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Submission from Stirling Council 

 

Thank you for your communication regarding the above bill. 
 
I would like to take the opportunity to respond as follows: 
 
1. What are the advantages and disadvantages of the proposed Bill? 
 
Cost recovery in relation to defective and dangerous buildings is a challenge for local 
authorities therefore any legislative changes that would assist in recovering costs 
associated with the statutory functions would be advantageous.   
In terms of disadvantages, the Bill, if successful, could raise expectations that councils will 
be more pro-active in addressing issues with defective buildings.  As this is a discretionary 
function, local authorities may not, at present, have adequate resources or funding to meet 
these expectations.  
Another disadvantage of this Bill is the 30-year repayment period, which is too long (see 
answer to question 6 below). 
 
2. How will the Bill resolve existing problems and improve the ability of local 
authorities to undertake repairs to dangerous and defective buildings? 
 
It is felt that the Bill is unlikely to change a local authority’s approach to dealing with 
defective or dangerous buildings.  In terms of existing problems it would be helpful if the 
Bill could be applied retrospectively to aid recovery of existing debt.  
The Bill would improve the authority’s ability to recover costs in the future.  However, 
owners defaulting on payment would still leave local authorities carrying the burden of 
debt. 
The Bill does not address the challenge of Local authorities not currently having capital 
funds to carry out work. 
 
3. Where could the initial capital, required by local authorities to undertake this 
work, be found?   
 
The Government should establish separate resources, if this is a priority.  Consideration 
could be given to the establishment of a national fund from which Local Authorities could 
obtain funds and then repay once the debt has been recovered from the owner. 
 
4. Where the owner of a building is not known how, will the Bill improve on the 
current situation? 
 
It is not thought that the proposed bill will greatly improve such situations.  However, 
placing a charging order on the title would highlight the debt and may assist in resolving 
the outstanding debt at the time of a future sale of the property. 
 
5. Are there any equality issues arising from the proposed Bill? 
 
No. 
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6. What are your views on a fixed period of 30 years for repayment? 
 
The fixed term of 30 years is too long.  It would be preferable if the time frame for 
repayment could be flexible, at the discretion of the local authority.  Costs incurred can 
vary considerably but for many situations 30 years would be too long.  If a specific time 
period is required within the legislation it would be preferable if this could be considerably 
shorter with local authorities having discretion to agree a longer period, up to 30 years, 
where costs to be recovered are high. 
 
 
I hope these comments are helpful.   
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
Joyce K Wighton 
Building Standards & Licensing Manager 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 


