Minutes
Development Management Sub-Committee of the
Planning Committee
10.00 am Wednesday 17 December 2014
Present:
Councillors Perry (Convener), Howat (Vice-Convener), Bagshaw, Blacklock, Brock, Cairns,
Child, Dixon, Heslop, McVey, Milligan, Mowat, Robson, Rose and Ross.

1.

General Applications and Miscellaneous Business

The Sub-Committee considered the reports on planning applications and preapplications, listed in Sections 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 of the agenda for the meeting.
The Acting Head of Planning and Building Standards gave presentations on
agenda items 4.6 (5 Merchiston Avenue, Edinburgh) as requested by Councillors
Heslop and Howat
A request to consider agenda item 6.1 (83 Craighall Road Drive, Edinburgh) by holding a
hearing session had been received from Councillor Jackson.
Decision
To determine the applications as detailed in the Appendix to this minute.
(Reference – reports by the Acting Head of Planning and Building Standards,
submitted)
Declaration of Interests
Councillor Ross declared a non-financial interest in agenda items 4.9 – Niddrie mains Road,
Edinburgh. Application number 14/03416/PPP as a Director of Parc Craigmillar, and item 6.2 –
199 Fountainbridge, Edinburgh. Application number 14/02814/PPP as a Director of EDI, left
the room and took no part in the consideration of these items.

2.

17-21 Portobello High Street, Edinburgh (Land 100 West Of)

The Sub-Committee had agreed to hold a hearing for consideration of the following
application at 17-21 Portobello High Street, Edinburgh:
The demolition of buildings and development for residential, retail, sui generis and retirement
apartments, detailed matters for retail store (siting, design, access and landscaping) detailed
matters of residential (max no. of heights of units, layout and points of vehicular/pedestrian
access and egress) – Application no 14/003736/PPP.
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(a)

Report by the Acting Head of Planning and Building Standards.

The Acting Head of Planning and Building Standards reported on the application.
He gave details of the proposals which constituted the redevelopment of a brownfield site within
the urban area for residential and retail uses which this was in accordance with the aims of the
development plan. Although the retail element did not accord with the North West Portobello
Development Brief, there were overriding considerations which allowed acceptability of the
proposals. Issues of height design and location of the proposed housing would be subject to
further planning applications for the approval of matters specified in conditions, as would parking,
landscaping and sustainability. Issues of residential amenity for existing properties had been
considered and the impact of the development was found to be acceptable. There were no
material considerations that outweighed this conclusion and it was recommended that the
application be granted subject to conditions relating to the submission of further applications for
matters specified in the conditions.
The presentation can be viewed via the link below:
http://www.edinburgh.public-i.tv/core/portal/webcast_interactive/157915
(b)

Geoff Lynn - Portobello Community Council

Geoff Lynn on behalf of Portobello Community Council outlined the Public Consultation
carried out by them on the application. He outlined the aims of the consultation, which were
to raise awareness of this major planning application amongst Portobello Community Council
residents and business owners, to encourage engagement on the matter, help people access
the details of the application, and to gather responses to inform the community Council’s
decision. Details were provided of the reach of the various methods of raising awareness.
Engagement had been carried out by using facebook, Twitter and e-mail and various offline
methods, including a leaflet delivered to 5,000 addresses and an information stall on
Portobello High Street . More than 400 responses were received, with a good spread of
across the length and breadth of the Community Council area. A summary of the responses
to the consultation was provided.
The presentation can be viewed via the link below:
http://www.edinburgh.public-i.tv/core/portal/webcast_interactive/157915
(c)

John Stewart, Stephen Hawkins and Joe Findlay - Portobello Amenity Society
(PAS)

John Stewart, Stephen Hawkins and Joe Findley, on behalf of Portobello Amenity Society
advised that they objected to the proposals. The Society wished to see the Baileyfield site
developed and welcomed the proposals to build houses on this site. However, they felt that
there was, at present, a huge over provision of supermarkets in the immediate area and they
were concerned that this proposal would affect the viability the vitality of Portobello town
centre and would generate considerable traffic problems for the whole area. There were also
major concerns about the design and the materials that were proposed. The site presented a
fantastic development opportunity for Portobello. The proposal fell far short of the aspirations
of the Development Brief and was not acceptable, and they were of the opinion that
Portobello deserved a better development.
Stephen Hawkins presented about the traffic implications of the proposal;John Stewart Chair
of Portobello Amenity Society spoke on the North West Portobello Development Brief, and Joe
Findlay, of Findlay’s of Portobello, gave a local trader’s perspective.
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Traffic
Stephen Hawkins, advised that (PAS) objected to the supermarket element of the proposal on
several traffic related grounds notably parking over provision, increased traffic and greater
congestion at the Seafield and Bath Street junctions.
The Council had set its parking standards but the developer has shown a blatant disregard for
these agreed standards. More than twice the maximum spaces are proposed, that is 97 in
comparison to the 44 in the standard which is an increase of 120%.
A high volume of car traffic from outside the immediate area was expected as Aldi’s business
model was reliant on car borne shoppers and was contrary to the claim that the supermarket
was proposed in order to address a deficiency in the west of Portobello. It was disingenuous
to pretend that the spaces would be available for general use and would be used by shoppers
to the existing town centre over 300m away. No evidence had been presented to show that
linked trips would arise. It would not be a public car park as access would be controlled by Aldi
as to who can use it and for how long.
For access to the supermarket site the creation of a ghost island was proposed. It was
uncertain however how this alleviated safety issues created by the queuing busses on the
north side of the road. The ghost island did not help traffic exiting eastbound with sight lines
often obscured by delayed buses at the bus stop on the south side of Portobello High Street
as the bus drivers change over.
The traffic flow figures were inconsistent with previous surveys and the tables presented for
post development showed fewer vehicles queuing at the Seafield junction than could be seen
at present, especially in the evening peak period, when significant queues build up. Queues
along Portobello Road and Wakefield Avenue would be exacerbated as it was admitted that
the junction would become saturated causing an increase in ‘rat-running’ along the adjoining
residential streets.
Also, 90 extra cars an hour using the saturated Bath Street/Portobello High Street junction
would make existing congestion worse in the heart of the town centre resulting in it becoming
less attractive for locals and visitors alike. The council recently changed the phasing of the
lights at this junction and increased waiting times at pedestrian controlled crossings in an
attempt to limit rat-running through residential streets. It is noted that the council did not ask
for an assessment of this junction knowing it was already over capacity. A wider, more holistic
view of the effects of this development should be taken.
In summary, the traffic assessment did not reflect reality and some claims, such as the use of
the railway station at Brunstane to get to the supermarket, are inconceivable. It gave no
confidence that the increased traffic from the supermarket would not have a significant
adverse effect on congestion and air quality in Portobello town centre.
The North West Portobello Development Brief
Portobello Amenity Society believed that the application was contrary to the North West
Portobello Development Brief.
This Brief was developed following an extensive two year local consultation. Paragraph 3.8
states: ‘Other than a possible purely local “corner shop” facility within the development.... no
new retail provision is envisaged.’ Quite clearly a 1,674 sq metre supermarket does not accord
with the Brief.
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The Brief also stated that the high street would house other specialist uses that benefit from a
street frontage such as small offices, local services, artists’ studios and healthcare.
Unfortunately no such uses are included in this proposal.
Design and Materials
When the application was presented to the Urban Design Panel, they raised concerns with
respect to the break the car park forms in the High Street frontage. They were obviously
concerned that a single storey building and a car park would present a weak frontage on a
main arterial road leading into a conservation area. This was an important gateway site into
Portobello which deserved high quality design and architecture. It was true that the present
condition of the site was unattractive but was this proposal the best possible for this site? The
Society would argue that it was not.
The applicant’s answer was the creation of a new ‘arrival space’ between the car park and the
high street consisting of 6 30 foot steel totems forming a civic space where people can sit and
relax These totems would not provide the scale that the panel obviously felt was needed to
integrate this section of the high street with the town centre. PAS would argue that these
totems did not link the store into the town, nor do they provide a strong enough link between
the single storey supermarket and the four storey retirement block.
As the store was a single storey stand alone building with its own car park, it failed completely
to integrate with the rest of the town centre and was, in reality, an out of centre development
masquerading as an extension to the town centre.
The Society also had concerns about the proposed use of red brick for both the retail store
and the residential units. The applicant argues that the use of red brick will tie in with the
former power station which once stood opposite. To argue that the main building material
should match a long demolished building is strange in the extreme.
Given the need for new housing in Edinburgh, the society believes it would be more
appropriate for the site to be developed for housing with a ‘corner shop’ facility in accordance
with the Development Brief. This would also decrease the need to develop so much Green
Belt agricultural land as was proposed at Brunstane.
Retail
The area is extremely well served by supermarkets. In Portobello town centre there is Scotmid
and a Sainsbury's Local store. In addition, all brands of supermarkets are within easy reach,
most of them on direct bus routes.
No evidence has been provided of the alleged retail “deficiency” in Portobello.
The planning application for a superstore at Milton Link was refused by the council and a
Scottish Government Reporter in 2012. He concluded that: “Taking both quantitative and
qualitative issues into account, the proposal is not justified by a gap in provision locally.”
The planning application by Lidl for a supermarket at Inchview Terrace was refused last
year. The planning officer’s report stated that: “The primary catchment area is well provided
for in terms of convenience shopping...and it is not accepted there is a qualitative retail
deficiency in the area.” In other words, there is no need for another supermarket here.
The projected 3.3% impact is not minimal for independent retailers who operate on very tight
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margins. The town centre is fragile and this supermarket, outside the town centre, would have
a very serious impact on its vitality and viability.
The provision of yet another supermarket has to take business from somewhere and the easy
targets are the small independents. Supermarkets now account for more than 97% of total
grocery sales and still want more. Independents only have 2.5% market share. [source: TNS
Worldpanel].They have been increasingly squeezed to the point where they will soon
disappear altogether.
Over the last few years, because of the growth of supermarkets and out of town retail, a
number of independent shops have had to close, for example, a craft shop, a gift shop, a
greengrocer, three clothes shops, and a hardware shop of 50 years’ standing. Recent
changes to shops in the centre have been away from retailing to services, such as beauty
salons and chiropodists.
The council’s study (Edinburgh’s Shopping Centres 1986-2010) identified that the number of
non-supermarket foodstores in Portobello fell by 38% in that period.
Far from having, as Aldi claim, “a minimal impact upon Portobello town centre”, this
supermarket would send it into terminal decline.
PAS did not agree that the site is “edge of centre”. The entrance to the supermarket would be
more than 220m away from the edge of the designated town centre and 330m from the
primary retail frontages. It would also be detached from the town centre. Kwik-fit creates a
barrier and there are also several blocks of flats between Kwik-fit and the end of the primary
retail frontage on this side of the High Street. The development would therefore not form an
extension to the high street but would be isolated retail. It was also impossible to see the town
centre from the application site.
The applicants admit that they expect most shoppers to drive to the store and this meant the
local shops would be bypassed and lose trade as a result.
Finally, this proposal did not comply with the five elements of policy Ret 2 in that:
•

it would threaten the vitality and viability of the town centre as it is separated from it by
several hundred metres and would therefore draw trade from the centre;

•

this development does not help to maintain a compact centre;

•

the proposed supermarket is far larger than any other store in the town. It will have an
unbalancing effect;

•

the proposed supermarket would not reinforce or add to what is already on offer in the
town centre;

•

the car park, controlled by Aldi, offers no improvement to accessibility to car transport for
the town centre.

In summary, this store was not needed, would be harmful to the high street, did not comply
with policy and granting permission would be inconsistent with previous decisions.
A Trader’s Perspective
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Joe Findlay the owner of Findlay’s of Portobello, an award-winning butcher’s shop advied that
they had relocated to Portobello in 1986 when they forced to move from their previous
premises in Rodney Street when it suffered a 50% loss of trade due to the opening of a
supermarket close by.
The community came together to fight off the application for a supermarket on the Baileyfield
site 10 years ago and it was good to see that a sizeable majority objected to this plan.
Since the previous supermarket was refused 10 years ago, new supermarkets have opened in
the area including a Sainsbury’s Local in the high street, the doubling in size of Tesco in
Musselburgh, a new Scotmid and Farm Foods at Duddingston Park South and two Lidls - one
at Musselburgh and the other at Craigmillar. This is in addition to Aldi in Musselburgh and all
the other supermarkets in the area such as branches of the “Big Four”. Clearly, there was
absolutely no need for another supermarket in the area.
The presence of these discounters plus the economic downturn has had a negative impact on
Portobello High Street and trade had fallen by 5% in the last few years. The deli next door to
the butcher’s shop now closes at 2 pm each day because of falling trade. Contrary to the
claim by the developers that there were four delis in the town, there are actually only two.
Portobello has a number of independent traders such, Williamson’s fishmonger’s, Banana
Republic greengrocer’s, the Fine Wine shop, Earthy organic foods, the Mousehole Deli, and
several convenience shops.
The developer predicts a loss of trade to the whole town centre of 3.3%. If the foodshops
close, there will be lower footfall and all the other businesses will be affected as well.
3.3% is an unrealistically low estimate as this operator aims to undercut competitors by at
least 15% http://www.theguardian.com/business/2014/sep/29/how-aldi-price-plan-shook-uptesco-morrisons-asda-sainsburys] and would be selling products similar to those sold by the
independents.
Some of the traders who would be most affected have said:
Adam Rankine, of the Fine Wine shop, says that if turnover reduces to the extent he estimates
it will, then he would be forced to shut up shop within six months of Aldi opening.
Mrs Khan of Banana Republic greengrocer says that she has already lost trade since
Sainsbury’s Local opened and her business would be finished if Aldi opened.
James Bonthron of Williamson’s fishmonger's said: “Whilst I am a specialist retailer, I
recognise that I am likely to lose trade as a result of this supermarket opening. My greatest
concern is that if one or more of the independent food retailers closes then the town centre will
be seen as not worthwhile using for shopping as a critical mass of retailers is needed to make
it viable.”
In my own shop, I currently have 10 staff but I estimate that if my trade dropped by the amount
predicted (and it is likely to be higher) I would have to let two members of staff go.
You have already heard that independent traders now only have 2.5% of the grocery market.
They are struggling at present and this supermarket would lead to the extinction of the
independent traders in Portobello.
The council has a stated aim of protecting town centres and supporting small businesses. On
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behalf of the traders of Portobello, I am asking you please to protect our town centre by
refusing permission for this supermarket.
Conclusion
Portobello Amenity Society does wish to see the Baileyfield site developed and welcomes the
proposal to build houses on this site. However, we feel that there is, at present, a huge overprovision of supermarkets in the immediate area and are concerned that this proposal would
affect the viability and vitality of Portobello town centre and would generate considerable traffic
problems for the whole of the area. PAS also have major concerns about the design and the
materials that are proposed. The site presents a fantastic development opportunity for
Portobello. This proposal falls far short of the aspirations of the Development Brief and was
just not good enough. Portobello deserves better. For all of the above reasons, Portobello
Amenity Society asks that this application be refused.
The presentation can be viewed via the link below:
http://www.edinburgh.public-i.tv/core/portal/webcast_interactive/157915
(d) Robert Newton, GVA and Ewan Anderson, 7N Architects - Applicants
Robert Newton representing GVA addressed the Committee with Ewan Anderson
representing 7N Architects. With reference to the site and redevelopment, it was outlined that
the masterplan led approach had been adopted. A community and stakeholder consultation
had taken place during the pre-application stage, with a clear majority of respondents
supporting the proposals. Improvements had been made to the proposals in response to
feedback from the consultation. An outline was provided of the masterplan and it was
indicated that this would bring new housing on brownfield urban land. There would be 290
new dwellings, constituting at range of housing types, sizes and tenures, a new Aldi
foodstore, with an entrance at the High Street and there would be new pedestrian routes to
the site and access to transport links. The proposals would create new public realm/art at the
gateway to Portobello. Additionally, the space, for the proposed development, had been
subject to considerable change over the years. The development plan supported the principle
of re-development and there would be a sustainable mix of houses. 350 jobs would be
created and an Aldi food store would be a welcome addition to the High Street.
In conclusion, it was requested that the application be granted.
The presentation can be viewed, via the link below.
http://www.edinburgh.public-i.tv/core/portal/webcast_interactive/157915
(e)

Councillor David Walker – Ward Councillor

Councillor Walker, Ward Councillor for Portobello/Craigmillar had advised that he was unable
to attend and requested that a letter be tabled on his behalf. He advised that the application
was contrary to the North West Portobello Development Brief (NWPDB), in terms of
framework and the type of shop type retail operation envisaged on the Baileyfield site. Two
previous applications for supermarkets were refused on the grounds that the Council and the
Scottish Government Reporter did not believe there was the need for any further
supermarkets in the area. There were already a significant number of food stores in
Portobello town centre and another 14 supermarkets within a three mile radius. The
Baileyfield site was outside the town centre and would draw trade away from local shops.
The level of parking provision associated with the proposed store would attract high volumes
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of traffic to Portobello High Street. Edinburgh was desperately short of land to meet its LDP2
housing commitments and brownfield sites, such as Baileyfield, should be earmarked for
housing, thereby reducing the need to build on the green belt or green field sites throughout
the City.
In conclusion, Councillor Walker hoped that the Sub-Committee would fully consider the
points raised and requested that application no. 14/03736/PPP be refused and the developers
come forward with proposals for this site that were consistent with the NWPDB.
The Convener ruled in terms of Standing Order 8.1 (b) that votes be taken on the motions and
amendments in the following order:
Vote 1 – Amendment 2 against Amendment 3 = Vote 1 Outcome.
Vote 2 – Motion against Amendment 1 = Vote 2 Outcome
Vote 3 – Vote 2 Outcome against Vote 1 Outcome = Final Decision
Vote 1 - Amendment 2 against Amendment 3
Amendment 2
To issue a mixed decision to grant planning permission in principle for the proposed housing
development, but to refuse planning permission for the retail store as its location and the
proposed materials were inappropriate to this site.
-

Moved by Councillor Mowat, seconded by Councillor Child.

Amendment 3
To refuse planning permission as the proposals were contrary to Policy Ret 2 (Town Centres)
which set criteria for assessing retail development in or on the edge of town centres and
Transport Policies 4 and 18.
-

moved by Councillor Bagshaw, seconded by Councillor Dixon.

Voting
For amendment 2
For amendment 3

-

6 votes
2 votes

Vote 1 Outcome
To issue a mixed decision to grant planning permission in principle for the proposed housing
development, but to refuse planning permission for the retail store as its location and the
proposed materials were inappropriate for this site.
Vote 2 – Motion against Amendment 1
Motion
To grant planning permission subject to the conditions, reasons and informatives detailed in
section 3 of the report by the Acting Head of Planning and Building Standards.
-

moved by Councillor Howat, seconded by Councillor Rose.

Amendment 1
1. To grant planning permission in principle subject to conditions, reasons, informatives
detailed in section 3 of the report by the Acting Head of Planning and
Building Standards.
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2. An amended legal agreement to include affordable housing.
3. The operation plan of the car parking and the number of car parking spaces for the retail
part of the development to be approved by the Development Management SubCommittee.
-

moved by Councillor Perry, seconded by Councillor Blacklock.

Voting
For the motion
For amendment 1

-

6 votes
6 votes

The number of votes cast for the Motion and for the Amendment being equal, the Convener
used his casting vote in favour of amendment 1.
Voting
Vote 2 Outcome To grant planning permission in principle subject to conditions, reasons,
informatives detailed in section 3 of the report by the Acting Head of Planning and
Building Standards.
1. An amended legal agreement to include affordable housing.
2. The operational plan of the car parking and the number of car parking spaces for the retail
part of the development to be approved by the Development Management SubCommittee.
Vote 3 – Vote 2 Outcome against Vote 1 Outcome
Vote 2 Outcome (Amendment 1)
1. To grant planning permission in principle subject to conditions, reasons, informatives
detailed in section 3 of the report by the Acting Head of Planning and
Building Standards.
2. An amended legal agreement to include affordable housing.
3. The operational plan of the car parking and the number of car parking spaces for the retail
part of the development to be approved by the Development Management SubCommittee.
-

moved by Councillor Perry, seconded by Councillor Blacklock.

Vote 1 Outcome (Amendment 2)
To issue a mixed decision to grant planning permission in principle for the proposed housing
development, but to refuse planning permission for the retail store as its location and the
proposed materials were inappropriate for this site.
-

Moved by Councillor Mowat, seconded by Councillor Child.

Voting
Vote 2 Outcome
Vote 2 Outcome

-

9 votes
2 votes

Development Management Sub-Committee of the Planning Committee
17 December 2014

Page 9 of 3

Final Decision
1. To grant planning permission in principle subject to conditions, reasons, informatives
detailed in section 3 of the report by the Acting Head of Planning and
Building Standards.
2. An amended legal agreement to include affordable housing.
3. The operational plan of the car parking and the number of car parking spaces for the retail
part of the development to be approved by the Development Management SubCommittee.
(Reference – report by the Acting Head of Planning and Building Standards, submitted.)

3.

1 Canonmills Bridge, Edinburgh (Land 100 West Of)

The Acting Head of Planning and Building Standards reported on an application for planning
permission for the change of use from class 3 to retail, erection of 6 flats and 3 town houses
and minor alterations to elevations at 1 Canonmills Bridge, Edinburgh (application no
14/02786/FUL).
The Acting Head of Planning and Building Standards gave details of the proposal and the
planning considerations involved and recommended that the application be granted.
The Sub-Committee had previously agreed to continue consideration of this application for a
site visit.
Motion
To grant planning permission subject to conditions, reasons, informatives detailed in section 3 of the
report by the Acting Head of Planning and Building Standards.

-

moved by Councillor Perry, seconded by Councillor Howat

Amendment
To indicate intention to refuse planning permission for the reasons that the development
would be detrimental to the character of the conservation area and the Acting Head of
Planning and Building Standard to report with back with detailed reasons.
-

moved by Councillor Bagshaw, seconded by Councillor Heslop.

Voting
For the motion
For the amendment

-

2 votes
4 votes

Decision
To indicate intention to refuse planning permission for the reasons that the development would be
detrimental to the character of the conservation area and the Acting Head of Planning and Building
Standard to report with back with detailed reasons.

(References – Development Management Sub-Committee of the Planning Committee 19
November 2014 (item 2); report by the Acting Head of Planning and Building Standards,
submitted.)
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Appendix
Agenda Item
No/Address

Details of Proposal/Reference
No

Decision

Note:Detailed conditions/reasons for the following decision are contained in the statutory
planning register.
Item No 4.1 - Calder
Road Edinburgh

Application for advert consent at
advertising station, modification of
existing internally illuminated
advertising hoarding to digital
display.

To GRANT advertisement consent
subject to the conditions, reasons and
informative detailed in section 3 of the
report by the Acting Head of Planning
and Building Standards.

Application no 14/03792/ADV
Item No 4.2 - 70A
Erection of a single storey, standDuddingston Road
alone 60/60 nursery, within the site
Edinburgh
boundary of Duddingston Primary
(Duddingston Primary School. Ancillary storage building
School)l

within the proposed nursery
playground area.

To GRANT planning permission
subject to the conditions, reasons and
informative detailed in section 3 of the
report by the Acting Head of Planning
and Building Standards.

Application no 14/04060/FUL
Item No 4.3 - 103B
Granton Road
Edinburgh (Wardie
Primary School)

Erection of a stand-alone single
storey nursery building, and a
single storey extension to an
existing education building within
the site boundary of Wardie
Primary School.

To GRANT planning permission
subject to the conditions, reasons and
informative detailed in section 3 of the
report by the Acting Head of Planning
and Building Standards.

Application no 14/04593/FUL
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Agenda Item
No/Address
Item No 4.4 - 34B
Haddington Place
Edinburgh

Details of Proposal/Reference
No

Decision

Erection of mixed use
development comprising student
accommodation, retail, cafe and
restaurant uses -

1. To GRANT planning
permission subject to
conditions, reasons,
informatives and a legal
agreement detailed in
section 3 of the report by the
Acting Head of Planning and
Building Standards

Application no 14/03513/FUL

2. And an additional condition
that:
The ground floor commercial
units subject of this
permission shall be used for
Class 1, 2 or 3 (as defined
by the Town and Country
Planning (Use Classes)
(Scotland) Order 1997.
Reason
To define the terms of the
consent
Item No 4.5 - 42
Liberton Brae
Edinburgh

Erection of mixed use
development comprising student
accommodation, retail, cafe and
restaurant uses.
Application no 14/03513/FUL

Item No 4.6 - 5
Merchiston Avenue
Edinburgh

Alterations and extension to
existing dwelling house comprising
of a single storey extension to the
northwest to form garage and gym
and a two storey extension to the
southeast to form additional living
area and bedroom. (Resubmission
of planning application
13/03431/FUL).

To GRANT planning permission
subject to informatives detailed in
section 3 of the report by the
Acting Head of Planning and
Building Standards.

To indicate intention to REFUSE
planning permission for the
reasons that the development
would be contrary to policies Des
11 and Env 6 the Acting Head of
Planning and Building Standard to
report with back with detailed
reasons

Application no 14/02125/FUL
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Agenda Item
No/Address
Item No 4.7 - 14
(3f2) Montpelier
Park Edinburgh

Details of Proposal/Reference
No
Proposed extension into attic of
flat with velux roof windows and
glazed cupola.
Application no 14/03456/FUL

Item No 4.8 - 2
Moredun Dykes
Road Edinburgh
(Gilmerton Primary
School)

Decision

To GRANT planning permission
subject to informatives detailed in
section 3 of the report by the
Acting Head of Planning and
Building Standards.

Erection of a two storey education To GRANT planning permission
building within the site boundary of subject to a condition, reason and
informatives detailed in section 3 of
Gilmerton Primary School.
Application no 14/04581/FUL

Item No 4.9 Mixed use development inc. retail
Niddrie Mains Road (class 1); financial, professional
Edinburgh (Site at) and other services (class 2); food
and drink (class 3); business and
employment (class 4); residential
institutions (class 8); residential
(class 9); assembly and leisure
(class 11); sui generis flatted
development and other associated
works including car parking, public
realm, access arrangements and
works in general.

the report by the Acting Head of
Planning and Building Standards.

To GRANT planning permission in
principle subject to conditions,
reasons, informatives and a legal
agreement detailed in section 3 of
the report by the Acting Head of
Planning and Building Standards.

Application no 14/03416/PPP
(Application for Planning
Permission in Principle)
Item No 4.10 - 20
Proposed new build two storey
Royston Mains
care home for the frail elderly.
Avenue Edinburgh Application no 14/03377/FUL
(at site 50 metres
south of)
Item No 4.11 - 1
School Wynd
Ratho (Ratho
Primary School)

To GRANT planning permission
subject to conditions, reasons and
informatives detailed in section 3 of
the report by the Acting Head of
Planning and Building Standards.

Erection of a two storey education To GRANT planning permission
building within the site boundary of subject to conditions, reasons and
school.
informatives detailed in section 3 of
the report by the Acting Head of
Application no 14/04592/FUL
Planning and Building Standards.
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Agenda Item
No/Address

Details of Proposal/Reference
No

Planning application under Section
Item No 5.1 Queensferry Road 42 of the planning act seeks to
increase total number of residential
Kirkliston (Land
units from 680 to 720
Adjacent to)
(06/05149/OUT).

Decision

To GRANT planning permission in
principle subject to conditions,
reasons, informatives and a legal
agreement detailed in section 3 of the
report by the Acting Head of Planning
and Building Standards.

Application no 14/01283/PPP
(Application for Planning
Permission in Principle)
Item No 6.1 - 83
Craighall Road,
Edinburgh

1. To decline the request for a
hearing by Councillor
Jackson.

External alterations and change of
use from garage and public house
to convenience store (class 1),
children's nursery (class 10) and 3
studio flats (as amended)

2. Continued for a Site Visit

Application no 14/02023/FUL
Item 6.2 - 199
Fountainbridge
Edinburgh

Proposed mixed use development
comprising retail (Class 1),
financial services (class 2), food
and drink (class 3), office/light
industrial (class 4), hotel (class 7),
housing (class 9), community use
(class 10), leisure (class 11),
public house (non-classified use)
and associated parking, open
space, infrastructure and public
realm works.

To GRANT planning permission in
principle subject to conditions,
reasons, informatives and a legal
agreement detailed in section 3 of the
report by the Acting Head of Planning
and Building Standards.

Application no 14/02814/PPP
(Application for Planning
Permission in Principle)
Item No 6.3 - 328
Extension to existing Sports
Gilmerton Road
Centre including Gym Hall &
Edinburgh (Liberton support facilities.
High School)
Application no – 14/04530/FUL

To GRANT planning permission
subject to a condition, reason and
informatives detailed in section 3 of
the report by the Acting Head of
Planning and Building Standards.

Development Management Sub-Committee of the Planning Committee
17 December 2014
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Agenda Item
No/Address

Details of Proposal/Reference
No

Erection of 19 affordable
Item No 6.4 - 36
Morrison Crescent residential units.
Edinburgh
Application no 14/02232/FUL

Decision

To indicate intention to REFUSE
planning permission for the reasons
that the location of the development
would be detrimental to neighbouring
amenity and its proximity to the
adjacent main road would be
detrimental to the amenity of potential
residents and the Acting Head of
Planning and Building Standard to
report with back with detailed reasons.
.

Item No 6.5 - 22
Observatory Road
Edinburgh

Demolish existing house and build Continued for a Site Visit
new house.

Application no 14/02276/FUL
Protocol Note by the Head
Item No 7.1 - 17-21
of Legal, Risk and
Portobello High
Compliance
Street Edinburgh
Item No 7.1(a) - 1721 Portobello High
Street Edinburgh
(Site 100 Metres
West Of)

Noted

Demolition of buildings and
development for residential, retail,
sui generis and retirement
apartments, detailed matters for
retail store (siting, design, access
and landscaping) detailed matters
of residential (max no. of heights
of units, layout and points of
vehicular/pedestrian access and
egress).
Application no 14/003736/PPP

1 To GRANT planning
permission in principle
subject to conditions,
reasons, informatives
detailed in section 3 of the
report by the Acting Head of
Planning and Building
Standards.
2 An amended legal
agreement to include
affordable housing
3 The operation plan of the car
parking and the number of
car parking spaces for the
retail part of the development
to be approved by the
Development Management
Sub-Committee.
(On a division)

Development Management Sub-Committee of the Planning Committee
17 December 2014
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Agenda Item
No/Address
Item No 8.1 - 1
Canonmills Bridge
Edinburgh

Details of Proposal/Reference
No
Change of use from class 3 to
retail, erection 6 flats and 3 town
houses and minor alterations to
elevations.
Application no 14/02786/FUL

Decision

To indicate intention to REFUSE
planning permission for the reasons
that the development would be
detrimental to the character of the
conservation area and the Acting Head
of Planning and Building Standard to
report with back with detailed reasons.

(On a division)

Development Management Sub-Committee of the Planning Committee
17 December 2014
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