
 

 
 

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 

         17th January 2021 

Mr. Kenny  Bowes, 

Planning Officer, 

The City of Edinburgh Council, 

Waverley Court, 

East Market Street, 

Edinburgh, EH8 8BG   

 

Dear Mr. Bowes, 

20/03034/FUL Demolition of existing buildings and erection of mixed-use development comprising 

residential, hotel, office and other commercial uses, with associated landscaping / public realm, 

car parking and access arrangements (as revised).  34 Fettes Row Edinburgh EH3 6RH   

 

The New Town & Broughton Community Council (NTBCC) requested a short extension to this revised 

application (still covered under 20/03034/FUL) to allow consideration of various submissions from 

residents’ groups and other local interest groups in order to ensure that the community council’s 

position reflected the views of the wider community. The revised application was also considered at 

the recent (virtual) monthly community council meeting on 11th January. 

 

From that discussion, it was evident that although there was support for the majority of the 

revisions, there remained a frustration that the changes proposed, whilst mostly welcome, did not 

address some of the fundamental concerns that had been raised in responses to the original 

application in September/October 2020.  Furthermore, there was frustration that residents had 

again expended considerable time and effort looking in more detail at the additional 200+ 

documents that had been lodged as part of this revision. 

 

We would also note that it would seem that majority of the revisions proposed were either in 

response to concerns raised either by statutory consultees (Historic Environment Scotland) or 

council planning officers. Concerns raised by the wider community do not seem to have been 

addressed. 

 

 

 



 

 
 
NTBCC has also revisited the response from Historic Environment Scotland (HES) to the original 

application. . Whilst HES did  not formally lodge an objection, their response raised many concerns 

shared both by NTBCC, other local interest groups as well as residents, but only a small element of 

those concerns again appear to have been addressed  in this revised application..      

 

NTBCC would reiterate our long-standing position that the proposed site, given its size, central 

location and adjoining a precious open space within the New Town, does offer a unique opportunity 

to add real value to the area whilst allowing the site to be developed such that the current owners 

can achieve sufficient value from the site. As such, NTBCC, along with many residents, are supportive 

of t appropriate development for the site which directly abuts the Edinburgh World Heritage site and 

sits within the New Town Conservation Area – including replacement of some of the buildings that 

clearly have little or no architectural merit. 

 

However, NTBCC would both acknowledge and express appreciation for the time again expended by 

the development team in liaising with both the community council and with many local interest 

groups to explain the proposed revision. . However, whilst some, relatively minor, changes have 

been made vs. the original proposal,  it is disappointing   that many of the concerns raised to the 

original application and suggestions as to possible improvements, proposed in good faith, have not 

been given adequate consideration. 

 

In terms of the specifics of the revisions  proposed, taken from the summary as contained within the 

revised Design & Access Statements (Parts 1 – 6), we have the following comments :  

 

(1) Fettes Row - Office & Block 5 Relocation 

(DESIGN AND ACCESS STATEMENT ADDENDUM Section 1 

“Amended design proposals relocate the Office Building and adjacent Private Residential Block 5. 

Both buildings are moved 1.5m northwards - increasing the distance between the proposed 

development facades and that of the existing tenement to Fettes Row and the existing retained wall 

line to the streets North edge.” 

 

“The adjusted building positions ease the proximity of the proposed development to existing tree 

canopies to further mitigate any proposed tree pruning on Fettes Row.” 

 

 NTBCC’s position is that this is a marginal but beneficial change that reduces the extent of the tree 

works (as originally proposed) and will also improve (albeit very marginally) the views of Fettes Row 

from Dundas Street. However, although welcome, this is a relatively minor change and initial 

concerns remain with the proposed height of the relocated office building.  

 

Many residents continue to have significant concerns regarding the building form, scale and 

relationship to Fettes Row proposed & whether it is commensurate with the height and scale of the 



 

 
 
existing Fettes Row north-facing street elevation as stated in the revised Design & Access Statement 

(Section 1).  

 

2 Private Residential Units - Amendments 

(DESIGN AND ACCESS STATEMENT ADDENDUM Section 2)  

“Amendments reduce the volume of proposed development at uppermost storey / penthouse level 

of North Crescent Blocks 1 & 2. This provides an increase in the ‘gap’ between the two buildings and 

improves the ‘clear’ view through the development when viewed ‘formally’ from within the New 

Town looking North.” 

 

NTBCC’s view is that although this does increase the gap between the blocks forming the northern 

‘crescent’ at the foot of Dundonald Street by 2 metres, together with a marginal reduction in height 

of those blocks by 0.5 metres – which, although limited, is to be welcomed – driven by the need to 

preserve ‘framed views’ from the WHS – which we assume to be in response to comments from 

Historic Environment Scotland (HES). 

 

However it does not fundamentally change our concerns with respect to the height of these blocks 

(Northern crescent, Blocks 1 & 2) and their visual impact as seen by the users of King George V Park. 

 

3 Dundas Street - Elevation review 

 (DESIGN AND ACCESS STATEMENT ADDENDUM Section 3) 

 

“Amendments have been made to the detail design of elevations to Dundas Street – specifically the 

MMR (‘Mid-Market Rent’) Residential building and adjacent Hotel. Changes address the detailed 

articulation of both facades to express proportions of base, middle and top.” 

 

“The main communal entrance to the MMR building is moved forward and provided with a more 

active ‘presence’ on Dundas Street, whilst providing secondary access also to main door entry flats 

located off the courtyard. The mass and form of proposed buildings – in response to the wider 

context and topography of Dundas Street - remains as before.” 

 

NTBCC take the view that whilst not being opposed to this minor change, it does not fundamentally 

mitigate concerns that have previously been raised both by NTBCC and by many local residents 

regarding the building line proposed along Dundas Street.  Furthermore, NTBCC are not entirely 

convinced either by the need for a more ‘active presence’ to the Dundas Street elevation as an 

objective for this development or whether in fact this proposal achieves that.  

 

 Whilst we understand the rationale for moving the communal entrance closer to the Dundas St 

frontage – this change does not in any way materially change our previous wider concerns regarding 

the chosen building line being brought forwards & loss of trees on Dundas Street.    

 



 

 
 
4 Eyre Place - Elevation Review  

(DESIGN AND ACCESS STATEMENT ADDENDUM Section 4)   

 

“Amendments have been made to the detail design of the BTR (‘Build to Rent’) elevation to Eyre 

Place. Changes address the detailed articulation of the facade and its relationship and interface with 

the existing adjacent tenement. This includes proposed parapet height review and interpreted / 

defined ground floor height – in response to the adjoining main tenement façade and shop fronts.” 

 

NTBCC accepts that the ground floor “Facade ‘Frame’ height” being better aligned with the fascia 

cornice of existing adjacent shop front is a marginal improvement when viewed from street level – 

however it appears that this also results in an increase in height of the overall building to align with 

the eaves of the existing adjacent tenement, with a further set-back storey as well as a roof terrace 

above the ridge line of the existing tenements. The proposed building is 5 storeys from street level 

(excl. the roof terrace) which appears incongruous in longer views. The previous (now approved 

application (14/01177/PPP)) was limited to 4 storeys by condition.   

 

5 Materials Amendments 

(DESIGN AND ACCESS STATEMENT ADDENDUM Section 5) 

  

Materials proposed for primary elevations (i.e. those facing Fettes Row & Eyre Place) have been 

amended such as to now provide natural stone as the predominant material on all outward-facing 

frontages of Dundas Street, Fettes Row, Royal Crescent, and Eyre Place. 

 

NTBCC’s view is that this would seem to be a clearer, more consistent approach – and is supported.  

 

6 Daylighting / MMR Review 

(DESIGN AND ACCESS STATEMENT ADDENDUM Section 6) 

   

“Amended design proposals are made to elevations of the MMR Residential building – relocating 

and increasing window sizes where appropriate to further enhance amenity and daylight / sunlight 

provision.” 

 

NTBCC is unclear why this was not included in the initial proposal as the amenity for some  residents 

in the new building backing onto the Applecross courtyard  was less than desirable  & whilst this 

proposal does result in daylight improvements and an increase in rooms that now meet  the 

Edinburgh Design Guidance requirements for Daylight standards (to 92% compliance), there are still 

many rooms in the proposal that do not meet the non-statutory guidance – again raising the 

question whether  the overall proposal for this block with a small courtyard is viable and really meets 

overall LDP policies.  

 

 



 

 
 
7 Housing Mix / Layout Review 

(DESIGN AND ACCESS STATEMENT ADDENDUM Section 7)   

 

“Amended plans have been developed providing a revised housing mix (primarily within the 

developments Private Residential parts)  providing a development wide allocation of housing for 

growing families and space standards in line with Edinburgh Design Guidance.” 

 

NTBCC’s view is that this is primarily driven by commercial considerations (anticipated sales demand) 

as the change is primarily within the Private Residential block. However, the increase in family-sized 

accommodation as we understand it (as reflected in the revised housing mix) is welcomed.    

 

8 Amenity / Open Space - Greenspace Review / Private Gardens / Access 

(DESIGN AND ACCESS STATEMENT ADDENDUM Section 8)   

 

“Overall, private amenity / greenspace is provided in line with Policy Hou 3, providing communal 

provision based on a standard of 10 m2 per flat (excluding any units which are provided with private 

gardens > 10 m2).” 

 

NTBCC would expect the provision of green space for all accommodation classes (Private residential / 

BTR & MMR) to fully meet LDP Hou 3 – we would trust that the details of amenity space would 

undergo the necessary scrutiny during determination to ensure that the requirement is fully met. 

 

However, we would restate our previous concerns regarding the significant areas of roof terrace 

included to achieve a provision ‘in line with Policy Hou 3’. It would appear, without further analysis, 

that a significant proportion of the amenity space is provided by the inclusion of the extensive roof 

terrace areas. 

 

NTBCC’s attention has again been drawn to the Council’s “Open Space 2021 - Edinburgh’s Open 

Space Strategy (December 2016)” which contains non-statutory guidance regarding desired open 

space provision for new developments (amongst much else).  

 

Despite much data being provided in the Design & Access Statement Section 8, which does state the 

required  Amenity Greenspace is provided (at 10 m2/flat) consistent with LDP Hou 3 to be provided, 

either by Private garden space or Communal gardens / Terraces & states that the policy 

requirements are met or exceeded – the majority (~62%) would appear to be from roof terraces 

with accessible and usable open space (per “Open Space 21”) is a small percentage of the total 

(perhaps being the  Northern Sunken Garden (434m2) & Park Gardens (215m2 in total). This seems a 

relatively poor provision when compared to the aspirations in “Open Space 2021”. 

  

 

 



 

 
 
9 Public Realm -Active Frontage 

(DESIGN AND ACCESS STATEMENT ADDENDUM Section 9)   

“Active frontage is provided across the development - with primary communal residential entrances 

and main door entry dwellings providing activated ‘residential’ facades alongside ‘commercial’ 

frontages and associated primary and secondary entrances – located on primary public interfaces 

and where considered economically sustainable.”  

 

Unclear to NTBCC as to the purpose / desirability of the ‘Primary Active Residential Frontage’ as 

shown & unclear as to what this achieves?  

 

10 Landscape Review – Amendments 

(DESIGN AND ACCESS STATEMENT ADDENDUM Section 10) 

   

NTBCC broadly welcome the proposed reconfiguration to allow more opportunities for seating and 

break out spaces with integrated seating adjacent to soft landscape allowing a greater level of 

amenity than just circulation i.e. more of a destination rather than just through-route, but again, 

wonder if this change is significant enough? 

 

‘Site Interface with King George V Park’  

“Across the northern boundary of the site the interface with KGVP has an existing level change 

(currently masked within buildings on the site). The following section illustrates the typical detail for 

retention of this edge in order to provide not only a technical solution but also one that is 

sympathetic to the surroundings fitting with existing trees, associated levels and anticipated roots.“ 

 

“It is proposed that the area of land that sits between the private terraces and the edge of the park 

will be common ground maintained by collective management. This is to ensure that the interface 

with KGVP is consistently maintained to a high quality, which was felt was something that could not 

be regulated if entirely private.” 

 

In terms of the overall application, this is a very precise statement regarding management of the 

slivers of land bordering the KGVP boundary (we assume t refers to ‘Area 3 : Park Gardens).  More 

generally, we have concerns whether this detail is relevant within the revised 20/03034/FUL 

application or whether it should be handled as a Condition (to be worked at a later stage).  

 

‘Works to King George V Park’ – Park Infrastructure Improvements & Tree Works Needed to 

Existing Park Trees 

 

NTBCC are somewhat confused as to the inclusion of these detailed works within KGVP in this 

application.  

 



 

 
 
We understand that it may be useful background but we are unclear whether this is an appropriate 

mechanism to obtain 'approval' for the detail that is shown. From a planning perspective - setting a 

requirement for a Section 75 contribution (secured by legal agreement) from the applicants as a 

condition in the final determination is appropriate but the detail as to how CEC Parks, Greenspaces 

& Cemeteries  would use that contribution is, in our view, outwith the scope of this application. 

 

A more appropriate process may be for Council officers from the Council's Parks, Greenspace & 

Cemeteries to work with local community bodies (for example, the Friends of the Park) to agree 

appropriate improvements & if necessary, inform the developers what those agreed improvements 

are.  

 

However, we note that the inclusion of possible improvements in this application has been helpful in 

bringing forward that discussion & that is to be welcomed, along with the Section 75 contribution 

itself.  

 

NTBCC are aware that the Friends of the Park have submitted their views on this. 

  

11 Transportation - Car Parking 

 

(DESIGN AND ACCESS STATEMENT ADDENDUM Section 11) 

“The amended location of Office and Private residential Block 5 have had a minor impact on 

proposed car parking layout & numbers with proposed car parking numbers now totalling 161 

(versus 164 previously). 

Spaces are distributed throughout the car park providing shared provision across Office, Hotel, MMR 

residential, BTR residential and Private residential accommodation. The overall number of spaces sits 

below the maximum permissible parking standard. 

 

Within these numbers, accessible and electric charging spaces are provided in line with guidance.” 

“…general bicycle parking provision is allocated within the overall public realm for visitors and 

patrons. This is provided using Sheffield style stands discreetly located throughout.” 

 

NTBCC’s position is that  notwithstanding comments submitted to the original application on the 

proposed parking provision –  an overall decrease of 3 spaces & 10 spaces being reallocated from 

hotel use to residential is a welcome but minor and is insignificant when looking at the wider scheme. 

 

Finally, a few closing comments – as stated in our representation to the original 20/03034/FUL 

application, we would encourage a site visit to be considered by members of the Development 

Management Sub-Committee - whist recognising that in the short term, carrying out a site visit (as 

would be normal for a major application such as this) may be difficult under current Covid-19 

guidance. This would allow a full appreciation and understanding of the proposal and its potential 

impact on the surrounding area. 



 

 
 
Secondly, although the current Local Development Plan as approved in 2016 is the key reference, we 

would note the direction of travel in the Emerging Local Development Plan (‘Choices for City Plan 

2030’) and the clearly-expressed desire that the creation of usable greenspace in developments 

should be encouraged at levels beyond current requirements as detailed in the 2016 LDP and that 

emerging LDPs are a Material planning consideration. 

 

Summary 

NTBCC remain supportive of appropriate development of this city centre brownfield site and fully 

understand and acknowledge that a residential-led, mixed use development could help to revitalise 

this area of the New Town. There is an opportunity to create something which could be an asset to 

both the local community as well as the wider city.  

 

We note comments contained within HES’s response that their view is that there are some beneficial 

effects on the World Heritage site from elements of the proposal but ultimately, they raised 

significant concerns with height, massing and views  with the proposal. We accept the developer’s 

often-stated intent that this is what they are trying to achieve and there are many aspects of the 

proposal that we could support. 

   

However, given the many initial concerns remain, we cannot support the proposals as presented for 

the wider site and therefore retain our original stance on this proposal. 

 

We trust that these comments are useful in the determination of this application. 

 

Yours, 

 

Richard Price, NTBCC Planning Convener  

On behalf of the New Town & Broughton Community Council  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  


