
 
 

The Community Council represents the views of local residents to Edinburgh City Council 

 

From :  Richard Price – NTBCC Planning Convenor 

2 Bellevue Terrace 

Edinburgh 

EH7 4DU 

         7th February 2018 

Jennifer Zochowska, 

City of Edinburgh Council, 

Waverley Court, 

4 East Market Street,  

Edinburgh EH8 8BG 

 

Dear Ms. Zochowska, 

 

17/05967/FUL Change of use from commercial offices to a mixed use of residential and 

commercial.  Partial demolition of existing building with retention of Canon Mill façade, erection 

of new building to accommodate 11no. new flats with ground floor commercial space. 

1 - 3 Canon Street Edinburgh EH3 5HE  

 

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

 

The New Town & Broughton Community Council saw the proposal to essentially demolish the last 

remaining building associated with the history of milling along the water of Leith. The current 

building at 1 -3 Canon Street, Canonmills has clear historical significance.  It is the last 

physical vestige of a history of milling in the area which goes back to the 12th century and stretches 

along the Water of Leith as far as the Dean Village, where (through accident or design); at least a 

solitary mill stone still survives.  These mills give the area its name and even though this particular 

building on the corner of Canon Street and Eyre Place has suffered through its many changes over 

the last century, the façade of the main building still provides historic context and continues to add 

charm to this corner of the city and is cherished by many local residents. 

 

The Archaeology Assessment by the AOC Archaeology Group helpfully states that  “the site has been 

occupied by a mill building from at least 1804”, and indeed ,” documentary and cartographic records 

indicate that the building may be of an earlier date and is potentially a medieval mill.” The building 

“is located in the southern section of Canon Mills,” which is documented as being “a flour mill in 

1849” falling into disuse in 1893 and then subsequently redeveloped as a printing works in the early 

20th century. 

 



 
 
The accompanying Design & Access Statement acknowledges that “the building at the corner of Eyre 

Place and Canon Street is the last surviving mill building and dates from the early 18th century. 

Although it has been heavily modified in the intervening years, with a new extension along Canon 

Street, new orange clay tiled roof and shopfront addition, the original rubble masonry walls are still 

intact and in good condition.” 

 

NTBCC are therefore somewhat surprised that this building (at least in part) remains “unlisted” by 

Historic Environment Scotland and whilst the remaining mill building (designated Building A in the 

current application) may not be listed and the Archaeological Statement contends that even though 

it may not date further back than the early 19th century and that it has been much altered 

internally, even so, it does nonetheless have genuine historical significance.  

 

We also note that through some undefined process, this small area of Canonmills does not reside 

either within the New Town Conservation area nor the Inverleith Conservation area. Whilst we can 

understand that due to previous unwelcome demolition and subsequent development in this small 

“island” between the various conservation areas, there are properties which clearly do no merit 

being conserved, this overall approach has (perhaps unwittingly) includes 1 -3 Canon Street which in 

our opinion, deserves some form of protection. 

  

The Archaeology Assessment commissioned by the applicants does helpfully refer to Scottish 

Planning Policy (SPP 2014), stating that “The planning guidance expresses a general presumption in 

favour of preserving heritage remains in situ. Their ‘preservation by record’ (i.e. through excavation 

and recording, followed by analysis and publication, by qualified archaeologists) is a less desirable 

alternative.”  

 

Scottish Planning Policy (SPP : Scottish Government 2014) expresses the following policy principles: 

“The planning system should: 

• promote the care and protection of the designated and non‐designated historic 

environment (including individual assets, related settings and the wider cultural landscape) 

and its contribution to sense of place ,cultural identity, social well‐being, economic growth, 

civic participation and lifelong learning; and 

• enable positive change in the historic environment which is informed by a clear 

understanding of the importance of the heritage assets affected and ensure their future 

use. Change should be sensitively managed to avoid or minimise adverse impacts on the 

fabric and setting of the asset, and ensure that its special characteristics are protected, 

conserved or enhanced”. 

 

Furthermore, HESPS (Historic Environment Scotland 2016) sets out the Scottish Government’s policy 

for the sustainable management of the historic environment. Key principles of the policy (1.9b) note 

that “‘there should be a presumption in favour of preservation of individual historic assets and also 

the pattern of the wider historic environment; no historic asset should be lost or radically changed 



 
 
without adequate consideration of its significance and of all the means available to manage and 

conserve it” . 

 

From this – we would conclude that even though the main elements of this building are not 

currently listed, even “non-designated” structures should be afforded some form of care and 

protection from insensitive development relating to their setting and more importantly, their 

contribution to a sense of place and identity for important heritage assets. 

 

We would also conclude that developments should preserve or conserve rather than propose radical 

change to these historic assets. We believe that the proposal to retain the rubble-built façade of the 

mill building (Building A) but making significant modifications to that façade (by altering the position 

of all of the windows on the southern face) and removing the hipped pantile roof (which may not be 

original but does reflect the architectural style of adjacent listed buildings within the New Town 

Conservation area to the west) pays little regard to any lasting recognition of the history of this 

particular building and its heritage and clearly does not preserve this acknowledged historic asset. 

The result is both a clear pastiche and ultimately disowns and disregards Scottish Government 

guidance regarding protection and conservation of historic assets. .   

 

Whilst it is clear that there are elements of the buildings in question that would not merit retention 

under these policies and guidance, we would hope that more importance would be attached to 

preserving the main building in its current guise to retain this important form and vista immediately 

adjacent to the New Town Conservation area and limit the inappropriate changes to both its façade 

and more importantly its roofline.   

 

Whilst NTBCC acknowledge and accept that some modifications may be required to historically 

important buildings, these changes should be the minimum necessary to ensure a longer term viable 

use for the building. We believe that a more sympathetic approach to the proposed change of use of 

Building A should be possible – enabling a more distinctive residential offering. In our view, the 

current proposal pushes the boundary as to what is both necessary and acceptable. 

 

The proposed design, when set amongst the surrounding buildings will have a thoroughly 

unsympathetic presence with regard to height, roofline and materials at the higher storeys – being 

an unwelcome intruder to this area – a  ”cuckoo in the nest”…….  The substitution of the glazed, zinc-

clad upper storey for the hipped pantile roof is particularly regretted and in our view, inappropriate. 

 

Regarding the proposed residential element, we are of the view that, whilst recognising the 

constraints of the site, shoehorning eleven flats into the proposed building could be seen as over 

development. We note and recognise that the absence of any real external space for the majority of 

occupants would discourage young couples with children; we question the proposed housing mix 

being mainly small 1 bed apartments. We also question whether the proposed access / egress for 

the building’s occupants (with up to 30 people envisaged) is best retained on Canon Street – a 



 
 
narrow street on a blind corner with parked cars and on-street bins to the south and we question 

whether a better access could be provided either in the pend to the east (as proposed for waste 

collection) or perhaps even on the southern façade. These considerations underpin our belief that 

too much is being proposed for the site. However, as we understand from the information provided 

by the applicant that few, if any, original internal features remain – this does allow layout changes to 

the building internals within the existing structure to re-purpose as required.      

  

We welcome the retention of a commercial unit on the ground floor and the internal bin store as 

well as the provision of internal cycle storage in accordance with council policy. 

 

Given the significant concerns with the proposal, we register our objection to the changes proposed 

for the building on the corner of Eyre Place / Canon Street – being a more than necessary 

intervention and imposition of a design form that destroys any architectural linkage with the 

building’s heritage. We would expect a significantly more sympathetic treatment of the building, 

with a modified design proposal to both better preserve the existing character (especially the front 

and western elevation as well as the pyramid roof form) and provision of improved amenity for the 

building’s occupants though design changes and a reduction in the overall quantum of development. 

 

 

 

 

Yours,  

 

 

Richard Price  

On behalf of the New Town & Broughton Community Council 

 


