO 
and taken entry using a Notarial Instrument, this meant in effect the opposite of what was 
thought and that the former owners now held a massive bargaining advantage. As GCC could 
now not take the titles and agree compensation, to get the titles GCC now had to agree compensation 
first. The Upper Floor owners on realising this increased the price they wanted 10 fold. 

It then took from year 2000 to May 2008 to reconcile this, which was achieved by USP and not by the 
incumbent legislation. The financial crisis then engulfed the Western economies and the end result 
has been a) increased dereliction, b) Ground Floor valuations decreasing by 70% c) a trebling of 
costs all of which combines to the effect to produce the now -£10-£11M Ground Floor deficit. If this is 
not reconciled then the Egyptian Halls cannot survive. A feature of this project has been the lack of 
collaborative thinking especially from the relevant public departments and including Govt. Ministers; 
there is one Final Opportunity to grasp just perhaps!  

And when one considers that the decision to change from General Vesting Declaration to that of 
Notarial Instrument only gained 30 days earlier access but has then became a massive and 
expensive millstone and now given the state the building is now in, the uncertain future it now faces 
and the funding deficit to be bridged, then this surely was a decision, which can only now be 
described as painfully perplexing and horribly expensive! And, which was also non-disclosed in the 
legally binding document, which USP and GCC agreed and which still states the GVD option as being 
the one used. 
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The Egyptian Halls ‐ A Catalogue of Missed Opportunities; 
Economic ‐ Heritage ‐ Regenerational 1980‐2015‐ DOES DEMOLITON LOOM? 

 
Introduction:  
 
This Aide Memoire has been produced after long and extensive discussions and review of the near 17 
years of documentation held by USP and USI in relation to the attempts to preserve the Egyptian Halls 
and also return it to commercial sustainability. Efforts to do so have been significantly nullified by a 
complete absence of collaborative engagement by the Scottish Governments and their agencies. 
 
It has also recently been reinforced again to USP and USI that circulating amongst various individuals 
and organisations that are both connected and influential relating to the project that there is a 
misformed belief that USP & USI are somehow seeking grants to subsidise their commercial 
development e.g August 2011 the following was briefed to the Herald and Times by “senior officials 
within GCC.” "with many within the authority seeing it as an attempt by the developer to force 
them into coming up with several million pounds." This is completely and utterly incorrect and 
inaccurate, as the project required £3M of funding back in 1997, prior to USP and USI’s involvement. 
 
This project proposal has always been in two parts due to the statutory obligation to discharge the 1991 
LBRN, which has over the years became massively more onerous to satisfy due to always increasing 
costs required due to accelerating deterioration and dereliction: 
 

• ‘Part 1’ to address the very specific decline in this historic Grade A architectural masterpiece  
 

• ‘Part 2’ will be the bespoke development for new sustainable commercial uses. 
 
In that context it is essential all parties understand that applications for Grant support have been purely 
to address ‘Part 1’ of the project and to address decay in the historic fabric. These are “extraordinary” 
costs for “extraordinary” works that must also be done in particular ways and to particular standards. 
On successful completion ‘Part 1’ will simply but importantly have achieved the industry norm of ‘Basic 
shell’ status. Only once that has been achieved will it be possible to formulate and deliver ‘Part 2’ of the 
project, namely the commercially viable and sustainable development based upon the approved Hotel 
and Leisure uses for the building.  
 
With this clear and irrefutable background the following catalogue of events should be understood and 
judged. The question of how did such a world famous get into such a dire, dire, really dire state 
despite relevant LBRN and CPO legislation being used to achieve the preservation of the Egyptian 
Halls and its return to long term commercial sustainability should now be asked and answered.  
And this document could be used as one of the initial reference points to begin this evaluation process. 
It is also recognised that the roots of this complex problem date back to the mid 1990’s and the 
personnel involved then are not the personnel in place now who have to come to terms with and 
reconcile this toxic legacy. 
 

 
 

     
For and Behalf of the Egyptian Halls Project ‐16th February 2015 
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The 1 page GCC CPO Amendment letter, which has caused a 17 Year Delay, 
close to being unbelievable but wholly accurate, very, very, very unfortunately! 
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The Egyptian Halls Constructed and Opened 1874 

 

 
 
 
 

Restored 2017‐2018? 
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Or Demolished 2016? 

 

 
 

And Rebuilt 2017‐2018? 
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Acknowledged Project Benefits if the approved scheme was implemented  

• The preservation of the world famous Egyptian Halls   

• £20M+ Development begins much desired Union Street regeneration   

• 114+ bedroom, circa 3- 4 star hotel on the USI owned Upper Floors   

• Bars/Restaurants on USP owned Ground Floor     

• 200 jobs-30+ Modern Apprenticeships   

• Deliver an EXTRA £300k-£350k Business Rates p.a.   

• Meets GCC - Scot Govt's Economic Growth, Tourism, Training and Cultural Preservation 
strategies     

Given the aforementioned one would surmise all stakeholders e.g. GCC, Historic Scotland and USP 
and USI would collaborate effectively to dovetail with the requirements of the HLF Enterprise 
programme.  How wrong you would be! 

 
Acknowledged Project Benefits if the New Build scheme was approved 

• £20M+ Development begins much desired Union Street regeneration   

• 114+ bedroom, circa 3- 4 star hotel on the USI owned Upper Floors   

• Bars/Restaurants on USP owned Ground Floor    

• 200 jobs-30+ Modern Apprenticeships   

• Deliver an EXTRA £300k-£350k Business Rates p.a.   

• Meets GCC - Scot Govt's Economic Growth, Tourism and Training strategies     

Given the aforementioned one would surmise all stakeholders e.g. GCC, Historic Scotland, the Scottish 
Government would collaborate effectively with the Egyptian Halls Building Preservation Trust (EHBPT) 
to dovetail with the requirements of the HLF Enterprise programme.  How wrong you would be! 
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The Egyptian Halls - A Catalogue of Missed Opportunities Summary 

 
1980-1996 – Action finally taken by GCC but almost wholly ineffective from the outset. 
 
1991 GCC serves the first LBRN but has to re-serve it again in 1995 due to the original not being 
served competently. And finally after 16 years of the then Upper Floor owners refusing to carry out 
mutual repairs GCC in conjunction with the Ground Floor owners/tenants implement a CPO. 
 
1998-1999 – Near Disaster Averted! 
 
The by then approved 100% destructive scheme by both GCC and Historic Scotland, which included 
removal of the existing floors would have left the façade largely “unsupported” and therefore virtually 
ready for Demolition and which for which £1.4M of grant funding had also been awarded was put on 
hold while USP’s alternative and significant Conservation biased scheme was presented.  
 
Prior to that intervention GCC had amended the CPO to gain immediate entry for “urgent” structural 
works and repairs, which were in fact not required. Therefore the CPO amendment, which is still 
haunting the project 17 years later was based on a non-expert and hugely misformed appraisal by both 
GCC and Historic Scotland. 
 
1999-2002- The First Missed Opportunity! 
 
USP had previously been informed that the preceding “destructive” scheme by others had £1.4m grant 
funding commitment. The response to USP’s subsequent conservation scheme was that grant funding 
circa £2+m would be available for what Historic Scotland were reported to have judged as one of the 
best grant conservation submissions ever received by them. In fact the actual grant offer subsequently 
intimated by Historic Scotland was for £250k down from £990k, GDA had rescinded its grant due to the 
CPO amendment but GCC offered £100k. So not £2M and not even the previous £1.4M but £350k! 
 
USP then found GCC could not deliver on its agreed contractual obligations to deliver the building via 
CPO due to an error in 2001-2002, which was admitted by GCC’s Legal Department to USP’s legal 
agent.  This hen enabled the previous owners to hold out for compensation thereby preventing the title 
to the Upper Floors being conveyed to USP. No scheme could be delivered until the upper floors had 
been conveyed to USP. The ill thought and poorly judged CPO amendment by GCC began to have 
significant and long lasting repercussions!  
 
GCC re-assures USP the Lands Tribunal referral to address the previous owners claim for 
compensation would take 12-18 months. 
 
2002- 2008 GCC’s inability to use the CPO effectively continues 
 
In 2005 USP frustrated by GCC’s continuing inability to address the increasingly costly ramifications of 
the CPO amendment purchased 50% of the Upper Floors title. That action weakened fundamentally 
the £2M compensation claim by the other owner. That remaining 50% owner was awarded  £26K in mid 
2006. Meanwhile costs for said project had risen from   £3.4M to near £8M. The Council’s CPO 
amendment had resulted in substantial time delays and spiralling costs which have continued to date.  
 
USP finally overrides GCCs completely ineffectual CPO strategy by purchasing the 50% balance of the 
Upper Floors title in response to the owner dropping his Court of Session Appeal in pursuit of his 
disagreement with the Lands Tribunal. So 10 years on from the fateful GCC CPO amendment, the 
Egyptian Halls was now co-owned by parties committed to the conservation project. Surely the scheme 
would now be funded? 
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2010 – The Second Missed Opportunity 
 
The Scottish Govt. then refused to award the “extraordinary funding” required to bridge the massive 
increase in the cost deficit resulting directly from the flawed and now failed CPO. Given this particular 
form of CPO amendment is no longer allowed, we’re now of the opinion that GCC did not disclose this 
as the fundamental reason to the Scottish Government, instead GCC allowed the blame to be shifted to 
the private sector owners USP and USI respectively. 
 
 
2012-2015 – The Third and Final Missed Opportunity Or Not? 
 
Having refused Ground Floor co-owner USP’s request to Demolish the Egyptian Halls in 2011 GCC 
persuaded USP and the other co-owner USI to apply for Planning Permission on the promise approval 
would unlock funding sources. Yet another false dawn as both GCC and the Scottish Govt. now define 
the Egyptian Halls as a “wholly commercial project”.  
 
This despite the flawed misformed strategies by both parties being fundamental contributors to the 
massively increased scheme costs of circa £18M+. GCC also now claim no knowledge of promised 
unlocking of funding sources despite evidence to suggest strongly otherwise, refuse to discuss 
awarding any grant funding and resolutely refuse to discuss its role between 1996 and 2014.  
 
 
Regenerational, Economic and Heritage Consequences 1998-2014 
 

• 16 years have been lost. 

• Costs have risen from £3M to £12M- a nonviable £9M increase. 

• If Business Rates had been paid 2000 -2014, the public purse would have received  £4M+ 

• Compare that with the incremental £600k required in 2000-2001 but refused 

• Union Street would have been significantly regenerated and vibrant compared to today 

 

The Cultural and Economic Importance of the Egyptian Halls 
 
“The Egyptian Halls and the unique location, continue to give advantages, which are considerably 
greater than other potential city centre projects.” Steve Inch then Exec Director DRS- GCC- July 09 
 
“The proposed development is clearly in line with national economic and tourism strategy and, in 
addition to providing accommodation towards the acknowledged hotel bed space shortage in the City, 
will contribute employment (160 jobs) and additional non domestic rate (approximately £350,000 per 
annum.” GCC’s Bailie Cameron July 2010 
 
“There is no question that the Egyptian Halls is the finest surviving example of an Alexander Thomson 
commercial building. And it would be a great pity if lack of a relatively small amount of money in terms 
of public expenditure, condemned this building, which is a building of the first importance, not simply in 
Glasgow or Scotland but in European terms.” Neil Baxter, RIAS June 2010 
 
“The development is a critical part of our developing strategy for the refurbishment /upgrading of Union 
Street- GCC’s Bailie Cameron July 2010 
 
 “One of Glasgow’s most important grade A listed buildings and is of real international significance. 
There is no doubt that it is a master- piece of Victorian design and construction – unfortunately now 
showing clear signs of accelerating deterioration.” GCC’s Bailie Cameron July 2010 
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A Chronological Summary of effects of the 1991 LBRN and 1996 CPO  
 

 
Feb 2015 
CURRENT 
POSITION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1980-1991 
11 YEARS 
OF NON 
ACTVITY 
 
 
1991-1995 
 + 4 years 
wasted 
 
 
Mid 1996- 
CPO served 
 
 
By 1998 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Feb1998 
 
 
 
 
 
Mid 1998 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
As officers from GCC and Historic Scotland attempt to come to terms with the 
ramifications of the rapidly accelerating deterioration of this Grade A “world 
renowned architectural masterpiece”. Given we now know 
 
a) The Rear Wall needs replaced  
b) The roof needs replaced  
c) The façade now needs a EXTRA circa £2.5M to preserve it  
d) And this work cannot wait 18-24 months as it will be another £2M+ or even 
impossible to achieve. 
 
Grant Funding Comparison 
 

• In 1999 the Grant Funding requirement was £3.5M 
• In 2010 the Grant Funding requirement was £7M 
• In Feb-2015 the Grant Funding requirement is now £19M+ 

 
 
GCC had known since 1980 that the then Upper Floor owners are refusing to 
discharge their statutory obligations but GCC have done very little to ensure they do 
meet their legal obligations. 
 
 
 
In 1991 GCC serves the first LBRN but has to re-serve it again in 1995 due to 
the original not being served competently.  
 
 
 
Action finally taken by GCC but ineffective from the outset After 16 years during 
which the then Upper Floor owners refused to carry out mutual repairs GCC in 
conjunction with the Ground Floor owners/tenants agree to implement a CPO. 
 
The 1st Consortium had secured substantial grant support of £1.4M with time 
constraint Terms and Conditions, And secured Planning Approval and Listed 
Building Consent. Tenders were obtained and a contractor about to be appointed to 
undertake the repair works. Despite the fact that a Building Warrant had yet to be 
awarded by GCC, which was then and still is extremely risky Also in a ‘back to back’ 
agreement that Consortium were to receive from GCC the title to the upper floors 
resulting from the CPO and ahead of the repair contract starting. That would enable 
the Consortium to forward sell to a hotel developer. As early as Feb. 1998 when GCC 
changed the CPO that chain of transactions with said consortium was all but 
impossible to achieve. That was not realised until mid 2001.   
 
GCC issues the single letter that details the misformed CPO amendment, which 
at the time immediately led to the rescindment of a £245k GDA grant (equates to 
£900k in 2014 terms). Apparently the amendment was implemented due to GCC and 
Historic Scotland believing the Egyptian Halls was in danger of immediate collapse 
due to both having not commissioned expert structural surveys to prove otherwise. 
 
The Morrison Partnership (TMP) was contacted by a solicitor contesting the CPO and 
asked to review the project. Key factors included the following statements: -  
 
1) The façade was not tied to the rest of the building and could collapse into Union 

Street at any time. 
2) The concrete floors had been tested and the concrete of such poor quality it was 

incapable of carrying a load. 
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Sept 1998 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Circa 
 1998 / 1999 
 
 
 
Jan 1999 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mid 1999  
 
 
 
 
 
July  2000 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Circa 
1999-2000 
 
 

 
3) Historic Scotland and City of Glasgow Council had accepted those proposals 

Including items 1 & 2 above.   
This of course also proved that GCC’s rationale for the CPO amendment was 
misformed and inaccurate, however GCC did admit this. 

 
TMP in conjunction with John Addison Structural Engineer (JA) undertook detailed 
inspections of the building & researched historical record sources. They then 
presented an alternative and significantly greater preservation biased scheme. Within 
those proposals the following statements were clearly demonstrated. - 
 

a) The front elevation was tied to the rest of the building. 
b) The lime concrete floor slabs were not load carrying slabs but had other 

purposes and, as such the material was acceptable. 
c) The building was not about to fall down and that it could be repaired / saved.        

 
USP Ltd bought two ground floor units (No 88 and No 96) and was appraised of TMP’s 
alternative proposals and supported them. Meanwhile USP reached agreement with 
the then Upper Floor owners who would drop the CPO appeal subject to GCC 
agreeing that USD Ltd would purchase the Upper Floors on completion. 
 
USP purchased another Ground Floor unit, No 84, became the lead party in the 2nd 
Consortium and concluded a back-to-back CPO agreement with GCC, in which GCC 
would transfer the Upper Floor titles to USD Ltd when USP confirmed that the former 
owners had dropped their CPO appeal. Indeed GCC agreed the 1999 new CPO 
missives based on the 1996 version with specific amendments, which of course did 
not mention the CPO amendment. Also these amendments specified that works had 
to begin within 30 days of GCC conveying the title to USP Ltd. This of course could not 
be achieved, as GCC could not convey the title due to the change from a GVD to a 
Notarial Instrument. Therefore one strongly surmises that GCC’s then Chief Solicitor 
who was agreeing this CPO contract was wholly unaware of the Feb 1998 CPO 
amendment   It should also be noted that all parties at the outset agreed separate 
ownership of the Upper Floors from the Ground Floors.  
 
GCC realised it could not have complete the back to back CPO agreement with USP 
then admitted this was due to an “error”. (However, it was not until April 2014 that 
GCC disclosed the true reason to USP, which was the non disclosed 1999 CPO 
amendment). GCC now could not convey the Upper Floors to USP-USD Ltd despite 
agreeing legally to do so. The GCC began the process of referring this to the Lands 
Tribunal, at no cost to the previous owners!  
 
TMP on behalf of USP- USD Ltd then cleared the interior of the upper floors  
 
- The building interior was left clean with substantial areas of plaster on lath wall 
       finishes sound and the timber floors sound.    
 
- There was little evidence of water leaks through roof. 
 
- Many of the windows were arranged in a semi-open position to allow necessary 

Ventilation of the building.      
 
- TMP took Historic Scotland and GCC around the building. At that inspection they 

separately thanked TMP for their timely intervention and expertise. The two 
Authorities had felt compelled to accept the previous scheme given the 
(UNFOUNDED) claims about the buildings stability.   

 
TMP & JA undertook a full technical and conservation review of the building.  
Detailed discussions took place with GCC’s Building Control and Fire Depts, regarding 
the proposals. A detailed Repair Report was prepared including indicative costings. 
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Year 2000 
 
 
 
 
 
 
July 2001 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mid 2002 
 
 
2001-2003 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mid 2003 
 
 
 
April 2004 
 
 
 
May 2004 
 
 
 
 
June 2004 
 
 
 
 

 
TMP also submitted the detailed report to Historic Scotland. And were informed it 
was one of the Best Reports they had received. Historic Scotland was aware that 
the TMP scheme would require an additional grant of circa £600k to supplement the 
£1.4M already awarded. USP – USD were informed by TMP that Historic Scotland 
would be recommending this to be awarded. Scheme cost then was circa £4M.  
 
GCC writes to USP stating, “The Council is committed to achieving the repair of the 
building, as demonstrated by our increased offer of grant, acquisition of the Upper 
Floors and through the continued extension of the missives to enable you to fulfil your 
agreement commitments”. The fact GCC could not deliver the title is not recognised. 
 
The plight of the Egyptian Halls makes its first appearance in the renowned satirical 
magazine Private Eye via the Piloti column.  The owners are praised but GCC and 
Historic Scotland and Scot Govt are of course not. A familiar thread, which is repeated 
2001, 2010, 2011, 2013, 2014. And it’s an unenviable record for the owners to hold, as 
not once are they criticised by Piloti. Yet in Scotland and Glasgow the owners are 
traduced by a whispering campaign emanating from the Public sector stakeholders. 
 
STV’s Artery programme on Alexander “Greek” Thomson is aired. There is a 5 minute 
section on the plight of the Egyptian Halls (http://www.brodieduncan.com/movies.html) 
It was a disgrace then and now close to 15 years later the effect of non collaboration 
and transparency by the Public sector is a scandal. As one of Scotland’s finest 
commercial buildings designed by an architect of world standing hurtles towards 
DEMOLITION. Aided by the toxic effect of the dysfunctional relationship between 
GCC and the current Scottish Govt. 
 
GCC and USP agree the 2002 CPO missives, which then detail the use of the Notarial 
instrument option but again no reference to the 1998 CPO Amendment- WHY NOT? 
 
GCC wrote several times to USP expressing concerns about the condition of the 
building and the need for action. This despite GCC having in place the CPO over the 
Upper Floors and therefore having legal responsibility. 
 
Instead of achieving £2M of necessary grant funding for this superior scheme, the 
grant-funding offer was reduced to £250k. About this time Glasgow Development 
Agencies grant of £245k was rescinded due to the CPO amendment preventing GCC 
conveying the Upper Floors titles to USP-USD. After robust lobbying the Historic 
Scotland grant offer was then increased back to £1.1M. That was promptly followed by 
strenuous efforts to secure the extra £1m necessary to overcome the then deficit. 
However, the ramifications of GCC’s amendment of the CPO were taking their toll.   
 
GCC puts on record in a letter to USP recognition of the tremendous efforts 
and investment by USP to achieve a solution to then lengthy and complex 
Egyptian Halls impasse. 
 
April 2004 GCC remarkably made a written request for a Profit Share from the 
envisaged Development despite not investing any capital in the project and by their 
actions effectively stopped the scheme from progressing. USP also highlights the 
challenges to be reconciled before any profits would be available for disbursement 
 
The First Minister writes to GCC in response to USP’s direct correspondence with his 
office regarding GCC’s handling of the CPO process. Note GCC does not disclose to 
USP or indeed the First Minister the 1998 CPO amendment. 
 
GCC DRS also claims in a letter to Lord Provost that it has been explained to 
USP and its legal advisors why the CPO has been delayed. PATENTLY 
INACCURATE AND POTENTIALLY ADDITIONAL AND COMPOUNDED 
MISREPRESENTATION 11 YEARS! 
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Mid 2005 
 
 
 
 
Mid 2005 
 
 
Mid 2006 
 
 
 
 
May 2008 
 
 
 
Mid 2008 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2000-2009 
General 
Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
April 2009 
 
 
 
 
 
 
April- July 
2009  
 
 
Mid 2009 
 
 
 
 
 
2000- 2010 
General 
Comment 
 
 

 
GCC’s Alan Jardine via email informs USP that date GCC actually took physical 
possession of the Upper Floors was January 2003 ( 4 years later than the 1999 
USP-GCC missives should have achieved). And also that the CPO did not proceed via 
the GVD route. 
 
It was of course mid 1999, when USP found out GCC could not convey the Upper 
Floors titles to it despite their being a legally binding agreement to do so.  
 
USP had of course no option but to watch and wait as GCC struggled and failed to get 
the titles. After 6 years USP took the initiative and purchased privately 50% title to the 
Upper Floors for £26K + costs. The price paid then became the benchmark for the 
remaining 50%, which was being used to claim up to £2M. 
 
In 2006, the Land Tribunal reduced this £2M to £25k but the former owner then 
appealed to the Court of Session, the CPO amendment now a massively toxic 
financial millstone around the neck of the Egyptian Halls Project. 
 
However it was not until May 2008 that USP circumvented the appeal by funding the 
purchase and eventual resolution of this process at a cost of £110k (£25k 
compensation and £85k Paratus costs) GCC failed to act on USP’s recommendation 
that Paratus (403) Ltd should post caution, as it was a £100 company with no assets. 
If so then Paratus would have been more minded to settle earlier. Further Paratus did 
not pay the costs of the Lands Tribunal after being found against them another circa 
£75k loss for the taxpayer 
 
Those years of dispute would not have occurred if GCC had not amended the CPO 
years before. In total this caused a 10-year delay and costs to treble to over £10M.  
 
USP and USI erected scaffold on façade to enable detail inspections, care and 
maintenance and as protection against falling materials. It also enabled a major 
Building And Structural Review in 2008 as well as the GCC requested 2009 
Conservation Plan. Both reports were simply ignored by GCC and on several 
occasions GCC Personnel were even unaware of their existence or worse had not had 
time to read them. Further the 2010 Water the Engine of Decay and the 2010 Do or 
Die Review are also issued but ignored by GCC Senior staff who state also “no time or 
resource to read these” 
 
TMP & JA considered various options for the site including demolition, converting to 
residential or offices etc. Demolition and redevelopment was the only financially viable 
option. To retain the building the development with the lowest deficit was the hotel 
option. Furthermore, the cellular arrangement of a hotel would enable an innovative 
use of such facts to help by pass and therefore retain the existing structure as an 
architectural feature.  
 
GCC Planning provides USP and USI with timeline of key CPO events and relevant 
documents. There is however no mention or disclosure of the 1998 CPO 
amendment. 
 
GCC writes and asks USP and USI to provide combined scheme development 
appraisal, Drivers Jonas and industry respected firm produces this and which 
has a circa £8M deficit 
 
 
 
The ever-increasing scheme costs begin to accelerate due to unchecked 
deterioration. The lack of joined up Government became ever apparent despite 
requests for a genuine Public/Private partnership approach to successive GCC 
officers, Scot Govt officials, MSP’s and Councillors. 
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Jan 2010 
 
 
March 2010 
 
 
 
Mid 2010 
 
 
 
 
 
Mid 2010 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2009- 2010 
 
 
 
 
 

 
At different times over these years TMP had steeplejacks remove, to a place of safety, 
items of loose stone from the façade. On a fairly regular basis, relevant GCC officials 
would phone TMP asking for a progress report. They also considered that the 
Egyptian Halls were critical to the regeneration of Union St. Regeneration of the 
Egyptian Halls would be the catalyst for the revival of Union Street.  On a few 
occasions during this period Historic Scotland, Building Control and Planning 
Department reluctantly visited the building with us. Building Control would not go 
through the building yet declared the building safe and sound.   
 
TMP, over this period, produced various detailed reports on the building at the specific 
request of both Building Control and the Planning Department. Then GCC did nothing 
with these reports. In fact GCC struggled to find those many reports for scheduled 
meetings. 
     
Water ingress to the upper floors of the building was getting much worse. Glasgow 
Council did some temporary repairs to the flat roof. They shored up some windows 
and closed the windows. Structural bracing was fixed to the rear wall. TMP then noted 
the Council had closed up the building. Internal conditions without ventilation got very 
bad, resulting in rot, plaster falling off the walls, timber floors rotting and collapsing. 
Deflection in the roof structure was noted. Corrosion occurring in iron frame. Masonry 
walls, concrete floor slabs etc were saturated in several areas.   
 
TMP recommended the reversal of much of this temporary works undertaken 
by GCC. And Union Street Properties had internal rainwater pipes repaired and 
blockages cleared. That greatly reduced water ingress and environmental 
conditions within the building improved significantly.   
 
GCC writes to USP to confirm it has not completed the CPO process, so after 14 
years this failure is admitted. 
 
Historic Scotland’s Martin Fairley advised that Heads of terms for a 4 star hotel the 
minimum requirement, these were agreed shortly thereafter with one of the several 4 
star hotel operators who had expressed considerable interest in the site.  
 
Development Appraisals for a combined Ground and Upper Floors project showing a 
£7M deficit were produced. GCC awarded a £1M grant for a project with a hotel, which 
included a 3-storey extension, Historic Scotland offered £1.65M. USP and USI agree 
to re- profile all Developer’s profit, site value and deficit reduced to £1.65M, which 
GCC asked for in a detailed letter to the Culture Minister.  
 
Both GCC and Historic Scotland also at same time opine on the scheme’s non viability 
 

• June 2010- GCC states in an Economic Development Committee report 
“However the initial development appraisal suggests that the development will cost 
approximately £18M (including site acquisition, main construction works, fit out etc) 
– but will show a loss of £5.0 million based on the estimated returns. There is 
therefore no prospect of the project proceeding without external funding support”. 

 
• August 2010- HS states "As I have made clear to Derek, the project is, as it 

stands, unviable and I cannot commit further Agency resources to the project until 
such time as this is addressed, thereby allowing me to formally accept the 
application for processing and to then put our technical appraisal in motion.” 

 
During this period in response to USP and USI’s regular requests for a collaborative 
meeting the Finance Secretary and Culture Minister instead wrote to USP informing 
USP that as the Egyptian Halls was a “wholly commercial project” and a commercial 
solution should be found despite the commercial marketplace stating 
unequivocally that the envisaged project was commercially unviable.  
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Furthermore the Scottish Govt believed the Egyptian Halls was 100% owned by a 
single company; USP Ltd, when in fact it was co-owned by USP (Ground Floor) and 
USI (Upper Floors).  Both are separate legal entities and are not bound by any legal 
obligation apart from the requirement to discharge the incumbent Listed Building 
Repairs Notice. So due to the Scottish Government defining the Egyptian Halls as a 
“wholly commercial project”, USI had to rescind its offer to cross subsidise USP. 
Another pertinent example of the misformed Scot Govt. approach to this project. 
 
 
GCC awards USP a £1M grant but awards ZERO to USI who are the hotel developers 
and which is the primary Regeneration and Tourism contributor. This £1M grant is 
awarded despite GCC stating in it’s own report that project has at least a £5M 
deficit, which the commercial property sector refuses to fund. GCC also 
maximises the positive media profile this announcement generates positioning itself 
as all but being the saviour of the Egyptian Halls. 
 
GCC’s Bailie Cameron writes very strong, reasoned letter to Culture Minister Hyslop 
asking for “extraordinary funding” and reinforces the projects near 30-year gestation 
that the owners have invested significant resources and the heritage, cultural and 
economic regenerational benefits that would accrue. The letter does not of course 
state that GCC was the primary cause of the scheme delay. Hence it still appears to 
the outside observer that somehow this delay and cost deficit is the responsibility of 
the building’s owners, which of course is a misformed premise if one knew the whole 
story. The Scottish Government refuse the funding and reinforce that this is a “wholly 
commercial project” and refuses all requests to meet the building’s co-owners. Yet 
simultaneously agrees to fund £4M for the Abbotsford House Project, which is 
massively weaker in economic growth and regeneration terms.  
 
Also Abbotsford Trustees headed by Lord Sanderson meet Ministers and key officials 
at least several times and probably more in the run up to this funding being approved. 
Apparently in “the best wee country in the world” there are still different Ministerial 
access protocols depending on who you are and your status in Scotland’s society. 
Culture Minister Hyslop is pictured in most of the media confirming the £4M 
combined Scot Govt/Historic Scotland and Borders Council funding. All in all the 
personification of Collaborative engagement, which was so blatantly and obviously 
denied to the Egyptian Halls Project. 
 
Shadow Culture Minister Pauline McNeil MSP writes a strong letter of support, as 
does Shona Robison MSP. No collaborative engagement from any Scottish 
Government official is achieved. Seems one does need to have specialist lobbying 
and networking skills to be able to access specific Scottish Government officials and 
funding. 
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March 2011 
 
 
 
 
 
April 2011 
 
 
 
 
 
Mid 2011 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
June 2011 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
USI follows Scottish Government advice to seek a commercial solution and 
rescinds its £2M+ cross subsidy to USP, which increases the USP deficit to 
£10M+ as per updated Development Appraisals by Deloitte Driver Jonas. This is 
noted to GCC- Historic Scotland/Scot Govt. no answer or response is 
forthcoming. USP of course has a massive deficit, which both GCC and Historic 
Scotland accept can't be bridged, funded or reconciled by the commerical 
marketplace. 
 
USP- Ground Floor owner applied for Demolition while due to the massive project 
deficit it had then and which now is just accelerating rapidly. USI the Upper Floors 
owners opposed the application as it had a defined commercial future. The application 
generates significant media coverage and rather than emphathise with USP and USI’s 
situation, which has been caused primarily by GCC (but which the full extent is still 
being hidden by GCC) and then the economic recession.  GCC instead briefs the 
media that USP & USI are somehow seeking grants to save their own money and 
thereby asking for GCC to subsidise their commercial development e.g. August 2011 
the Herald and Times carried an article by “senior officials within GCC.” "with many 
within the authority seeing it as an attempt by the developer to force them into 
coming up with several million pounds." This is completely and utterly incorrect 
and inaccurate and becomes untenable once the whole LBRN and CPO process is 
assessed objectively. 
 
The Scottish Government issues new CPO Guidelines; one new “recommendation” is 
that the use of a Notarial Instrument is not to be agreed without express approval by 
the Scottish Government. And the use of the General Vesting Declaration is to the 
primary option. This new guideline is however some 13 years to late for the Egyptian 
Halls Project 
 
At a public meeting (http://www.brodieduncan.com/movies.html) the options for the 
Egyptian Halls are discussed at a public meeting. It results in a significant and 
effective community engagement programme, which led to a 7000+ signed petition 
being delivered to Culture Minister Hyslop and GCC’s Lord Provost. And true to form 
this petition was of course acknowledged and then BURIED! 
 
GCC (and Historic Scotland) refuse the Demolition application by producing a report 
from GCC’s retained Property Consultants Ryden recommending the refusal of USP’s 
request for Demolition, which valued the building as a single entity, despite the 
legally separate ownerships, ignored GCC’s and Historic Scotland’s on record 
confirmation that the Ground Floor had a massive deficit and, which was detailed this 
in several GCC Econ Dev Committee Reports.  
 
 
The Ryden report was based on fundamental inaccuracies, inconsistencies, 
misformed assessments and erroneous assumptions, which are noted to GCC and a 
meeting to discuss these is asked for but GCC does not even respond again. 
 
Former GCC –SNP Councillor posts the following on Facebook- “As a city Councillor 
with the Egyptian Halls in my ward; I was very disappointed to see this application 
come forward.   I’m a member of the Planning Committee, and normally unable to 
comment on applications. However I think it highly unlikely that the committee would 
let this go through, so I felt it was more useful for me to play a more public role instead. 
 ”I also had previous discussions with Gerry Gormal (Executive Director of 
Development & Regeneration) in January, before this application came forward. 
He was satisfied that the building was structurally sound, but he did not seem 
to have a lot of confidence in Mr Souter’s business plan.” 
  
 
 
 

214



 15 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Late 2011 
2012 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Jan 2012 
 
 
 
March 2012 
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January 
2013 
 
 
 
6 February 
2013  
 

 
USP and USI seek clarification from GCC’s Exec Director Gerry Gormal but he plainly 
refuses point blank to comment, call or apologise. And since we now know it’s 
blatantly obvious the scheme delay is due to GCC’s flawed and failed CPO strategy. 
It’s also crystal clear that GCC’s strategy was to cast doubt, blame and denigrate the 
co-owners rather than account then for an absolutely shambolic, haphazard strategic 
approach. For the record how Mr Gormal could comment “Mr Souter” does not have a 
business plan when he never met or even called “Mr Souter” or his co-directors EVER. 
However it’s also unequivocally clear that a) USI had a very sound Business Plan to 
convert the Upper Floors into a 4 star hotel as long ago as early 2010. And could not 
deliver this project due to the legally separate USP owned Ground Floor being 
prevented from delivering its project since 1999 for the reasons we now know were 
caused by GCC’s misformed, flawed and failed CPO strategy.  
 
However GCCs strategy is still of course to blame others and divert from their now 
documented and disclosed approach. Costs rise from £3.5M to over £16M and none 
of this is apparently attributable to GCC and wholly attributable to the co-owners. 
 
 
GCC Planning attempted to persuade USP and USI to apply for Planning permission. 
It was reinforced to GCC that there was no point in doing this unless the funding deficit 
was reconciled. GCC agreed in pre-planning discussions with TMP and TPS 
(Planning Consultants) that this would be unlocked. Detailed discussions with 
Planning Department on proposals to repair and extend the building culminated in 
verbal agreement and the recommendation we should then submit formal applications 
for Planning Permission and listed Building Consent. The Appointed Planning Officer 
did not accept the previously agreed proposals. Designs had to be changed totally. 
 
Despite the following being on record from GCC’s Head of Planning writes to USP Ltd 
stating “the financial viability of any scheme is not normally a material consideration in 
the determination of a planning application. Yet in Sep 2009 GCC ‘s same Head of 
Planning stated the following  "This will part of the case made by yourself from an 
architectural, business and historic building perspective as we move the project 
forward."  Another pertinent example of GCC’s disjointed and inconsistent approach  
 
Knight Frank respected Chartered Surveyors produce an updated Development 
Appraisal, which details the USP Ground Floor Deficit at £11.3M.  This is noted 
to GCC- Historic Scotland/Scot Govt. no answer or response is forthcoming.  
 
Finance Secretary Swinney states on Radio Scotland that SNP are open to engage 
with all businesses. USP and USI write and ask to discuss its on record for over a 
decade fears in relation to the Egyptian Halls. The meeting request is refused and 
refused and then refused some more and has been ever since despite regular 
requests for an objective assessment of the Egyptian Halls Project. 
 
GCC Via Bailie Cameron states it has a “5 Year Strategy to Boost City Centre 
Regeneration"-specifically a consideration of whether areas like Union Street, should 
in fact be completely reconfigured.” there will be numerous opportunities for Glasgow 
to capitalise in coming years. “We need to find the right sources of funding, and there 
are various routes.” This does give impetus to then submitted and ongoing planning 
application. 
 
Early 2013 both Planning and Listed Building Consent were awarded but for a 
2-storey hotel extension, which further reduced USI’s options to reconsider 
cross-subsidising USP, as it would now also need to share in the grant funding due to 
the scheme delays since 2008. 
 
USP and USI then met GCC and City Property SENIOR officials who threatened 
DEMOLITION unless USP and USI collaborate effectively.  
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Feb 2014 
 
 
April 2014 
 
 
 
May 2014 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Also GCC confirmed that its £1M grant would not be re-awarded as USP had failed to 
meet the pre-conditions. Meeting those pre-conditions had been made significantly 
more difficult by GCC reducing the hotel viability by £1.7M, a clear fact that GCC 
repeatedly ignores. 
 
 
ONE WEEK LATER AFTER THIS THREAT, GCC ISSUES FORMAL PLANNING 
AND LISTED BUILDING CONSENT, WHICH DOES NOT OF COURSE INVOLVE 
DEMOLITION- VERY STRANGE CONDUCT, WHICH WAS COMPLAINED ABOUT 
BUT AGAIN IGNORED BY GCC’S TOP SENIOR OFFICERS. 
 
USP and USI write to GCC Leader and also Ward Councillor Gordon Matheson 
highlighting that in parallel with securing Planning and Listed Building Consent the 
same GCC personnel was threatening DEMOLITION. And par for the course there 
was no GCC reply, response, contact.  
 
A depressingly familiar pattern and one, which apparently nobody can do anything 
about especially the Scottish Govt, local MSP’s and the relevant Ward Councillors 
 
GCC’s ALEO City Property MD Richard Rae apparently recommends the 
Egyptian Halls can be mothballed despite no discussion with the scheme 
experts, or owners or reference to the body of work, which states this, is not an 
option. This is noted to both GCC and Historic Scotland but no response or 
discussion is forthcoming. 
 
During an inspection of the façade from the scaffold by Planning, Building Control with 
TMP a large carved stone was simply touched and fell over. Also, another small stone 
fell past the Planning Officer while on a ladder between scaffold decks.  
 
Glasgow City Council began applying extreme pressure to remove scaffold. They 
want the scaffold replaced with netting. TMP & JA advising the scaffold should not be 
removed. It could be detrimental to building and create risk to public. 
 
Planning Department instructed Building Control to do their own technical report. 
Building Control did two site visits of approximately 1-hour duration. 
Of the six floors two were not inspected. They declared the building sound.  
 
The Building Control report was not released to USP/USI and TMP until Feb 2014. 
 
 
TMP & JA considered GCC’s Building Control’s report as significantly flawed. 
TMP & JA prepared a very detailed response report. GCC has refused to respond.  
 
 
USP and USI reminded GCC that they had been waiting since 
 
March 2013 (14 months)-to discuss the USP Project Deficit Report, requested by then 
Head of Planning Alistair MacDonald and City Property, MD Richard Rae 

 
May 2013 (12 months)-to discuss the combined Project Deficit, requested by then 
Head of Planning Alistair MacDonald and City Property, MD Richard Rae 
 
March 2014-to discuss the apparent BPRA Confusion caused by Ryden valuing 
assets not belonging to USP Ltd Ryden requested to produce the crucial clarification 
of its misformed assumption and claims? 
 
April 2014 - to discuss the Can The Egyptian Halls be part of the City Centre 
Regeneration stakeholders Consultation process? 
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Council officials have asked again that the building be mothballed for the future. We 
have told them it is impossible. The Planners have suggested that small items of 
repair are done as money becomes available. That will make the building more 
attractive in finding end users. They have been told again that piecemeal works are 
illogical and not possible.     
 
A subsequent meeting of USP and USI, TMP & JA with Planning Officer        
  
- TMP detailed the proposed on-going care and maintenance schedule. 
- Explained the areas where the parties agree. 
- Explained why the scaffold could not be removed. Explained why it was not 

possible to remove the scaffold and cover the façade with a net. 
- TMP also explained how unacceptable to cover the windows with metal sheets. 
- The Planning officer stated they have various examples in Glasgow where netting 

the façade was a success and attractive solution. 
 
TMP & JA have consistently stated that the scaffold is critical in protecting the building 
and slowing the rate of decay. TMP & JA have stated the removal of the scaffold will 
greatly increase exposure and accelerate decay. We are now at the stage a protective 
scaffold over the roof is advised. TMP wrote to GCC Planning Dept asking for the 
promised details on where to visit successful uses of netted facades, no reply back.   
 
At yet another public meeting, the dire state of the Egyptian Halls is disclosed and all 
options are explained in detail by TMP/Addison Conservation to a number of 
tenants/interested parties and media at an open Public Meeting. No one from GCC or 
Historic Scotland attends but some attending have been (mis) briefed that it is the 
co-owners who are the primary obstacle to the overall regeneration of Union Street. 
Such tactics have unfortunately been the stock approach by GCC for the past few 
years. And even today show no sign of being amended to match the reality of the 
situation. 
 
And as warned and warned and warned some more, further chunks of masonry and 
the façade continue to fall of the façade as warned by TMP but ignored by GCC as 
they sought to remove the scaffolding citing public safety was not an issue. The visual 
evidence to support this is of course overwhelming! 
 
The application to the Heritage Lottery Fund for up to a £5M grant was refused. The 
HLF cited several reasons, which were the locus of the building’s co-owners, which 
have now been addressed. What cannot be reconciled by the co-owners is GCC’s 
continuing and intransigent, misformed approach, which they appear to be unwilling to 
accept has been caused by their flawed and failed CPO strategy, which GCC has 
misrepresented since early 1998. In parallel the Scottish Government appear to be 
impotent or perhaps unwilling or even “feart” to tackle GCC on this issue? 
 
 
The USP Ground Floor deficit is now £14M+ according to latest Development 
Appraisals produced by Andrew Oswald & Co (Knight Frank ex Senior Partner 
Scotland) 
 
Why are there no discussions to unlock the sources of funding, which are 
stated to be available by GCC e.g. “We need to find the right sources of 
funding, and there are various routes.”? Despite The Egyptian Halls Project 
achieving Planning and Listed Building Consent in 2013 and despite GCC Planning 
promising this achievement would then assist the unlocking of the 14-year funding 
impasse nothing has happened.  
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Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The known fact for over 16 years that “Mothballing” cannot ever be achieved is 
detailed and reinforced again to GCC. And the scheme deficit and causal project 
unviability continues to accelerate and has increased by £13M since the 2001 when 
the combined GCC-Historic Scotland, GDA, and Scottish Government did not support 
the approved project. Given the scaffolding can't now come down for obvious safety 
reasons a decision on what to do with the Egyptian Halls is required during 2015. 
 
 
Current Structural Opinion of The Egyptian Halls - Site Visits 15th October and 
5th November by TMP-Addison Conservation and latterly wth GCC and Historic 
Scotland, reveal the visual fragility of the once magnificent “Greek” Thomson 
façade. Given the Roof and Rear Wall already needed replaced. The façade 
issues appear to shock both GCC and Historic Scotland. This is despite the 
scheme experts both warning of and predicting this would happen from mid 
2006 onwards. Neither GCC nor Historic Scotland appear to believe the experts 
and instead relied on their own internal and non-expert reports. 
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The fabric does continue to decay and a time will be reached when the repair costs 
are so great it cannot be repaired given also both GCC and Historic Scotland agreed 
the project was non viable mid 2010. The very real risk remains that bits will continue 
to fall from the building – those events are random and we have the visual evidence to 
support this. Will it take a major incident to raise the awareness of these issues? 
 
This building is an unorthodox structure and while it works it is highly reliant on all 
parts being in place sound and working. 
 
The façade of the building looks very robust in stone with many columns etc. However 
look closely and it becomes clear that the façade is mainly a series of very large holes 
framed by very slender stone columns and lintels. It then becomes clear that it is not 
the inherently robust structure of first impressions 
 
Uncontrolled removal of any part of the structure is likely to result in the collapse of the 
building. If the building were to collapse it would undoubtedly close Union Street. If the 
building has to be demolished it is difficult to imagine how it could be done without 
closing Union Street for perhaps as long as three years 
 
Given the quality of the stone carving on the façade it may be that the authorities will 
want it demolished stone by stone and by hand. Any major works to the façade will 
need to be done very carefully and it will take very many months.      
 
It is clear the Authorities many years ago recognised that the Egyptian Halls was 
hugely important as the catalyst for the regeneration of Union Street. We believe that 
remains the case. We believe that neighbours in Union Street deserve answers from 
the various Authorities as to why no one will liaise with us and work with us. Also as to 
why the Council’s thoughts are so radically different to ours. 
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USP and USI’s lawyer since 1998 confirms in a written statement that a) GCC 
admitted an error relating the CPO Notice of Entry but b) did not disclose the 
relevant CPO amendment. He also confirms that if the CPO amendment had 
been disclosed then he’d have protected USP’s position going forward. This 
has been noted to GCC’s CEO but he has declined to investigate further. 
 
3 key pieces of correspondence from schema architect and scheme structural 
engineer detailing again the issues and the unrelenting scale of deterioration 
currently accelerating and exacerbated by the apparent lack of knowledge and 
experience of the project within GCC, Historic Scotland and the Scottish 
Government 
 
Grant Funding Comparison 
 
In 1999 the Grant Funding requirement was £3.5M 
In 2010 the Grant Funding requirement was £7M 
In 2015 the Grant Funding requirement is now £19M+ 
 
Therefore a prescient exemplar of how not to deliver 
 
• Joined Up Government 
• Public Sector/Private Sector Collaboration- 
• Best Practice and Continuous Improvement 
• Effective Corporate Governance 
• And “How NOT to manage Scotland’s built Heritage”!!! 
 
Further USP and USI have 
 
• Complained to GCC in 2014, who state they now won’t investigate 
• Complained to the SPSO, who state it’s not in their remit 
• Complained to the Scottish Govt., who state  
a) they can’t interfere  
b) can’t do anything despite GCC misrepresenting the situation since 1999! 
 
The EHBPT re-applies for the HLF Heritage Enterprise Programme after it reconciled 
virtually all RISK issues that the 1st application had apart from GCC and Scot Govt 
funding requirements. A decision is to be made for early May 2015.  For it to be 
positive It is of fundamental importance that there is within the next month frank, open, 
transparent and collaborative discussions on whether the funding to achieve the 
scheme’s joint preservation and commercial sustainability objectives are to be met. 
 
PROOF THAT THE 1998 CPO AMENDMENT WAS OF GCC’S OWN VOLITION 
 
In April 2014 GCC’s Head of Legal Services had claimed in a letter to USP the 
following “GCC did disclose the change of entry for the Egyptian Halls CPO from a 
General Vesting Declaration to a Notarial Instrument to the consortium of the lower 
floors as evidenced by the letter from GCC to Bird Semple acting for Portfolio Holdings 
representing the consortium of show owners/tenants dated 11th February 1998, the 
decision to use the Notarial Instrument being in fact taken at the request of the 
consortium”.  
 
However the lawyer of the original consortium- Bill Ferrie then of Bird Semple stated 
9th February as follows “ The change from a GVD to a Notarial Instrument was 
disclosed to Bird Semple.  The Letter from GCC to BS dated 11.02.98 does not 
actually say that the Notarial Instrument was at the request of the Consortium. 
 I have no recollection of it being discussed or requested and am not aware of 
the reason for the change from a GVD to a Notarial Instrument. I do remember 
that time was of the essence at that particular time. 
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Given the fact as soon as the CPO amendment was made as well as allowing 
immediate access without waiting 30 days. It also had the obviously unknown but then 
massively damaging effect of ensuring the time sensitive grant of £245K from GDA 
would be rescinded as a direct consequence of the CPO amendment. 
 
 
In summary there does appear to be a fundamental disconnect between GCC and the 
Scottish Government reinforced by the clear fact the building’s co-owners are locked 
out of any discussion process these past 5 years. Further It’s worth noting that USP 
and USI have sent to various GCC Senior officials, Scot Govt Ministers and officials, 
Ward Councillors and local MSP’s over 1200 emails/letters and has not managed to 
secure even a single collaborative meeting. It does seem very much that this is a 
clutch of interconnected "legacy issues" from previous regimes, which have to be 
reconciled to allow the Egyptian Halls to have any lingering opportunity to be saved  
And it is immensely frustrating for all stakeholders who have now to reconcile these 
legacy issues, because we all are effectively dealing with issues we didn't create. 
However by continuing to ignore this requirement the solution is just never going to be 
found? 
 
Therefore during 2015 the stakeholders will decide on one of the following Scheme 
options for this world-renowned architectural masterpiece” 
 
1, Restoration and Regeneration-completion by early 2018 
 
2, Demolition, Rebuild and Regeneration-completion by early 2018 
 
3, Nothing happens and in 2020 the Scaffolding is still in situ but definitely 
Union Street is still in decline and Demolition will be the ONLY option open 
 
And for the record neither USP nor USI has to date received one 
single penny of grant funding support from GCC or Historic 
Scotland or any other Scottish Government agency. And please 
also note this is since mid 1998. 
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REGENERATEor 
NEW BUILD

Union Street Properties Ltd
Union Street Investments Ltd

The Egyptian Halls  
Building Preservation Trust

26 Foundry Lane, Dundee DD4 6AY
Telephone: (01382) 451702
Email: derek@djscm.com
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