
New Town & Broughton Community Council 

From :  Richard Price – NTBCC Planning Convenor 

2 Bellevue Terrace 

Edinburgh 

EH7 4DU 

          20
th

 August 2014 

 

Mr. Euan Mcmeeken, 

Planning & Building Standards, 

City of Edinburgh Council, 

Waverley Court, 

Edinburgh EH8 8BG 

 

Dear Mr. Mcmeeken, 

Reference Application No. 14/02746/FUL & 14/02746/LBC 

New shopfront and automatic doors, level/ramped entrance. Protective pedestrian barrier, 

retail fit out, external roof plant deck and form new flat roof.  30 - 30A Dundas Street 

Edinburgh EH3 6JN  

 

Representation on behalf of the New Town & Broughton Community Council.  

 

Further to the representation submitted on 8th August concerning the parallel application for  

the installation of an Auto Teller Machine (ATM) on the front ground level façade of the above 

building, the New Town & Broughton Community Council (NTBCC) now wish to make further 

and fuller representation on the above application. We limited our comments on the previous 

application to the ATM installation only as detailed on the “Proposed East Elevation & Various 

Details”, reference AMCA Architects dwg PL-003. The remaining drawings lodged with the 

previous application we judged not to be relevant to that application but would be 

commented on as part of this application. We however assume that determination for both of   

these applications will be conducted concurrently. We also note that there has been a 

separate TRO which we assume is to permit deliveries & possibly uplifts from the front of the 

property on Dundas Street. We also note that this location is a mixed use street with some 

retail units at street level but residential use is predominant both on Dundas Street & more 

importantly in the various lanes behind Dundas Street. 

 

Having considered this application, we have the following comments : 

 

1) As you are aware, 30 – 36 Dundas Street is a category B Listed building from the 

early 19th century albeit with 20th century alterations, designed by Reid and Sibbald. They 

comprise a 4-storey building with basement; incorporating a 9-bay terraced tenement using 

broached ashlar sandstone. The listing also includes the railings as fronting Dundas Street 

where still existing.  



2) Disappointingly, the frontage of 30A Dundas Street was altered to its significant 

detriment in the late 1990’s. Originally as we understand it, this was an office for Olivetti who 

had removed the original ground floor front façade and installed the present plate glass 

façade. The current façade is neither in an appropriate style for this prestigious street nor of 

an appropriate construction and we therefore agree and accept that a replacement of the 

ground level shop front is necessary and desirable. 

3) However, the design advanced in the planning application for the replacement shop 

frontage would appear to be of a generic form that the applicant may use in many other 

locations but which in our view is totally inappropriate for this particular location amongst 

listed buildings and within the New Town Conservation area & also within the Edinburgh 

World Heritage site.   

4) We note the approach taken by another supermarket major in nearby Howe Street – 

where the applicant has retained the existing shopfront (albeit not original but more in 

keeping with the surrounding buildings) and has not imposed any signage to the external 

façade or any projecting signage. Although the Howe Street development was not warmly 

welcomed either by us or local residents, at least the architectural impact has been 

minimised. Here, the applicant proposes an aluminium framed shopfront approximately to the 

dimensions of the existing (coloured grey per RAL 7037) & “standard automatic swing doors”. 

In short, we again stress that we believe that the proposal as submitted is entirely at odds 

with Edinburgh LDP (March 2013) Des 13 – Shopfronts which states “Planning permission will 

be granted for alterations to shopfronts which are improvements on what already exists and 

relate sensitively and harmoniously to the building as a whole. Particular care will be taken 

over proposals for the installation of illuminated advertising panels and projecting signs, 

blinds, canopies, security grills and shutters to avoid harm to the visual amenity of shopping 

streets or the character of historic environments”. This application patently does NOT improve 

on what already exists & is therefore contrary to this policy. 

5) We believe that the applicant should compromise significantly by not using their 

generic design and proposing a frontage consistent with the relevant policies and most 

importantly consistent with (or at least complementing) the architectural heritage of the 

surrounding area. We would welcome some reinstatement of the original frontage in ashlar 

which could retain some consistency of form and symmetry with the frontage above street 

level. This suggested compromise would also include signage – of which the majority would of 

course be the subject of a separate application. However, the applicant is proposing to retain 

the existing signage board.  We again believe that this would be contrary to Des 13.  

6) We have already suggested an alternate location for the ATM in the previous 

representation. However, we do support the proposal for the paved entrance ramp giving 

level access to the property to meet equal opportunities requirements. 

7) Moving to the modifications proposed to the rear single storey building at the rear – 

again – the proposal in terms of form & materials and the resultant  impact on visual amenity 

and architectural quality is entirely inappropriate for the setting of this ( & adjacent) listed 

buildings. The proposal removes the existing slate roof in several areas and also proposes the 

use of projecting air conditioning plant at the rear of the building. There are also areas where 

the existing slate roof is being replaced with “goosewing grey Sarnafil” where the single storey 

rear elevation abuts the rear of the tenement. We understood that in order to meet 

Edinburgh LDP policies that new developments or alterations should use predominantly 



traditional materials and therefore we would have expected the specification to require 

Scottish Slate or similar. Sarnafil clearly is not a traditional material, and slate or lead would 

clearly be more appropriate. In addition, the proposal is to replace an existing pitched roof in 

the rear extension by a flat roof. Although it could be argued that the existing pitched roofs 

are not of significant architectural merit, they are adequate and in keeping, whereas a flat roof 

will be non-traditional and not in keeping with the surrounding buildings. The location of the 

rear extension results in it being overlooked by several upper stories on Dundas Street & 

Northumberland Street as well as other properties on Northumberland Street Lane whose 

visual amenity will be significantly impaired by this. 

8) The proposal does not include a design statement outlining either the handling of 

store deliveries or waste management.  We assume that deliveries would be to the front of 

the property, on Dundas Street. Regarding waste management, although the application 

states that there will be a “bin store at the rear of the house area” - it is unclear whether this 

will be ultimately handled from the front of the building or the rear of the property.  If it is 

proposed to use the rear of the building – we have concerns over the access / egress into 

Northumberland Street lane. Without a clearer statement on waste management, we cannot 

assess the impact on residential amenity and noise from this operation. We would therefore 

urge the Planning Officer to explore this aspect more fully.  

9) In terms of impact on amenity of existing residential areas, we have concerns over 

the impact of noise generated from air conditioning units operating 24 hours per day. The 

location of various vents from the property is also unclear. Although the maximum noise 

levels would appear to fall within those permitted in residential areas, the details and 

assessment of the impact on residential amenity are difficult to assess without an 

environmental assessment..  

10) Although it is not clear whether the proposed changes to the railings on the stepped 

frontage are covered by this application or the associated planning application covering the 

ATM installation,  we would note that the technical detail of the proposal does not include 

sufficient detail and we would expect the reinstated railings  would adhere as closely as 

possible to those on adjacent properties and fully in keeping in both material, extent and style 

to others in the Conservation area as well as meeting current Health & Safety requirements.   

 

Overall we have a number of concerns with this application and the suitability of these premises for 

the specific use intended. We are aware that it has an existing permitted Class 1 use but the 

modifications required to enable its use (under Class 1) as a supermarket are, in our opinion, 

contrary to a number of LDP policies.  

 

We do not believe that these proposals meet the current Council guidance on shopfronts and as 

such, the NTBCC cannot support this application and would lodge a strong objection that it should 

not be granted. 

 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

Richard Price on behalf of NTBCC Planning Committee 


