
 

24th March 2015 
 
 
 
Karen Robertson 
Senior Planner 
Planning and Building Standards 
The City of Edinburgh Council 
Level G2 Waverley Court  
4 East Market Street 
 Edinburgh 
EH8 8BG 
 
 
Dear Madam, 

GRANTON CENTRAL DEVELOPMENTS Ltd. 

APPLICATION 14/05305/AMC: 65 WEST HARBOUR ROAD 

Following our meeting on Tuesday 17th March, I write to present the applicant’s response to the issues 

raised. 

Masterplan detail of the local centre 

It became apparent to us at the meeting that many of the comments arose due to the lack of detail shown in 

the submitted masterplan at the local centre, and indeed this may be why Ben Wilson expressed the view 

that the proposal constitutes a “commercial centre”.  We pointed out that the “blurred” indication which 

removed detail from the local centre, was an approach specifically requested by Alison Kirkwood at our 

meeting with her on the 7th January 2015.  To resolve this problem we now formally replace revision V 

Masterplan (submitted with the application) with revision V4, which is attached along with the 

accompanying schedule of uses and areas. Please note that there are no changes to the massing plan 

previously submitted.  We hope that this will address the concerns of Ben Wilson and also those of Matthew 

Simpson - see below. 

Local centre 

We maintain our position that the proposal represent the “local centre” that is proposed in the 2010 

Edinburgh City Local Plan.  The proposed total gross retail floor space is only marginally higher than the 

other “local centre” proposed in the Local Plan and now built (West Granton, in Waterfront Broadway), 

which contains one superstore with a gross floor space of 7271 sq m (figure taken from the Local Plan) plus 

other units.  Furthermore, we suggest that what is now proposed is a genuine local centre with 

opportunities for associated commercial (small business, restaurant, café) and leisure uses, rather than the 

single big store at Waterfront Broadway which we suggest is more akin to an out-of-town superstore. 

We note that a “Local Centre” is defined in the Local Plan as “a shopping centre of 10 units or greater”.  As 

can be seen from the attached Revision V4 plan, the area allocated in the application can accommodate 

more than ten units, with one unit of 1500 sq m gross floor space and all others no greater than 250 sq m in 

accordance with the Outline Planning Permission.  We also again draw your attention to the fact that the 

“Local Centre” designation in the Local Plan is in exactly the same location as that now proposed.
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The details of the Local Centre now shown on Masterplan revision V4 re-inforce our opinion that a retail 

impact analysis (RIA) is not required.  Paragraph 8.9 of the Local Plan advises that RIA is required to prove 

that “there will be no threat to the vitality and viability of the centres listed in Table 8.1”.  The Granton 

Harbour Local Centre is in the table as “Granton Waterfront 2”, and therefore the application seeks approval 

for the identified centre.  It is therefore absurd to suggest that an application for a centre specifically 

proposed in the table must prove that it is not a threat to the centres listed in the table!  We also note that 

the same Local Plan paragraph defines that RIA is required for developments of 2500 sq m or more. We 

confirm that no unit in the proposed centre would exceed the outline planning permission limit of 1500 sq 

m.  We are unaware of any other local centre that has a unit size restriction of 250 sq. m.  This restriction 

makes it extremely unlikely that it would affect any other centres, none of which have such a restriction. 

At the meeting, Ben Wilson objected to the “form, scale and location” of the retailing.  My response to each 

of these is as follows. 

The form accords with the outline planning permission:  one unit of 1500 sq m and all other units not 

exceeding 250 sq m. 

The Local Plan advises that a local centre should have more than 10 units.  The proposals comply with this.  

There is no upper limit prescribed in planning policy, but we compare the proposed total retail floorspace of 

8920 sq m with the approved 7271 sq m Morrison’s superstore at Waterfront Broadway – which with the 

other units adjoining it will reach a similar overall floorspace.  The scale of the proposal therefore accords 

with your approvals at the other “Local Centre” designated in Granton in the Local Plan. 

The local centre is positioned at exactly the location shown in Edinburgh City Local Plan, and therefore is 

compliant with the development plan, as we have previously contended. 

Aggregation of the retail units 

You indicated that another issue was that the retail units are not spread around the development site.  The 

relevant outline planning permission (01/00802/OUT) imposes no such requirement that the approved retail 

units be scattered around the site.  Again, we refer you to the Local Plan (adopted in 2010 – presumably in 

full knowledge of the outline planning permission) which clearly states that the retail units should take the 

form of a “Local Centre”, at the site now proposed.  You responded by referring to the reserved-matters 

application submitted in 2006 and approved in 2009 which spread the units throughout the site.  I remind 

you that the Local Plan was approved the following year – and therefore is a more up-to-date expression of 

the Council’s policy on this matter. 

As I have already said to you, a viable and economic local retail centre is essential to the success of the other 

development components, and the current residential market interest in the site has already indicated that 

such a centre is required.  GCDL is currently in discussion with the management and letting subsidiaries of 

the two largest service providers to the residential letting market in the UK.  In discussions with GCDL, both 

organisations have emphasised the importance of a viable local retail centre as a prerequisite for a 

successful and economically sustainable residential community.  There is no easily-accessible alternative 

local shopping available to the 4,000 plus new residents neither on our client’s site nor for those on the 

proposed residential developments directly opposite in West Harbour Road.  Individual retail units scattered 

throughout our client’s site are not feasible, even more so given the emphasis now on family housing. 
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Previous attempts at scattering retail units under residential buildings over a large area have been tried 

before in the Edinburgh Waterfront area and have failed. 

Parking 

We were advised by Matthew Simpson that the revised Masterplan would have an unacceptable impact on 

traffic.  We assume that he is unaware of the outline planning approval and the AMC approval of 13th 

January 2014 (13/04320/AMC).  The outline planning permission granted all the uses now proposed, and the 

AMC approved floor space and unit numbers which are in most cases higher than those now proposed.  

Residential units: marginal increase from 1980 to 1996 units.  We dispute how an increase of 16 units 

changes traffic impact from acceptable (approved in 2014) to his present position. 

Retail:  decrease from 9230 (2014) to 8920 sq m.  A decrease in retail floor space cannot turn an acceptable 

Masterplan into an unacceptable one. 

Business:  increase from 3560 to 5557 sq m.  We again dispute how an additional 1997 sq m of business 

space can have an unacceptable traffic impact.   

Leisure:  floor space unchanged.   

Hotel:   increase from 100 beds to 160.  The basement car park below the hotel is already designed with 

spare capacity to meet this increase.  Our opinion is that this is a marginal increase which would not result in 

unacceptable traffic impact. 

Comparing the present application with the 2009 Forth Ports Reserved-Matters approval reveals an even 

more significant reduction in development capacity: total residential down 1400 units -over 40%, retail down 

by 310 sq m, and commercial down by 1558 sq m – a total overall reduction in commercial floorspace of 

over 40%. 

The Multi-storey car park proposal is a response to comments made by Council staff during negotiation of 

the 2013 application that open, ground-level parking lots should be minimised.  We notice that the same 

approach has been adopted at the other local centre in Granton at Waterfront Broadway.  Capacity will exist 

for local centre traffic; and also residential and harbour visitor parking, the demand for which has already 

been underestimated for the present occupied development.  As a result, on-street parking is commonplace, 

obstructing emergency vehicles, buses and other large vehicles.  To soften the potentially adverse visual 

relationship between the car park at the existing flats in Hesperus Crossway, we propose a row of small 

service uses bordering its northern frontage. 

Overall, parking provision for the boatyard and marina has been increased, again to ensure that sufficient 

will be available to meet demand without the need for on-street parking. 

Affordable housing 

Masterplan revision V4 which we now submit reduces affordable housing on PoLHA’s plot 3 to the required 

15%, responding to the representation that this development by a social-housing provider is not in fact an 

affordable housing development.   Affordable housing provision is shown in revision V4 distributed in six 

locations, as requested by Alison Kirkwood at the meeting. 
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Representations 

We acknowledge the list of these issues read out at the meeting.   On a general point, it is obvious that many 

writers were unaware of the previous permissions, which establish the road layout, pedestrian routes, cycle 

routes, and pedestrian access along the riverfront.  We emphasise that the application seeks Masterplan 

approval (like those by GCDL and Forth Ports before it), and that details such as cycle parking will be resolved 

at detailed design stage. 

The writers appear not to appreciate that the proposed tall buildings on plots 7A, 26, 27 and 28 are already 

approved, and that these sites are not owned by GCDL. 

The writers have clearly not compared the present proposal with the 2014 approval in relation to 

greenspace.  All greenspace shown on the 2014-approved Masterplan is retained, with extra greenspace 

now provided on plots 10a and 13, and Lochinvar Park which is now shown on Revision V4 as being 

extended. 

The present proposals have a lesser impact on the Middle-Pier listed buildings by removing all other building 

proposals from it. 

The Masterplan is presented in the same manner as previous Masterplans: it does not seek approval for 

detailed design but merely sets the context for detailed MSC applications for individual development zones, 

which we assume is why Forth Ports were awarded a fee concession for their 2006 Masterplan application.  

Detailed applications for the local centre will ensure that it has a “sense of place”, which will relate better to 

the public realm, housing plots, footpath and cycle routes that the Waterfront Broadway example.   

You advised that representations criticised changes made to the Masterplan between the public 

consultations in December and the submitted Masterplan.  The reason most of these changes were made 

was specifically in response to comments made at these events.  As an important example, many visitors 

strongly supported the community boatyard and they all wanted increased parking provision.  The 

consultation Masterplan showed this on plot 7A.  As you know GCDL aspired to acquire this site and your 

department failed to confirm its support when requested to do so. Therefore in order to ensure delivery of 

the boatyard – in accordance with the wishes of the community – it was moved to plot 8B which is owned by 

GCDL, thereby ensuring its deliverability. 

Priorities 

The Government’s 2014 Scottish Planning Policy introduces “a presumption in favour of development that 

contributes to sustainable development”.  The proposed development, being on brownfield land, in a 

designated urban regeneration location, with very good transport links, fulfils the description of sustainable 

development.  Elaborating on this, the same document states that the Scottish Ministers expect that the 

planning service should “play a key role in facilitating sustainable economic growth, particularly the creation 

of new jobs and the strengthening of economic capacity and resilience within communities”. 

We also note the following statement:  “Ministers consider the delivery of appropriate housing 

developments, particularly in growth areas, and in accordance with the recently issued Scottish Planning 

Policy, to be an issue of national significance”. 
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Section 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 states: “Where, in making any 

determination under the planning Acts, regard is to be had to the development plan, the determination shall 

be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise”.   The application 

directly complies with Edinburgh City Local Plan, and material considerations such as the previous planning 

approvals and the Council’s interpretation of Local Plan policy as applied to Granton Waterfont Broadway 

Local Centre all favour approval of the application. 

At a local level, the outcomes from Forth Neighbourhood Partnership’s “Regeneration in Forth” event were: 

 The need for local employment opportunities 

 The need for mixed use development 

 New and upgraded Infrastructure 

 Cohesion and Integration of existing and emerging communities 

 Future consultation and communication. 

The present application meets all these outcomes. 

 

At our 17th March meeting, there was the impression that emphasis was being placed on trivial policy 

interpretations and on alleged technical issues which appeared to betray ignorance of previous council 

approvals.  This directly contradicts the Government’s statements on the priorities for the planning service.   

 

Process 

As mentioned above, I now attach revision V4 Masterplan which reverts to an indicative local centre layout 

as originally proposed by us and discouraged by Alison Kirkwood on the 7th January.  We trust that this will 

respond to the concerns expressed at last week’s meeting, and that you will now ensure that the application 

will be progressed to an early committee meeting. 

We notice that the statutory processing time has now expired, yet at the meeting we were informed that 

“not all the consultations were complete”.  We are unaware of any request from you to extend the 

determination period under Article 26 (3) (a), despite this situation.  

 

Yours Faithfully, 

 

John Paton 

 

 




