Cramond and Barnton Community Council 5

The Future of Cramond Campus
Suggested Approach to Discussions

Introduction

1 The City Council’s Development Management Committee (DMC) met on 12
May to consider AMA’s application for permission to “extend the proposed
timescale for laying out and operating the approved sports pavilion and
pitches for a further five year period”. This application was opposed by
representatives of the local community, who highlighted that:

e The former playing fields have been a derelict eyesore for over a decade
as a result of the dumping of spoil on the site by AMA

o While council officers supported the application, the condition they
recommended the Committee to approve was unenforceable and therefore
did not guarantee that the “approved pavilion and pitches”, or indeed
anything else, would be delivered by AMA

e The “sporting context” has changed considerably since AMA and Bryant
Homes bought the site. As a result there is a need to review the approved
proposals in the light of recent trends and almost certainly a need to
consider alternatives.

2 The Committee’s requirement that AMA enter into either a Good Neighbour
Agreement or a mediated agreement with community organisations in
Cramond clearly implies that the facilities to be provided are not necessarily
the same as those in any of AMA’s various planning applications. As a result it
will almost certainly be necessary to agree a new or modified set of proposals
and for AMA then to submit a new planning application.

3 In order to set the context for constructive discussions and possible mediation
between AMA and representatives of the Cramond and Barnton Community
Council and the Cramond Association (referred to below as the Cramond
Community Organisations or CCOs), it is obviously desirable for there to be
clarity on the options to be discussed and criteria with which to evaluate
them. This paper therefore covers:

A proposed overall joint objective for the discussions
The changing sport and recreation context

Potential development options

Proposed development principles/evaluation criteria
Proposed background investigations

Available funding
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Proposed Overall Joint Objective

4

The CCOs propose the following broad overall objective to guide discussions
with AMA:

“To identify an environmentally and financially sustainable
development of the former playing fields so that something
worthwhile is deliverable in the short term which conforms as much
as possible to current planning policy and the principles set out in
Council’s approved Planning Brief for the site, insofar as it remains
material, while reflecting changes to the sport, recreation and
greenspace planning context since its preparation and current unmet
demand”

Appendix A to this paper sets out everything the Planning Brief says in
relation to the former playing fields area.

The Changing Sport and Recreation Context

6

The ways that the greenspace, sport and recreation context has changed
considerably over the past twenty years since the preparation of the City
Council’s planning brief and its approval of AMA’'s planning application
01/01881/FUL include

e “Open space” is now becoming an outmoded term as a result of the way in
which greenspace thinking has evolved and risen up the political agenda
over the past 20 years. in Scotland, this was triggered by a research
report for the then Scottish Development Department entitled Rethinking
Open Space (Kit Campbell Associates, 2001). In broad terms, “open
space” is now widely seen as either “greenspace” (eg grass pitches, parks,
gardens and allotments) or “public space” (eg streets and squares). In
addition, networks of greenspaces are generally referred to as “green
infrastructure”, which implies that it as important as traditional grey
infrastructure such as roads and utilities. A useful way of distinguishing
between them is that grey infrastructure makes it possible for us to live in
villages, towns and cities, while green infrastructure makes it possible for
us to live on planet earth — for example, trees and plants create the
oxygen we breathe. Green infrastructure also delivers many quality of life,
mental and physical health and environmental benefits to communities. In
parallel with this, the promotion of biodiversity and nature conservation
and measures to tackle climate change are now of strategic importance.

e Access to pitches with artificial surfaces is now seen as critical to the
future development of football, hockey and even rugby because of their
high “carrying capacity” and the potential for use in most weather
conditions. Warmer, wetter winters resulting from global warming are
resulting in grass pitches being unplayable more often in winter. CBCC
Paper 4, Sports Pitches in Edinburgh, provides further information.

e Across Scotland, local authorities’ main priority in terms of local
community sports provision is to develop “Community Sports Hubs” on
high school sites and promote an “Active Schools” programme involving
clusters of schools. The Royal High School in Davidson’s Mains is the
designated “hub” for North West Edinburgh and it includes both the
Cramond and Davidson’s Mains Primary Schools.
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Potential Development Options

7 Reflecting the changed open space, sport and recreation planning context,
CBCC suggests that the discussions between AMA, the City Council and the
Cramond community should focus on four main options for the former playing
fields area. In ascending order of capital and revenue costs they are:

7.1 A local park.

7.2 A local park with limited sports facilities. On the basis of my local
needs assessment to date | have identified local demand for a floodlit
2G artificial turf pitch for hockey, a floodlit 3G artificial turf pitch for
football and a cricket ground. Further details are available in CBCC
Paper 5, Local Needs.

7.3 The “approved pitches” for which the Council granted planning
permission in 2003 as a result of AMA’s planning application
01/01881/FUL. This option must be included as it has had full
planning permission since 2003 and is broadly compliant with the
planning brief for the site. It comprises two grass football pitches, two
floodlit artificial turf pitches for hockey, a grass lacrosse pitch and a
pavilion providing 12 team changing rooms and possibly other
accommodation. Mike Afshar has suggested that AMA withdrew their
application for these pitches but the Council has said that this is
mistaken and that the withdrawn application was 06/02715/FUL,
described on the Council’'s Planning Portal as “erection of new sports
pavilion and construction of sports pitches and associated car park”.
The Portal confirms that AMA withdrew this application, which
proposed a cricket ground with two adult size grass football pitches on
the outfield, a third (smaller) grass football pitch, two floodlit artificial
turf pitches for hockey (also marked with 12 tennis courts), a pavilion
and car parking.

7.4 The cricket/football/tennis facilities proposed in AMA’s planning
applications 11/01492/PPP (cricket centre, football pitches and
pavilion), 11/01493/PPP (tennis centre, football pitches and pavilion)
and 11/01944/PPP (tennis centre, cricket centre and pavilion). In each
case these options were complemented by four blocks of flats for
assisted living, a care home, a mini-supermarket, a “health
hub”/sports clinic and a créche. This option must be included as it is
referred to in the Council’s Development Management Sub-committee’s
decision in relation to AMA’s planning application 20/02916/FUL.

8 The CCOs therefore suggest that these four options (counting the
cricket/tennis/football proposals as a single option for the moment) should be
the starting point in discussions, but that both they and AMA should be able to
suggest further options or variations to them as discussions progress.

Proposed Development Principles and Evaluation Criteria
9 The CCOs suggest the following development principles, which in effect

constitute a revised planning brief for the land and criteria against which to
appraise any development proposals:
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9.1 There should be no adverse impacts on the Cramond
Conservation Area.

Justification

@

(b)

The officials’ report on AMA’s current planning application notes
that “the application site is located within the Cramond
Conservation Area”. Section 64 of the Planning (Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas( (Scotland) Act 1997 states
that “special attention shall be paid to the desirability of
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the
conservation area”

CBCC is firmly of the view that the erection of large buildings
scattered across the former playing fields, not to mention the
fencing that will be required, will have a major detrimental
impact on the character and appearance of the conservation
area.

9.2 There should be no adverse impacts on the adjoining Area of
Great Landscape Value and Green Belt or the landscape setting
of the city

Justification

@

(b)

(©)

(d)

©)

Edinburgh Local Development Plan (ELDP) Policy Des 1, Design
Quality and Context, states “Planning permission will not be
granted for poor quality or inappropriate design or for proposals
that would be damaging to the character or appearance of the
area around it, particularly where this has a special
importance”.

ELDP Policy Envll, Special Landscape Areas, states “Planning
permission will not be granted for development which would
have a significant adverse impact on the special character or
qualities of the Special Landscape Areas shown on the Proposals
Map”. The ELDP designates the area between the Campus and
River Forth as Special Landscape Area 01. Therefore this policy
clearly applies to the former playing fields area.

ELDP Policy Des 4, Impact on Setting, states “Planning
permission will be granted for development where it is
demonstrated that it will have a positive impact on its
surroundings, including the character of the wider townscape
and landscape, and impact on existing views”.

ELDP Policy Des 9, Urban Edge Development, states “Planning
permission will only be granted for development on sites at the
green belt boundary where it conserves and enhances the
landscape setting and special character of the city; promotes
access to the surrounding countryside if appropriate; includes
landscape improvement proposals that will strengthen the
green belt boundary and contribute to multi-functional green
networks by improving amenity and enhance biodiversity”.

ELDP Policy ENV18, Open Space Protection, states “Proposals
involving the loss of open space will not be permitted unless it
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is demonstrated that: there will be no significant impact on the
quality or character of the local environment and the open
space is a small part of a larger area or of limited amenity or
leisure value and there is significant over-provision of open
space serving the immediate area and the loss would not be
detrimental to the wider network including its continuity or
biodiversity value and either there will be local benefit in
allowing the development in terms of either equivalent provision
being made or improvement to an existing public park or other
open space or the development is for a community purpose and
the benefits to the local community outweigh the loss”.

) ELDP Policy Env 19, Protection of Outdoor Sports Facilities,
states “In addition to the requirements of Policy Env 18, the
loss of some or all of a playing field or sports pitch will be
permitted only where one of the following circumstances
applies: the proposed development is ancillary to the principal
use of the site as an outdoor sports facilities; the proposed
development involves a minor part of outdoor sports facilities
and would not affect the use or potential of the remainder for
sports and training; an alternative outdoor sports facility is to
be provided of at least equivalent sporting value in a no less
convenient location, or existing provision is to be significantly
improved to compensate for the loss; the Council is satisfied
that there is a clear excess of sports pitches to meet current
and anticipated future demand in the area, and the site can be
developed without detriment to the overall quality of provision.

(9) Under the heading of “Site Constraints” the approved Planning
Brief states that “The site lies adjacent to the swathe of open
land between Cramond and Silverknowes which is important for
the landscape setting of North Edinburgh and is extensively
used for passive recreation, forming part of the Green Belt and
being an Area of Great Landscape Value. Future development
within the campus site should be designed in such a way as to
ensure that there is no adverse impact on the adjoining Green
Belt and its associated landscape value.

(h) The approved Planning Brief for the site also includes a number
of “essential development principles”. One of them is that “The
new development will inevitably be (particularly on its south
and east sides) bounded by surrounding green land. There
should be a strong emphasis in setting new development into a
structural landscape. It should merge sensitively into its semi-
rural environment.”

The Council has confirmed that the approved Planning Brief remains a

material consideration although it carries less weight than when first
prepared over twenty years ago.
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9.3 The residents of the Brighouse Crescent flats should have an
attractive open outlook to the east and south east

Justification

The purchasers of these flats were promised an open outlook over high
quality playing fields when they bought their homes and no doubt paid
a premium as a result. Research has identified that houses and flats
overlooking a high quality green space are significantly more valuable
than those only a short distance away but without the view. They
have every right to expect an open view over an attractively
landscaped area.

9.4  There should be minimal and ideally no further loss of amenity
for residents around the perimeter of the former playing fields

Justification

All residents round the perimeter of the former playing fields have
suffered a loss of amenity as a result of the housing development and
the change from playing fields which local residents could use to some
extent to unsafe derelict land with no public access. There could be
further loss of amenity as a result of noise and disturbance (for
example from footballers or other sports participants shouting,
referees’ whistles and/or traffic noise, especially at night), light spill
from floodlighting close to dwellings and possibly from overlooking,
loss of privacy and overshadowing from any large buildings.

ELDP Policy Env 3, Listed Buildings — Setting, states that “Development
within the curtilage or affecting the setting of a listed building will be
permitted only if not detrimental to the architectural character,
appearance or historic interest of the building, or to its setting

9.5 The development should deliver tangible benefits for as many
local residents as possible

Justification

€)) The approved Planning Brief for the Campus site states that
“The extent and recreational and amenity value of the playing
fields area should be preserved”. These benefits potentially
include public access to affordable sports facilities and high
quality greenspace.

(b) The officials’ report on AMA’s current application says that “The
developer is still committed to providing the sports pavilion and
pitches on the site. However, subsequent planning applications
for the remaining part of the site will be expected to deliver
good quality, useable and publicly accessible open space of a
large standard.” Therefore the development of the former
playing fields area should include a significant area of publicly
accessible multi-functional greenspace which will appeal to local
residents of all ages.

(©) Local residents, but especially children, were the prime
beneficiaries of access to the former College’s sports facilities

Suggested Approach to Discussions 6



when not required for higher educational purposes. There was
also some “wider than local” use, but it was limited pretty much
to the floodlit artificial turf hockey pitch — at that time, one of
only a few in the city. For over twenty years there have been
no sports facilities available to the local community within
Cramond other than those belonging to the independent
Cargilfield School, which allows only very limited community
use. Therefore the development of the former playing fields
area should provide opportunities for children of all ages to play
and take part in informal sports activities.

9.6 Ideally, AMA should use as much of the spoil as possible on the
site and remove any which cannot be so used

Justification

About 25-30,000 cubic metres (or 60,000 tonnes) of spoil have been
tipped on the site by AMA’s contractors. Sending this to landfill will
cost around £250,000 - about £180,000 in Scottish Landfill Tax
(currently £3.10 per tonne for inert landfill) plus the cost of haulage.
It will obviously be better for this money to be spent on improving the
former playing fields if possible, for example to create a strong
landscape structure for the site.

9.7 Proposals for the future of the former playing fields area should
be capable of early delivery, if necessary on a phased basis

Justification

This was a specific requirement of the Council’'s Development
Management Committee at its meeting on 12 May 2021.

9.8 Charges for any sports facilities on the site should be
comparable or less that those levied by Edinburgh Leisure for
similar Council-owned facilities

Justification

Condition 15 of planning permission 01/01881/FUL states “Prior to the
issue of consent the developers shall enter into a Section 75 legal
agreement, the affect (sic — should have read effect) of which shall be
to secure the following ... The provision of a Sports Management Plan
which sets out details of the following ... the scale of charges for the
recreational facilities, which should be comparable or less than those
set by the Council.

9.9 Any sports facilities on the site should be provided in response
to a clear long term local demand for them and reflect changes
to the “sporting context” since the Council approved AMA’s
planning application 01/019881/FUL

Justification
Sports pitches in the city now have a significantly greater “carrying

capacity” than the pitches which existed when AMA and Bryant Homes
bought the site. The City Council’s sports strategy notes that the
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provision of artificial pitches across the city has significantly reduced
impacted on the demand for grass pitches.

The demand for grass pitches is likely to reduce significantly in the
future as a result of climate change, which will result in warmer wetter
winters and more year round “extreme” weather events which will
make grass pitches increasingly unusable.

9.10 Any sports facilities on the site should reflect AMA’s strapline of
“When Quality Matters™.

Justification

AMA have stressed their wish to “leave a legacy” from their work in
Cramond that will be appreciated and valued by the Cramond
community.

9.11 Any profitable development on any part of the former playing
fields should be the absolute minimum needed to provide
sufficient financial support necessary to ensure their financial
sustainability and support community use.

Justification

It is inconceivable that the Council would have approved application
01/01881/FUL if AMA had said that it needed the profit from flats and
houses on part of the former playing fields in order to fund
investigations into alternatives to the proposed pitches, and would
then need further commercial development on the playing fields in
order to pay for sports facilities.

This is not to suggest that AMA submitted application 01/01881/FUL
with such an approach in mind or deliberately misled the Council in any
way. But it emphasises the need to approach the future of the former
playing fields area now with as open a mind as possible and to limit the
extent of any commercial development on the former playing fields to
the absolute minimum.

9.12 AMA should provide comprehensive information on how they
have assessed capital and revenue costs, including income, to
allow direct comparison with the same costs for other facilities
elsewhere in the city

Justification

Existing comparisons with facilities elsewhere in the city (specifically
Saughton Enclosure — see Appendix A to CBCC Paper 2 and pitches
managed by Edinburgh Leisure - see Appendix C to CBCC Paper 3)
suggest that AMA may have significantly over-estimated revenue
costs. If this is indeed the case, the amount of “enabling
development” proposed by AMA is likely to be excessive. It should be
fairly simple to get more up to date comparisons from Edinburgh
Leisure.
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9.13 Any development on the former playing fields should promote
sustainable development and placemaking and in particular
nature conservation and biodiversity.

Justification

Scottish Planning Policy is based on two overarching principles:
sustainable development and effective placemaking.

The ELDP “aims to enhance the city’s green network by encouraging
land management practices which capture, store and retain carbon,
prevent and management flood risk”. Chapter 3, Caring for the
Environment, highlights the need to protect important landscape and
natural features of the environment, including the city’s green belt
setting; to protect and enhance the nature conservation and
biodiversity interest of the city; and to protect natural resources.

The AGLV and Green Belt adjacent to the former playing fields is home
to a wide range of wildlife, including many birds, badgers, deer, foxes,
pheasants and occasionally species such as herons and rough legged
buzzards plus many insects. Many of these species — especially the
deer - also frequent the former playing fields. While increased use of
the former playing fields by people will inevitably reduce wildlife use,
deer and people co-exist without any real problems on the Bruntsfield
Links Golf Course on the south side of Cramond Road North.

9.14 The facilities provided on the site should include a publicly
accessible multi-functional greenspace with an area of at least
2 ha

Justification

(a) The City Council’'s Open Space Strategy sets accessibility
standards for access publicly accessible greenspaces across the
city. In the north-western area, all of Cramond and most of
Barnton fail to meet the standard for large greenspaces of at
least 2 ha.

(b) Council officials’ report on AMA’s planning application states
“The existing consents, including the minded to grant planning
permissions in principle, are a material consideration in
determining future planning applications on the site. The
developer is still committed to providing the sports pavilion and
pitches on the site. However, subsequent planning applications
for the remaining part of the site will be expected to deliver
good quality, useable and publicly accessible open space of a
large standard.

Proposed Background Investigations

10 The CCOs are therefore of the view that whatever is provided on the former
playing fields should first and foremost meet local needs. In addition, it will
be desirable to review the city-wide “sports pitch context” in order to
determine the most appropriate mix and scale of sports or other publicly
accessible facilities on the former playing fields, together with the extent to
which the land should be retained as publicly accessible greenspace.
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11

Accordingly they have been undertaking a range of background investigations
related particularly to Criteria 7.4, 7.6 and 7.8 above in order to provide
relevant and transparent background information for discussions with AMA.
Overall, it intends that these investigations will cover, in no particular order:

e ldentifying the sporting needs of the Cramond Primary School, the Royal
High School and the Cramond community

¢ ldentifying sports facilities that already exist in the slightly wider area and
the extent to which they have spare capacity and any demand pressures
they cannot meet.

e ldentifying local clubs and meeting with the local Active Schools co-
ordinator to establish how they operate and any unmet needs they may
have, plus what they can afford to pay for access to facilities or bring to
the table in other ways

e Reviewing the provision of artificial turf pitches across the city

e Meeting CEC Sport and Recreation and Edinburgh Leisure to get an
overview of city-wide and particularly North Edinburgh unmet demands for
access to community sports facilities and constraints on current
participation

e Meeting CEC Education officials overseeing development of Community
Sports Hubs to get future plans/hopes and priorities

e Discussing with sportscotland its attitude to changes to the proposed mix
of facilities at the Campus and any needs it may have identified for “wider
than local” provision that might be located there

e Reviewing AMA’s Sports Management Plan in light of the findings of the
above investigations

In order to inform discussions with AMA, the CCOs have started these
investigations, in particular related to Criteria 7.4, 7.6 and 7.8. CBCC paper
3, Sports pitches in Edinburgh, reviews the existing network of pitches with a
particular emphasis on high capacity, high quality synthetic pitches across the
city. The vast majority of these pitches have been developed since AMA and
Bryant Homes bought the Campus. Unfortunately it has not yet proved
possible to meet relevant officials from the City Council’s sport and recreation
or education services or Edinburgh Leisure to review the demand for grass
pitches. CBCC Paper 5, Local Needs, provides an initial summary of local
unmet demand for sports facilities.

Available Funding

12

There should already be significant funding available towards the future
development of the former playing fields. In terms of capital, the Council’s
approval of AMA’s initial planning application, 01/01881/FUL, allowed
AMA/Bryant to build nine detached houses and the crescent-shaped block of
flats on part of the former playing fields, contrary to the requirements of the
planning brief. The officials’ report on the application stated “The justification
for the larger housing areas is given by the developers as the need to provide
sufficient capital to construct the new sports pitches and courts and pavilion”.
This capital funding should still be available.

In terms of revenue funding, officials advised the Development Quality Sub-
committee that “The developers have registered a management company with
Companies House, with a capital sum of one million pounds, to be used for
the running and management of the facilities”. However, Mike Afshar of AMA
told the DMC on 12 May that while AMA had indeed registered this company,
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15

they had not in fact provided the promised £1M to it. Nonetheless, the £1M
should remain available today.

The Council approved application 01/01881/FUL in 2003. At that time the
cost of floodlit artificial turf pitches for hockey was around £5-600,000 and
the cost of grass pitches £50-75,000 depending on size and specification.
Therefore the cost of the approved pitches in 2003 was likely to have been
around £1.2M. Sport England publishes cost guidance for various sports
facilities and at 2" quarter 2020 gives the cost of changing pavilions in
traditional construction as around:

e 2 team changing rooms plus officials rooms: £265,000
e 4 team changing rooms plus officials changing and club room: £690,000

Given AMA’s commitment to quality construction, the 12-team changing
pavilion they proposed in 2002-3 would therefore probably cost around £1.7-
2.0 M today. According to www.costmodelling.com tender price inflation from
Q2 2003 to Q2 2021 was approximately 60%. Taking its cost today as £1.75
M, in 2003 the pavilion was therefore likely to have cost around £1.1M. This
means that the total cost to be funded by the encroachment onto the playing
fields in 2003 was likely to have been around £2.3M. AMA maintains that it
has spent around £1.6M on investigating alternatives but that was their
decision and should not reduce the capital available for investment in the
former playing fields.

Kit Campbell MRTP (retired)
Cramond and Barnton Community Council

August 2021

Appendices:

A
B

Verbatim extracts from the Planning Brief for the site
Reporter’s decision letter refusing permission for development in the garden
of 12 Cramond Road North
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Cramond Campus Planning Brief Appendix A

Ve

rbatim Extracts relating to the former Playing Fields Area

Introductory Notes

3.1

4.3

4.8

The Council approved a planning brief for the site in early 1999 prior to the
University of Edinburgh putting the site on the market. Therefore AMA knew all
of its requirements before buying the site. A new brief prepared today might well
be a little different in order to reflect Scottish Planning Policy and the Edinburgh
Local Development Plan, but the broad principles set out in it remain valid.
The paragraph numbers quoted below are those used in the planning brief.

Principal Components of the Site

A section of some 6.5 hectares in the south-east of the site is laid out as
playing fields for soccer, cricket and rugby. There is also an all-weather,
floodlit hockey pitch and floodlit grass training areas. The playing fields and
all weather pitch are of exceptional quality and are a significant private
recreation facility in the North Edinburgh area.

Policy Context

NPPG11 provides guidance on the use and protection of urban open space and
is relevant to the existing playing fields area. NPPG11l sets a presumption
against the redevelopment of playing fields and sports pitches (both public
and private) except where:

e The retention or enhancement of the facilities can best be achieved by the
redevelopment of part of the site which would not affect its sporting
potential and its amenity value

e There would be no loss of amenity and alternative provision of equal
community benefit and accessibility would be made available

e There is a clear long term excess of pitches, playing fields and public open
space in the wider area, taking into account long term strategy,
recreational and amenity value and any shortfall in adjoining local plan
areas

The Lothian Structure Plan provides strategic policy guidance for the site.
Policy ENV1 of the plan ... requires that developments demonstrate that open
space provision in the locality or urban amenity are not adversely affected.
Similarly Policy ENV2 recommends that local plans identify and where
appropriate protect and enhance important existing public recreational and
amenity open space as well as ensure that in new residential development,
adequate recreational and amenity open space are provided.

4.13 The North West Edinburgh Local Plan designhates the southern section of the

site, occupied by the playing fields, as a significant area of public or private

Suggested Approach to Discussions 12



4.15

52

6.3

6.4

6.5

open space. Policy E7 of the plan provides that there will be a presumption
against the development of this area.

The northern section of the site is within the Green Belt and is also designated
as an Area of Great Landscape Value under the NWELP. Policy E9 of the Plan
provides a presumption against development in the Green Belt for purposes
other than agriculture, forestry, outdoor recreation or other sues appropriate
to a rural area, except where it can be shown to be necessary, and no suitable
alternative location exists. Policy E10 provides that in Areas of Great
Landscape Value the retention of landscape quality will be the overriding
consideration in dealing with proposals for development.

Site Constraints

The site lies adjacent to the swathe of open land between Cramond and
Silverknowes which is important for the landscape setting of North Edinburgh
and is extensively used for passive recreation, forming part of the Green Belt
and being an Area of Great Landscape Value. Future development within the
campus site should be designed in such a way as to ensure that there is no
adverse impact on the adjoining Green Belt and its associated landscape
value.

Potential Uses

The playing fields and other recreation facilities associated with the college
are considered to be of an excellent standard and are significant in the North
Edinburgh Context. The facilities are also of recreation and amenity value to
the adjacent Cramond community.

As outlined in Section 4, there is a strong national, strategic and local policy
presumption in favour of the retention of the playing fields and sports pitches.
Future development of this area should be consistent with retaining the extent
and value of this land for recreational and amenity purposes.

The Council would support some limited redevelopment for facilities ancillary
to the use of the playing fields and pitches for recreational purposes (eg
changing facilities etc and associated parking). Such development must be of
a type and sale appropriate to the use of this part of the site for outdoor
recreation. It must not result in the loss of any of the sports facilities.
Proposals for this part of the site must be considered and submitted together
with those for the campus area.

The Existing Built Campus Area

6.6

7

7.1

This is the only part of the site on which future redevelopment is acceptable.
Planning Objectives

Future development of the site should be directed towards the following
objectives:

e To create a high quality environment which will reflect the site’s sensitive
setting adjacent to the Green Belt, an Area of Great Landscape Value and
the Cramond Conservation Area

e To establish an urban edge which gently merges with the surrounding
rural environment in a harmonious and balanced way

e To preserve the recreation and amenity value of the playing fields area
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9.4

9.5

Development Principles

Essential Development Principles — Regardless of the nature of use or details

of the development, proposals for the site must incorporate the following
essential principles:

The area for future development is limited to the central core of the site
defined as the “built campus area” and consisting of the former
educational buildings ... The extent and recreational and amenity value of
the playing fields area should be preserved

The new development will inevitably be (particularly on its south and east
sides) bounded by surrounding green land. There should be a strong
emphasis in setting new development into a structural landscape. It
should merge sensitively into its semi-rural environment.

Desirable Design Criteria — where appropriate, development proposals should

incorporate the following design:

The density of development should decline moving west to east across the
site so that when it encounters the rural edges it merges softly into them
A core public open space should be established as a main focal point in
any new development. Open space should be properly enclosed and
should be functionally integrated to the buildings. They should not be “left
over” strips of land.
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THE SCOTTISH OFFICE —_—

Ingquirv Reporters 2 Greenside Lane
q l'y p Edinburgh EH1 3AG

Telephone 031-244

Fax 031-244 5680 ~>©67

Messrs Yeoman McAllister
Waterside Studios

Coltbridge Avenue Your ref: S/809/5.1/JD/SP
EDINBURGH ’
EH12 6AH Our ref: P/PPA/LA/887

5 October 1993

Dear Sirs

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT 1972: SECTION 33 AND SCHEDULE 7
APPEAL BY MR R J MINCHER: 12 CRAMOND ROAD NORTH, EDINBURGH

1. I refer to your client's appeal, which I have been appointed to
determine, against the decision of the City of Edinburgh District Council
to refuse planning permission for the demolition of the existing house and
the erection of four new dwellinghouses at the above address. I made an
accompanied inspection of the site and surrounding area on 7 September
1993 and have considered the written submissions of the parties on the
matter. For the reasons set out in paragraphs 13 to 22 below, I have
decided to dismiss the appeal. ~

2. The appeal site is a generally level but irregularly shaped area of
garden ground extending to 0.3%ha or thereby. At present the site is
occupied by a large, elongated, single storey, white harled, flat roofed
building with projecting eaves. The garden 1is currently undergoing
renovation and there is evidence that other landscaping work has been
carried out in the recent past with mature trees being felled, although
the roots have been removed and the area grassed over. A 1.5m high stone
boundary wall separates the property from the road and a line of Cypress
trees has been planted behind it.

3 The house sits as one of three houses in an area which otherwise
consists of open arable land, playing fields and golf courses, with
generous areas of mature trees and tree belts. The area to the north,
east (beyond the adjacent house) and south is designated as an Area of
Great Landscape Value. Access to the site is taken at the west end, where
the wall has been removed and the roadside boundary of the adjoining house
set back. Sight 1lines for emerging vehicles are over 100m to the west,
but only 80m to the east, where traffic appears around a bend in the road.
The road does not carry significant amounts of traffic but those that use
it appear to do so at high speed despite the 30mph speed limit in force.

4. Your client's planning application proposes the erection of four,
two-storey houses with steeply pitched roofs, incorporating a number of
traditional features in order to assimilate with the house on the site to
the west, which is listed Category 'B'. The houses would be set around
the site so that the house at the north end would be situated close to the

P10917LA.887 1.

@ Recycled



Messrs Yeoman McAllister P/PPA/LA/887 8 October 1993

house on the adjacent site, and that at the south end would be some 15m
from the front boundary with its garage around 5m closer to the wall. The
houses would be finished in wet dash render with tiled roofs.

5. The application was refused for the reasons that

[1] the proposed development is contrary to North West Local Plan Policy
E7, which states that there will be a presumption against development
of those areas of public and private open space of recreational or
amenity value to their surroundings;

[2] the proposed access is inadequate and would be detrimental to road
safety by way of inadequate sight lines; and

[3] the proposals would seriously intrude into a pleasing vista thus
affecting adversely the landscape heritage of the city.

6. For your client, you argue that the size of the appeal site and its
lack of wvisual prominence does not make it a significant area of open
space as referred to in local plan policy E7. To include the area
occupied by the three houses within such a designation therefore creates
an anomaly and it is the only area of residential property specifically
identified in this way. The policy details five factors against which
applications should be evaluated and you detail how the appeal proposal
does not conflict with any of them. In any case, as the planning system
in this country operates on the basis of presumption in favour of
development, you consider that the onus is on the district council to
demonstrate that harm will result from the proposal.

7 You set out how, with a relatively minor realignment of the boundary
wall, more than the minimum requirement for sight lines could be achieved;
similarly, for vehicles sitting in the middle of the road waiting to turn
right into the site, the minimum visibility distance for following
vehicles is more than met. In addition, it has been accepted by the
Director of Highways that adequate visibility can be achieved.

8. In regard to the views of the site gained by road users, you submit
photo montages to illustrate how the mature trees within the area would
obscure the houses, reducing their impact to a minimum. Although it would
not be possible to develop the site as proposed without having some impact
on its character, the existing mature trees together with the addition of
a well-considered new planting scheme would do much to ensure that any
change in the character of the site would reduce this to a minimum. The
trees are not covered by a tree preservation order and you submit a plan
to show which trees would be affected by the proposal and which would be
retained. As part of the approval of the site, an agreement could be
drawn up to secure a long term management plan for the existing trees to
be retained and for new trees to be planted. You suggest that this is the
only way to secure long term woodland management.

9. The district council sets out the position in regard to the local
plan which designates the site and adjoining areas to the north and west
as a significant area of public and private open space where no
development is to be allowed. The council does not consider the
identification of the site as lying within an area of public and private
open space to be an anomaly as you suggest and points out that the
landscape, not the dwelling is the dominant visual focus of the site;
being a residential site does not reduce the value of its visual amenity.

P10917LA.887 2.




Messrs Yeoman McAllister P/PPA/LA/887 S October 1993

The council considers it unlikely that many of the large trees on the site
would survive in the 1longer term if the site were to be developed as
shown, because of the proximity of the houses to them. Such a loss of
vegetation would radically change the character of the site to one where
buildings would dominate. Replanting would be determined by its
suitability for a domestic garden and this would have limited value to the
wider area.

10. Objections to the proposal were received from the local Councillor in
whose ward the appeal site is situated, The Cockburn Association, The
Cramond Association, and an adjoining proprietor. These support the
district council's reasons for refusing the application and raise further
issues of residential amenity, recent loss of trees, overlooking, scale,
and the architectural value of the existing house.

11. Historic Scotland confirmed this point in its response to
consultation, when it stated that the opinion of its Principal Inspector
was that the building was of a quality suitable for listing.

12. A letter and plan were submitted by the architect acting for the
adjoining proprietors in a recent application, which was refused, for the
erection of three houses on their site. He states that approval of the
application under appeal would persuade his clients to take advantage of
its success in overriding the existing policy and they would make another
application along similar lines to their previous one.

13. The conclusions which I have reached in relation to your client's
appeal are based upon my consideration of the written submissions of the
parties and of my accompanied inspection of the site and surrounding area.
The submitted extract from the Ordnance Survey, the objections raised and
the evidence on site all persuade me that the area between the existing
house and the boundary with the public road once contained a number of
mature trees although it is less clear precisely when these were removed.

14. There is no tree preservation order in force and there is no reason
within the legislation why these trees should not have been felled.
However, I consider it likely that their removal has already altered the
character of the area at a prominent corner and that the effect on the
site has been to open it up to public view from the road. There is no
doubt that pedestrians using the footpavement along the boundary of the
site now have a continuous, uninterrupted view of the appeal site at least
as far as the existing dwellinghouse.

15. While this may substantiate your argument that no great tree loss
would result from the proposed development, I find that it would also mean
that the houses would be very visible to pedestrians and, because of their
height, to road users alike. I do not accept that the buildings would be
concealed by the trees to the degree suggested by your photo montage and,
even if they were, the trees which you use in the photographs to disquise
the built form of the houses are deciduous and for a large part of the
year would not have the foliage to provide the screen you have shown.

l6. I f£find the line of Cypresses behind the wall to be a poor substitute
for mature forest trees; although they will grow up comparatively fast and
over a number of years will produce a dense screen, they will also effect
a change in the character of the area, appearing instead as an urban
hedge. I do not consider that the substitution of such species is
representative of a well-considered new planting scheme. Until they
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mature, despite the reduction in levels between the pavement and the site,
I find that two storey houses built only 15m from the roadside would be
visually prominent, especially from the west, and would create the visual
impact anticipated by the district council.

17. However, visibility is only one consideration; in my opinion, the
major issue to be determined is whether there is any justifiable reason
why the local plan policy, which presumes against the development of the
area, should be over-ridden by the approval of your client's proposal.

18. The local plan designates the site and the area to the north-west and
west of it as a significant area of "public and private open space: no
development to be allowed". Your argument against this appears to be on
the basis that (a) the size and lack of visual prominence of the site does
not make it significant so its identification under Policy E7 is an
anomaly, (b) that the text in the plan preceding the policy makes no
reference to residential open space, and (c) that the proposal meets the
criteria set out.

19. In regard to (a), the site 1is not alone in being identified as
described; it forms the south-east corner of a larger area, which includes
the house to the west and the adjoining playing fields. I consider that
it therefore forms a logical part of the block of private open space as
shown. 1In any case, the local plan in question was adopted as recently as
January 1992 and it seems to me that the appropriate time to make
representations in regard to the identification of the site would have
been during the consultation period of that plan.

20. I find that this criticism applies equally to (b). Although I agree
with you that residential open space is not specifically mentioned in the
text, this does not preclude it from being appropriate to such a
designation. According to the text within the paragraph you refer to, it
is "the significant open spaces for retention, both public and private"
that are identified on the Proposals Map. I consider the policies of the
residential properties, including the appeal site, contribute
significantly to the visual amenity referred to in the text.

21. The criteria you refer to in (c) are described as factors which the
council "will have regard to" when deciding whether or not to grant
consent. I have already referred to the landscape qualities of the site
and to the contribution made by the site to visual amenity. I agree with
you that the references to public open space do not appear to be
particularly relevant to these proposals although I consider that any
wildlife interest connected with the site is likely to be affected by a
higher density of buildings and their occupants within the area. However,
I do not find these issues to be the determining factors in your client's
appeal.

22. I have taken into account all the other matters raised in connection

~with your clients application and appeal but find that they do not
outweigh the considerations which lead me to my conclusion that, for the
reasons outlined above, approval should not be granted for the development
proposed. Accordingly, in exercise of the authority delegated to me, I
hereby dismiss your client's appeal and refuse planning permission for the
erection of four dwellinghouses on the appeal site.

23. The foregoing decision is final, subject to the right of any
aggrieved person to apply to the Court of Session within six weeks from
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the date hereof conferred by Sections 231 and 233 of the Town and Country
Planning (Scotland) Act 1972; on any such application, the Court may
quash the decision if satisfied that it is not within the powers of the
Act or that the applicant's interests have been substantially prejudiced
by a failure to comply with any requirement of the Act, or of the
Tribunals and Inquiries Act 1971, or of any orders regulations or rules
made under these Acts.

24. A copy of this letter has been sent to the City of Edinburgh District
Council and to Cllr C W Davidson who attended the site inspection. The
other objectors have been notified of the decision.
Yours faithfully

*
G M M THOMSON '
Reporter
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