






Secondly, the plans in their current form do not provide a proportionate or 
representative mix of housing. This is important in policy terms. The policy 
requires that "the proportion of family housing included within the affordable 
element should match the proportion of family housing on the wider site ". The 
drawings and description supplied by the applicant, particularly in the Design 
and Access Statement, indicate that most if not all of the market units will be 
low-rise properties (of two and three storeys) with attached outdoor gardens, 
whereas the affordable housing will be four storey blocks with no outdoor 
space (beyond a small balcony). The affordable element will be smaller 
apartments, not larger houses. The precise breakdown is recorded in 
paragraphs 6.1.2, 6.1.3 and 6.1.4 of the Design and Access Statement. This 
does not provide a proportionate or representative mix, and the affordable 
housing block(s) would be easy to identify, and would potentially stick out 
quite starkly as a result. 

Thirdly, the layout proposed could in no way be described as an integrated 
mix. The Affordable Housing Policy units proposed (at least 17 of them) are 
perched on the shoulder of the supermarket, at exceptionally close proximity 
to the foodstore. Moving west to east through the site, the site layout then 
contains the supermarket and car park before the market housing (and some 
affordable housing) is then found at the opposite end of the site. This is not 
integrating social housing, this is separating it. The policy makes clear that 
"social rented housing should be well integrated with housing for sale". It will 
not be in this case. In this case the location of the social housing block is 
described as "the far North West corner of the site" which "screens off the less 
aesthetically pleasing rear bulk of the foodstore". It is difficult to understand 
how this can then (in the applicant's words) promote "an integrated layout 
approach". More accurately, this is likely to provide a "visual and physical 
separation between the residential part(s) of the site and the adjacent 
foodstore". The Department cannot support such an extreme physical 
separation of social rented units and market units as is proposed here. A key 

. aim of the policy is to seek to integrate different housing tenures, to create a 
mixed, sustainable community. The proposed layout would potentially create 
the opposite. 

Fourth, the design of the affordable housing block proposed for Chesser 
Avenue raises serious concerns. The block will be squeezed between a main 
road and a supermarket. There will be no garden space, apparently no 
outdoor space (or at best, seemingly insufficient outdoor space), and there will 
be no vehicular access. The drawings would appear to suggest that the 
affordable housing block at Chesser Avenue has been allocated only 3% of 
the entire site area, which does appear to be an unusually small allocation 
within a site. Services for Communities has a number of questions for 
Planning colleagues around this block. Were this block to ever be the subject 
of a stand-alone application, would it comply with the following Planning and 
Transport policies: 

1) Does it lack sufficient outdoor space? 
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2) Given that the applicant themselves have acknowledged in paragraph 
6.1.3 of the Design and Access Statement that the affordable block "screens 
off the less aesthetically pleasing rear bulk of the foodstore" and given that the 
drawings would appear to have this block practically within touching distance 
of the foodstore building, does the proposed affordable block lack sufficient 
amenity for its eventual residents? 

3) Does the block comply with housing density standards? 

4) Does it enjoy sufficient vehicular access? 

It should be noted, regarding the letter of support from the housing 
association, that in some cases in recent years an RSL may have supported 
the principle of developing an affordable housing block at the PPP stage, only 
to find that the outline drawings did not comply with the full range of planning 
guidance at the point of a detailed planning application. The Department is 
therefore very interested in exploring the issues mentioned above before 
arriving at any decision to lend support or to withhold support for this 
application, regardless of the letter of support from the housing association. 
Even though the RSL has indicated its in-principle support for the concept of 
providing the AHP units generated by this development, that should not be 
construed as support for the precise drawings and plans which have been 
submitted by the applicant in this case, until it has been determined whether 
the plans are compliant with the Council's planning policies and guidance. 

Fifth, the mixed use being proposed here is not entirely consistent with the 
land use envisaged for this site in the Local Plan. This site is allocated for 
housing land in the Local Plan (plot HSG2) and has an estimated capacity of 
500 units. Edinburgh has an identified need for significant amounts of both 
market and affordable housing. The Housing Need and Demand Assessment 
suggests that Edinburgh requires 36,000 units over the next 10 years. Of 
these, 20,000 are market units, and over 16,000 are for the wide range of 
affordable housing tenures. By including retail units on a significant part of the 
site this proposal reduces the effective housing land supply in the city, at a 
time when the city requires critical amounts of housing. The department would 
be interested to know if the applicant has provided a justification for the mixed 
use which appears to go against the provisions of the Local Plan. The 
economic importance of the site is well understood and appreciated by the 
department. In fact housing, working in partnership with our RSL partners and 
private financiers, have previously approved a 382 unit residential 
development for this site which would have similarly provided jobs, investment 
and regeneration to this area, whilst also complying with the Local Plan. 

For the five reasons provided above, the Department cannot support this 
application in its current form, and would recommend that planning consent is 
not provided in this case. Services for Communities is unable to support this 
application. The Department would be willing to meet with the applicant to 
discuss the above issues. 
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Further comments dated 12.09.2011 

Services for Communities first provided a consultation response for this 
application on 9 April 2011. In that response the Department had raised 5 key 
issues and concerns which combined to form a conclusion that the 
Department could not support this application, in its originally-presented form. 

There has since been correspondence and a meeting, between the applicant, 
Services for Communities, Planning and the RSL (Dunedin Canmore HA). At 
that meeting the Department's 5 key concerns were raised and discussed, 
and the applicant has since re-drawn the plans and incorporated many of the 
key solutions that Services for Communities had sought. Specifically these are 
as follows: 

1) There is now a definitive statement from the applicant concerning the 
amount of affordable housing being proposed. The Department is very 
supportive of this aspect of the application, as the applicant has offered to 
provide 43% of the units as affordable tenures (49 out of 113 units). This is 
very generously in excess of the policy requirement of at least 25% affordable 
housing, and is warmly welcomed by the Department. 

2) The plans now do clearly provide a representative mix of sizes and styles, 
with each of the unit types and sizes having some affordable housing 
envisaged. 

3) The revised layout clearly provides an integrated mix, with affordable 
housing being physically integrated with the private market units all over the 
site, and not confined to one corner or house type. 

4) The 17 unit block previously proposed on Chesser Avenue has been 
removed. This block had caused a number of difficulties in planning terms and 
from a housing perspective. Its removal has seen those issues and concerns 
disappear. The revised drawings are much more acceptable and much less 
problematic. 

5) The one issue which remains is that this development is proposed on land 
which is allocated as housing land in the Local Plan. The applicants are 
explicit about that, and they are seeking a justified departure from the Local 
Plan. While Services for Communities would like to see as much housing as 
possible provided on housing land, given the chronic shortages of both market 
housing and affordable housing in the city, this is a matter for Planning and for 
Committee to decide. The Department understands that the inclusion of a 
foodstore will help to spread the development risk across this development, 
making it more likely that the housing will take place and be realised. 

Given that this development would generate 49 affordable housing units 
(which is usually what would emerge from a development of 199 units), and 
given the plans to have these units comprise a representative mix of house 
types and sizes, this application would appear to promise the development of 
a fully-integrated and mixed, sustainable community. 
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The Department therefore welcomes the changes made, and is supportive of 
this revised plan for this development regarding Affordable Housing Policy. 

Children & Families 

My comments are based on a residential development of 130 units which I 
have treated as 91 flats and 39 houses. 

This site is located within the catchment areas of: 

Balgreen Primary School; 

St Cuthbert's RC Primary School; 

Tynecast/e High School; and 

St Augustine's RC High School. 

Apart from Balgreen Primary School, there is capacity for the proposed 
development. Balgreen Primary School is operating at close to capacity and 
taking account of proposed development and expected increases due to rising 
births, developer contributions will be sought for works to help alleviate 
accommodation issues at this school. In line with the Council's developer 
contributions policy, funding of £137,500 would be required. 

Payment of contributions will be index linked to the BICS All in Tender Price 
Index with a base date of October 2009. 

Archaeology 

The accompanying archaeological desk-based assessment (DBA) produced 
by AOC Archaeology indicates that until c.1900 the site remained relatively 
undeveloped farmland, bisected by a country road leading to Gorgie Farm to 
the north and containing the site of a small 19th century rural building (farmer 
labourer's cottage?). The northern half of the site becomes developed at the 
turn of the 20th century with the construction of a railhead, with the southern 
half of the site remaining relatively open until the interwar years when small 
scale industry moves in as part of the industrial/commercial expansion of 
Edinburgh. 

This application must therefore be considered under terms of the Scottish 
Government's Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) and Scottish Historic 
environment Policy (SHEP) and also CEC's Edinburgh City Local Plan 
(adopted 2010) policies ENV1, ENV8 & ENV9. The aim should be to preserve 
archaeological remains in situ as a first option, but alternatively where this is 
not possible, archaeological excavation or an appropriate level of recording 
may be an acceptable alternative. 
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Having assessed the conclusions of ADC's DBA as outlined in section 7, I 
have mixed comments. Although I agree that development of the site does not 
have a major impact upon the nearby listed buildings at nor a significant 
impact upon any known buried archaeological resource, I do disagree with the 
categorisation of the archaeological as negligible (See 7. 1.2) and subsequent 
recommendation that no further work is required before development. In my 
opinion the c1900 rail head is of local archaeological interest in terms of 
Edinburgh's industrial and transport archaeological heritage, the remains of 
which must be recorded as part of any archaeological mitigation strategy for 
the site. In addition the central area of the southern part of the site containing 
the site of the 19th century road and possible cottage appears to have been 
relatively free from major development. As such it is recommended that a 
programme of archaeological excavations is carried out prior to development 
across this area, the first phase of which would be an archaeological 
evaluation. This is in order to fully record, excavate and analyse any 
significant surviving buried remains that may be disturbed by development 
where protection in situ is not possible. 

It is recommended that these programme of works be secured using a 
condition based upon the model condition stated in PAN 42 Planning and 
Archaeology (para 34), as follows; 

'No development shall take place on the site until the applicant has 
secured the implementation of a programme of archaeological work 
(Excavation, reporting and analysis & publication) in accordance with a written 
scheme of investigation which has been submitted by the applicant and 
approved by the Planning Authority. ' 

The work must be carried out by a professional archaeological organisation, 
either working to a brief prepared by CECAS or through a written scheme of 
investigation submitted to and agreed by CECAS for the site. Responsibility 
for the execution and resourcing of the programme of archaeological works 
and for the archiving and appropriate level of publication of the results lies 
with the applicant. 

SEPA 

We have no objection to the proposed development. Please note the advice 
provided below. 

1. Surface water 

1. 1 We note the Statement on Flood Risk and Proposed Drainage Strategy 
(dated 22 March 2011) which has been submitted in support of the 
application. As we understand, surface water will discharge to the existing 
Scottish water sewer via a variety of sustainable drainage systems (SUDS) 
treatment facilities. 
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1.2 A minimum of two stage of drainage treatment are envisaged prior to 
discharge through a variety of filtration trenches, oil interceptors (service yard) 
and surface/sub-surface filtration through granular reservoirs. 

1.3 The surface water drainage proposal outlined is acceptable to us in 
terms of water quality as it provides the required two levels of treatment for 
surface water run-off from the development. 

1.4 We have not considered the water quantity aspect of this scheme. 
Comments from Scottish Water, where appropriate, the Local Authority Roads 
Department and the Local Authority Flood Prevention Unit should be sought 
on any water quantity issues. 

2. Air Quality 
2.1 We note the Air Quality Impact Assessment (dated 4 April 2011) which 
has been submitted in support of the application. We are aware that the 
volume of traffic travelling along Chesser Avenue already results in slow 
moving/standing vehicles at the controlled junctions. We therefore welcome 
the decision to include these controlled junctions in the Air Quality 
Assessment. We would also recommend the following points are taken into 
account. 

2.2 Table 9 predicts reductions of = 5 pg.m-3 from 2009-2014. However, 
there is some uncertainty associated with the use of reduction factors to 
predict future concentrations of N02 and experience has shown that the 
roadside concentrations are not reducing as first predicted. We therefore 
advise that the predicted concentrations for 2014 be viewed with caution. 

2.3 Table 4 contains a list of receptors that are identified using a "Link 
Name ", however whilst the location of the sensitive receptors are shown in 
Figure 3 (Map of modelled area) they have not been named, therefore it is not 
possible to see where exceedances are predicted to occur. This is important 
in the case of receptors 12, 13, 14 and 26, where the annual mean N02 is 
predicted to exceed the air quality objective and EU limit value. 

2.4 Bias adjusted data in Table 3 suggest that the annual mean 
concentrations of N02 in Slateford Road, Angle Park Terrace and Gorgie 
Road are currently exceeding the annual mean air quality objective and EU 
limit value for this pollutant. The City of Edinburgh Council may need to 
consider extending the existing Air Quality Management Area so that it 
includes these sites. 

3. Waste management 

3. 1 We are pleased to note from the submitted Design and Access 
Statement (dated April 2011) that a Site Waste Management Framework and 
a Waste Management and Recycling Statement will be submitted as part of 
the detailed planning permission. 
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3.2 Scottish Planning Policy Paragraph 215 states that ''residential, 
commercial and industrial properties should be designed to provide for waste 
separation and collection". In accordance with this policy and PAN 63 Waste 
Management Planning, space should be designated within the planning 
application site layout to allow for the separation and collection of waste. This 
includes provision to separate and store different types of waste, kerbside 
collection and centralised facilities for the public to deposit waste for recycling 
or recovery ("bring systems'? 

3.3 Please consult with your local council's waste management team to 
determine what space requirements are required within the application site 
layout. 

4. Flood risk 

4.1 Note that the SEPA-Planning Authority Protocol Policy 41 states: "If the 
consultation does not specify that the planning authority would like SEPA to 
comment on the flood risk, this will not be assessed. In these circumstances, if 
SEPA makes no comment on flood risk, planning authorities should not 
assume that no such risk exists. " If the planning authority is of the opinion that 
the site may be at risk from flooding please re-consult us highlighting that 
flood risk is an issue. 

This advice is given without prejudice to any decision made on elements of 
the proposal regulated by us, which may take into account factors not 
considered at the planning stage. 

Detailed advice for the applicant 

5. Surface water 

5. 1 We note that it is intended to treat surface water from the service yard 
through oil interceptors. Please note, that we do not consider this as a 
recognised SUD treatment facility and would suggest that run-off from this 
area should be directed to the foul sewer. 

5.2 We note that porous paving will be utilised within car parking areas. 
Two levels of surface water treatment may be provided using permeable 
paving provided the requirements below are met: 

- A minimum of O. 5m surface to floor; 

- Sub- base is washed, no fines stone; and 

Impermeable: permeable ratio is 2:1 max. 
e.g. 200m2 of impermeable tarmac:100m2 of permeable 
paving 
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Scottish Water 

Scottish Water has no objection to this planning application. Since the 
introduction of the Water Services (Scotland) Act 2005 in April 2008 the water 
industry in Scotland has opened up to market competition for non-domestic 
customers. Non-domestic Household customers now require a Licensed 
Provider to act on their behalf for new water and waste water connections. 

In terms of planning consent, Scottish Water does not object to this planning 
application. However, please note that any planning approval granted by the 
Local Authority does not guarantee a connection to our infrastructure. 
Approval for connection can only be given by Scottish Water when the 
appropriate application and technical details have been received. Approval 
for connection can only be given by Scottish Water when the appropriate 
application and technical details have been received. 

Due to the size of this proposed development it is necessary for Scottish 
Water to assess the impact this new demand will have on our existing 
infrastructure. With Any development of 10 or more housing units, or 
equivalent, there is a requirement to submit a fully completed Development 
Impact Assessment form. 

Fairmilehead Water Treatment Works currently has capacity to service this 
proposed development. 

Edinburgh (PFI) Waste Water Treatment Works currently has capacity to 
service this proposed development. 

In some circumstances it may be necessary for the Developer to fund works 
on existing infrastructure to enable their development to connect. Should we 
become aware of any issues such as flooding, low pressure, etc the 
Developer will require to fund works to mitigate the effect of the development 
on existing customers. Scottish Water can make a contribution to these costs 
through Reasonable Cost funding rules. 

A totally separate drainage system will be required with the surface water 
discharging to a suitable outlet. Scottish Water requires a sustainable urban 
drainage system (SUDS) as detailed in Sewers for Scotland 2 if the system is 
to be considered for adoption. 

These proposals may involve the discharge of trade effluent to the public 
sewer and may be subject to control as defined in Part" of the Trade Effluent 
Control and Charging Scheme. No substance may be discharged to the public 
sewerage system that is likely to interfere with the free flow of its content, 
have detriment to treatment / disposal of their contents, or be prejudicial to 
health. 

Appropriately sized grease traps must be installed on all drainage outlets from 
food preparation areas. No substance may be discharged to the public 
sewerage system that is likely to interfere with the free flow of its content, 
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have detriment to treatment / disposal of their contents, or be prejudicial to 
health. 

This proposal requires the provision of an Oil Interceptor prior to discharge to 
the public sewer system. The applicant should also consult with SEPA on this 
matter. No substance may be discharged to the public sewerage system that 
is likely to interfere with the free flow of its content, have detriment to 
treatment / disposal of their contents, or be prejudicial to health. 

Scottish Water's current minimum level of service for water pressure is 1.0 bar 
or 10m head at the customer's boundary internal outlet. Any property which 
cannot be adequately serviced from the available pressure may require 
private pumping arrangements installed, subject to compliance with the 
current water byelaws. If the developer wishes to enquire about Scottish 
Water's procedure for checking the water pressure in the area then they 
should write to the Customer Connections department at the above address. 

An appropriate water storage system Water storage equivalent to 24 hours 
usage is recommended for commercial premises. Details of such storage 
installations must be forwarded can be discussed to Scottish Water's 
Customers Connections department at the above address. 

If the connection to public sewer and/or water main requires to be laid through 
land out-with public ownership, the developer must provide evidence of formal 
approval from the affected landowner(s). This should be done through a deed 
of servitude. 

It is possible this proposed development may involve building over or obstruct 
access to existing Scottish Water infrastructure. On receipt of an application 
Scottish Water will provide advice that advice that will require to be 
implemented by the developer to protect our existing apparatus. 
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Representations 

The application was advertised on 22 April 2011. Thirteen letters of 
representation have been submitted, 11 of which object to the proposals, 
including the Cockburn Association. Dunedin Canmore has written a letter in 
support of the proposals. 

The main points of objection/concern are: 

a) Issues relating to matters of principle, addressed in assessment a); 

- overprovision of supermarkets, 

b) Issues relating to road and pedestrian safety, addressed in assessment c); 

increase in traffic and congestion, 

- design of the proposed cycle route, 

c) Issues relating to environmental impacts, addressed in assessment g); 

impact upon air quality, 

d) Issues relating to residential amenity, addressed in assessment e); 

- increase in noise from delivery activities, 

- overshadowing and loss of daylight/sunlight, 

- loss of privacy, 

- increase in loitering and anti-social behaviour, 

e) Issues relating to infrastructure, addressed in assessment i); 

impact upon capacity of local schools, 

f) Issues relating to scale and design, addressed in assessment b); 

- relationship between supermarket and existing properties, 

- lack of a clear building line, 

- design of the car park, 

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

Planning Policy 

The application site is identified within the adopted Edinburgh City Local Plan 
as a housing site with an estimated capacity of 500 units. 

Relevant Policies: 

Relevant policies of the Edinburgh and Lothians Structure Plan. 

Policy HOU2 supports the development of suitable urban brownfield sites for 
housing through re-use, redevelopment or conversion. 

Policy HOU5 states that the development of housing land should not proceed 
beyond the infrastructure capacity of each site until improvements are 
provided or committed. 

Policy HOU6 states that in addition to the requirements set out in Policy 
HOU5, contributions will be required from housing developers to remedy any 
deficiencies in local facilities and amenities. 

Policy RET1 states that retail and commercial leisure developments 
appropriate to town centres should be located in accordance with priorities a 
to e. 

Policy RET2 states that developments referred to in RET1 will only be 
acceptable where criteria a to e of the policy have been satisfied. 

Relevant policies of the Edinburgh City Local Plan. 

Policy Des 1 (Design Quality and Context) sets general criteria for assessing 
design quality and requires an overall design concept to be demonstrated. 

Policy Des 2 (Co-ordinated Development) establishes a presumption against 
proposals which might compromise the effective development of adjacent land 
or the wider area. 

Policy Des 3 (Development Design) sets criteria for assessing development 
design. 

Policy Des 4 (Layout Design) sets criteria for assessing layout design. 

Policy Des 5 (External Spaces) sets criteria for assessing landscape design 
and external space elements of development. 
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Policy Des 6 (Sustainable Design & Construction) sets criteria for assessing 
the sustainable design and construction elements of development. 

Policy Env 8 (Protection of Important Remains) establishes a presumption 
against development that would adversely affect the site or setting of a 
Scheduled Ancient Monument or archaeological remains of national 
importance. 

Policy Env 9 (Development of Sites of Archaeological Significance) sets out 
the circumstances in which development affecting sites of known or suspected 
archaeological significance will be permitted. 

Policy Env 17 (Flood Protection) sets criteria for assessing the impact of 
development on flood protection. 

Policy Env 18 (Air, Water and Soil Quality) sets criteria for assessing the 
impact of development on air, water and soil quality. 

Policy Os 3 (Open Space in New Development) sets out requirements for the 
provision of open space in new development. 

Policy Hou 1 (Housing Development) supports housing on appropriate sites in 
the urban area, and on specific sites identified in the Plan. 

Policy Hou 2 (Housing Mix) requires the provision of a mix of house types and 
sizes in new housing developments. 

Policy Hou 3 (Private Open Space) sets out the requirements for the provision 
of private open space in housing development. 

Policy Hou 4 (Density) sets out the factors to be taken into account in 
assessing density levels in new development. 

Policy Hou 7 (Affordable Housing) requires 25% affordable housing provision 
in residential development of twelve or more units. 

Policy Hou 8 (Inappropriate Uses in Residential Areas) establishes a 
presumption against development which would have an unacceptable effect 
on the living conditions of nearby residents. 

Policy Com2 (School Contributions) sets the requirements for school 
contributions associated with new housing development. 

Policy Ret 5 (Out of Centre Retail Development) identifies the circumstances 
in which out-of-centre retail development will be permitted. 
Policy Tra 2 (Planning Conditions and Agreements) requires, where 
appropriate, transport related conditions and/or planning agreements for major 
development likely to give rise to additional journeys. 
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Policy Tra 4 (Private Car Parking) requires private car parking provision to 
comply with the parking levels set out in supplementary planning guidance, 
and sets criteria for assessing lower provision. 

Policy Tra 5 (Private Cycle Parking) requires cycle parking provision in 
accordance with levels set out in supplementary guidance. 

Policy Tra 6 (Design of Off-Street Car and Cycle Parking) sets criteria for 
assessing design of off-street car and cycle parking. 

Relevant Non-Statutory Guidelines 

Non-statutory guidelines on Edinburgh Standards for Urban Design sets 
criteria for the quality of design in new development to maintain and improve 
the visual image and identity of Edinburgh. 

Non-statutory guidelines 'The Edinburgh Standards for Sustainable Building' 
sets principles to assess the sustainability of major planning applications in 
Edinburgh. 

Non-statutory guidelines 'The Edinburgh Standards for Housing' sets out 
principles and guidance whose aim is to achieve high quality, successful and 
sustainable residential developments. 

Non-statutory guidelines 'DAYLlGHTING, PRIVACY AND SUNLIGHT' set 
criteria for assessing proposals in relation to these issues. 

Non-statutory guidelines on 'PARKING STANDARDS' set the requirements 
for parking provision in developments. 

Non-statutory guidelines on 'SUB-DIVISION OF LISTED BUILDINGS' 
supplement local plan conservation and design policies, providing guidance 
on sub-division with the aim of protecting the character and appearance of 
listed buildings. 

Non-statutory guidelines on Developer Contributions and Affordable 
Housing gives guidance on the situations where developers will be required to 
provide affordable housing and/or will be required to make financial or other 
contributions towards the cost of, providing new facilities for schools, transport 
improvements, the tram project, public realm improvements and open space. 
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Appendix B 

Application Type 
Application Address: 

Proposal: 

Reference No: 

Planning Permission in Principle 
Site 114 Metres Southwest Of 
19 Hutchison Road 
Edinburgh 

·EDINBVRGH· 
THE CITY Of EDINBURGH COUNCIL 

CITY DEVELOPMENT 

Mixed use development comprising residential and retail 
foodstore (class 1) and associated access and parking. 
11/01250/PPP 

Conditions/Reasons associated with the Recommendation 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that this application be REFUSED. 

Reasons 

1. The proposal is contrary to Policy Hou 1 (Housing Development) of the 
adopted Edinburgh City Local Plan by way of promoting a non-residential use, 
which would result in the estimated residential capacity of the site not being 
achieved, to the overall detriment of the city's housing land supply. 

2. The proposal is contrary to Policies Ret 1 and Ret 2 of the Edinburgh & 
Lothians Structure Plan and Policy Ret 5 (Out-of-Centre Development) of the 
Edinburgh City Local Plan by way of failing to address a specific local gap in 
shopping provision; having a significant impact upon the vitality and viability of 
Gorgie/Dalry town centre and jeopardising the potential redevelopment of 
Wester Hailes commercial centre resulting in an over-concentration of 
supermarket provision in the locale to the overall detriment of the area's 
existing and committed retail offering. 

End 
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Application Type Planning Permission in Principle 

Appendix C 

·EDINBVRGH· 
THE CITY Of EDINBUR6H COUNCIL 

CITY DEVELOPMENT 

Proposal: Mixed use development comprising residential and retail 
foodstore (class 1) and associated access and parking. 

Reference No: 11/01250/PPP 

Location Plan 
Reproduction from the Ordnance Survey mapping with permission of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office 
© Crown Copyright. 
Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. Licence 
Number 100023420 The City of Edinburgh Council 2005. 
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