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Erection of Two Retail Units 

1 Garrell Road, Kilsyth 

65: Queenzieburn and Kilsyth West Councillor Jean Jones 
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N/03/00792/FUL 

N/99/00369/OUT Erection of Food Store (Outline) : granted 6th 
June 2000 

N/01/00111/OUT Erection of Food Store (1,324 m 2  gross floor 
area) (Outline) : withdrawn 1 1 th April 2001 

The relevant planning policies are Industrial Policies 161 & 2 and 
Shopping and Commercial Policies SC1 & 2 contained in The 
Kilsyth Local Plan ,1999 

Yes 

S.E.P.A. (East) 
Scottish Water 
The Coal Authority 
Town Centre Initiatives 

6 Representation Letters 

Advertised 01-1 11 June 2003 

(Comments) 
(No objection) 
(Com men ts) 
(No response) 

This planning application is in respect of the construction of 2 Class 1 retail units on a site at 1 Garrell 
Road, Kilsyth. The applicants are Dawn Developments Ltd., and the application plans and retail 
assessment indicate that Lid1 are the intended occupiers of the larger of the 2 units (1642 m2). No 
occupier(s) have been identified for the second unit ( I  164 m2). It should be noted that, although shown 
as a single unit, it is possible that the second unit could be subdivided. The applicants have indicated 
that they would accept planning conditions restricting the nature of the goods sold from the second unit 
and to ensure that the unit is not subdivided into any more than three units. 
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Access to the two units will be from Garrell Road and a total of 210 car parking spaces are to be 
provided. The application is supported by a Transportation Statement which concludes that the 
development will not have an adverse effect on the local roads network. The report does suggest that a 
pelican crossing with traffic signal control should be installed on Airdrie Road to aid the movement of 
pedestrians between the site and the existing town centre. Two bus stops are also indicated within the 
vicinity of the site on Airdrie Road. 

The site is separated from the town centre by Airdrie Road dual carriageway. At present, there is a 
vacant industrial building on the site that was last occupied by the Patersons Group. T h e  application 
site is not within the town centre and is zoned for industriallbusiness purposes in the adopted Local 
Plan. 

The application was advertised in the local press and five letters of representation were received. 
Three groups are supportive of the proposal; one letter, from the Church of God, is not a n  objection as 
such, but highlights their interest in the site; and an objection has been lodged on behalf of Tesco 
Stores Ltd. 

In conclusion, the proposed development is contrary to National Planning Policy and the Development 
Plan and, as there are no material considerations which would justify a departure from the Development 
Plan in this instance, I recommend that planning permission be refused. 

The Committee should note that the applicant has requested a site visit and hearing prior to the 
determination of the application. 

Recommendation: Refuse for the Following Reasons:- 

I. The proposed development is contrary to the guidance contained in National Planning Policy 
Guidance Note (NPPG) 8. In particular, given that the development is not provided for in the 
development plan, it must be assessed against the criteria outlined in Paragraph 45 of NPPG 8. 
When this assessment is carried out, it is apparent the proposed development conflicts with 
NPPG 8, not least because the proposed development conflicts with the Government's 
commitment to maintaining the vitality and viability of existing town centres. 

The proposed development is contrary to Strategic Policy 9 of The Glasgow and the Clyde 
Valley Joint Structure Plan in that the development proposal is for retail floorspace (including 
convenience floorspace in excess of 1000 square metres) in a location where there is proven to 
be no demand for such floorspace and which is not identified for additional retail development 
within the plan. Furthermore, when assessed against the criteria established under Strategic 
Policy 10, the development fails to gain the support of the plan and, having regard to the scales 
of development identified in schedule 9 of the Structure Plan, the proposed development is a 
significant departure from the plan. 

2. 

3. That the proposed development is contrary the retail policies in the Kilsyth Local Plan, but in 
particular Policy SC2 which details the matters in which the Council will require to be satisfied 
when considering out of centre retail development. In this case, due to the nature of the 
development and the fragile retail environment, it is considered that the proposed development 
will adversely effect the viability and vitality of the town centre. 

4. That the proposed retail units will undoubtedly prove to be an attraction that will draw shoppers 
away from the existing designated town centre, and this will be to the detriment of the viability 
and vitality of the town centre. The proposed development also has the potential to divert new 
or existing retail businesses away from the existing town centre and again this will be to the 
detriment of the viability and vitality of the town centre. Despite the fact that the development 
may claw back trade from elsewhere, the proposed development is not of a nature or scale that 



will enable a sufficient level of spin off trade to be generated within the adjacent town centre 
and certainly not at a level that would justify the impact that the development will have. 

5. That if granted planning permission an undesirable precedent may be set which would make it 
difficult to refuse other similar applications. 

~ 

NOTE TO COMMiTTEE 

If granted, this application will have to be notified to the Scottish Ministers in accordance with 
the Town and Country Planning (Notification of Planning Applications)(Scotland) Direction 1997 
because the proposed development constitutes a significant departure from the Glasgow and 
the Clyde Valley Joint Structure Plan 2000. 

Background Papers: 

Application form and plans received 5th June 2003 

Memo from NLC Protective Services received 25th June 2003 
Letter from S.E.P.A. (East) received 20th June 2003 
Letters from Scottish Water received 19th & 25th June 2003 
Letter from The Coal Authority received 12th June 2003 

Letter from W Paterson (Foundry Materials) Ltd,C/o W Paterson, Number 10, Brownhills Steadings, St 
Andrews, Fife, KYI 6 8PL received 6th June 2003. 
Letter from Frances Burke,5 Gainburn Gardens, Condorrat, Cumbernauld received 30th June 2003. 
Letter from James Hunt,Secretary, Kilsyth & Villages Forum, 42 Smithstone Crescent, Croy, Nr Kilsyth, 
G65 9HG received 19th August 2003. 

- Letter from Mr A B Machray,Church of God, Parkburn Road, Kilsyth, G65 9DG received 22nd July 
2003. 
Letter from Tesco Stores Ltd, Clo Development Planning Partnership, The Hatrack, 144 St Vincent 
Street, Glasgow, G2 5LQ received 30th September 2003. 

Letter from Dawn Developments received 12 June 2003 
Letter from Lid1 UK GmbH received 19 June 2003 
Supporting Statement by Hargest Wallace Planning Ltd received 26 June 2003 
Letters from Hargest Wailace Planning Ltd received 2 July, 26 August, 2 September 2003 
Transportation Statement by JMP Consuiiants Lid received 26 August 2003 
Letter from Dawn Developments received 30 September 2003 

Any person wishing to inspect these docuinents shouid contact Mr. Lee at 01236 616474. 



APPLICATION NO. N1031007921FUL 

REPORT 

1. 

1 .I 

1.2 

1.3 

1.4 

2. 

2.1 

2.2 

3. 

3.1 

Description of Site and Proposal 

This application is for the erection of two retail units on a 1.85 hectare site at 1 Garrell Road, 
Kilsyth, which lies on the south east corner of the Burnside Industrial Estate. The site is 
presently occupied by a vacant industrial building which was last occupied by the Paterson 
Group, who own the site. 

The proposal is for a food store of 1642 m2 (Lid1 is the intended occupier of this unit) and a 
speculative retail unit of 1164 m2 with 210 parking spaces. Vehicular access will be taken off 
Garrell Road. It is intended that a traffic light controlled pedestrian crossing is installed on 
Airdrie Road along with two bus stops. 

When viewed from Garrell Road, it is proposed that the buildings will be situated towards the 
rear of the site with the parking being at their front. The food store will be adjacent to Airdrie 
Road and the entrance to this unit will be at the corner of the building closest to Airdrie Road. 

The application site is on the edge of Burnside Industrial Area and is zoned a s  such in the 
Kilsyth Local Plan. The site is physically separated from the town centre by Airdrie Road which 
is four lanes wide in the vicinity of the site. 

Planning History 

Since 1999 there have been two retail planning applications in connection with this site. On ijth 
June 2000, outline planning permission (N/99/00369/OUT) was granted for a supermarket with 
a floor area of 2,556 m2. This proposal presented the market with an opportunity to provide a 
medium size supermarket in Kilsyth (approximately 2% times the size of the existing Somerfield 
store). Such a unit was of a sufficient size to stock a wide range of convenience goods (around 
90% of the lines stocked in larger stores). Due to the size of this store it was also possible to 
address the problems with the site, namely its relationship and linkages with the town centre 
and the general environment surrounding the site. Although this development would have 
affected the town centre, it was accepted that overall the advantages outweighed the 
disadvantages. In particular, it was accepted at that time that due to the range of goods on 
offer, the proposed store would retain a significant number of shoppers within the town and that 
these shoppers would visit the town centre and that this spin-off trade would minimise the 
impact of the development. In other words, a store of this size would present local residents 
with a viable alternative to going outwith the town for their main food shop. 

In 2001 a further outline planning application was submitted (N/01/001 I I IOUT) for a smaller 
food store with a floor area of 1324 m . This application was withdrawn by the applicants when 
it became clear that it was my intention to place a report before the Committee recoiiimending 
that planning permission be refused. A food store of this size was considered to be  too sinall to 
reverse the trend of residents shopping in large food stores in surrounding towns. It was my 
conclusion that this proposal was contrary to national guidance and the development plan and 
would be detrimental to the vitality and viability of the town centre. 

National Policv Guidance and the Development Plan 

Section 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1999 requires that decisions 
on planning applications are made in accordance with the development plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. In relation to this application, the development plan 
comprises The Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Joint Structure Plan 2000 (Approved 2002) and 



The Kilsyth Local Plan (1999). 

3.2 

3.3 

3.4 

3.5 

3.6 

3.7 

3.8 

3.9 

SPPI : The Planning System also emphasises the primacy of the development plan. 

NPPG 8 : Town Centres and Retailing reaffirms the commitment to maintaining the vitality 
and viability of existing town centres. Where the development is not provided for in the 
development plan, the criteria against which the proposal must be assessed a re  outlined in 
Paragraph 45. 

The proposed development should :- 

a) satisfy the sequential approach; 
b) not adversely affect the development strategy in support of the town centre; 
c) be capable of co-existing with the town centre without undermining its vitality and  viability; 
d) tackle deficiencies which cannot be met in qualitative or quantitative terms in or at the edge 

of the town centre; 
e) not run counter to the Government's integrated transport policy; 
f )  be, or be able to be made, accessible by existing regular, frequent and convenient public 

transport services; 
g) address at the developers expense the consequences to the trunk and local road networks 

of the generated and redistributed traffic resulting from the development proposal; 
h) result in a high standard of design; 
i) not threaten or conflict with other important policy objectives or where priority is  being given 

to the re-use of vacant or derelict land, the development should provide a n  appropriate 
location for the proposed development; 

j) not affect local amenity; 
k) not lead to other significant environmental effects. 

The Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Joint Structure Plan 2000 is the current approved 
Structure Plan for the area. The plan sets out a common strategy for the long term planning 
and development of Glasgow and the Clyde Valley. 

The Structure Plan's emphasis is on the protection and enhancement of town centres. The 
plan identifies Kilsyth as being a town centre to which priority should be given to its renewal 
and also that the town centre should be safeguarded through Structure and Local Plans 
(Strategic Policy I). 

The plan identifies convenience retail development with floorspace in excess of 1,000 m2 as 
being of significance (this applies to the food store element of the proposed development). 
With regards to comparison goods, the plan identifies developments of 2,000 m2 as being of 
significance. 

In order to accord with the Structure Plan, significant development proposals must satisfy all of 
the relevant criteria under Categories A, 5 and C as set out in Strategic Policy 9. 

Under Category A, the case for retail development must then be established under the criteria 
set out in Schedule 6(c)(i):- 

0 Expenditure compared to turnover. 
Impact on the town centre. 
Contribution to the improvement of the vitality and viability of the town centre. 
The need to restrict the type of goods which can be sold at out of centre locations. 
The restriction of floorspace for bulky goods in new retail parks which adjoin town centres. 
The requirement to locate new developments in locations which are accessible by different 
transport modes. 

0 

0 

e 



e 

0 

0 

Encouragement of development proposals in identified locations. 
The contribution the development would make to remedying qualitative deficiencies in 
existing retail provision. 
Any supplementary guidance on retail development issued by the Joint Committee. 

3.10 Under Category B, the location of retail development must be assessed in terms of the need 
to:- 

i. Safeguard and avoid the diversion or displacement of investment from development 
locations identified in Strategic Policies 1, 5, 6 and 8. 

ii. Promote urban regeneration by giving preference to the use of brownfield urban land rather 
than greenfield land or open space. 

iii. Safeguard and promote the vitality and viability of Town Centres by taking a sequential 
approach to proposals for retail development 

iv. Safeguard environmental resources listed in Schedule7 
v. Avoid isolated and sporadic development in the Green Belt and the wider countryside 
vi. Promote sustainable transport 
vii. Implement the waste management hierarchy as defined in the National Waste Strategy 
viii. Avoid the risk of flooding 
ix. Avoid negative impact upon Health and Safety 

Under Category C the development must be such that appropriate provision has been made 
by the developer for:- 

3.1 1 

i. The infrastructure or facilities required to make the development acceptable 
ii. The implementation of appropriate transport measures for the minimisation and 

management of the future levels of traffic generated, including Green Transport Plans 
iii. Remedial environmental action 
iv. The provision of sustainable urban drainage systems 
v. Arrangements for the maintenance of sustainable urban drainage systems 
vi. The excavation and recording of archaeological sites where preservation cannot be 

achieved. 

3.12 Any development which fails to nieet the above criteria are regarded as a departure from the 
Structure Plan and requires to be assessed against Criteria A and B in Strategic Policy 10. 

3.13 Under Category A, the need for the development in terms of:- 

ii. Clear evidence of a shortfall in the existing and planned supply within the appropriate 
Shopping Catchment Area 

iv. The contribution the development would make to any qualitative deficiencies in existing 
retail provision 

v. Specific locational need 

3.14 Under Category 5, the appropriateness of the development can be assessed against criteria 
which fall into the following categories:- 

i. Economic Benefit 
ii. Social Benefit 
iii. Environmental Benefit 

3.15 The Kilsyth Local Plan is the current approved Local Plan for the area having been adopted 
by North Lanarkshire Council in 1999. The relevant planning policies are industrial Policies la1 
& 2 and Shopping and Commercial Policies SC1.& 2. 



3.16 

3.17 

3.18 

3.19 

, 4. 

4.1 

4.2 

4.3 

4.4 

4.5 

4.6 

5.  

5. I 

Policy IBI states that within the defined Industrial Areas, there will be a presumption in favour 
of industrial and business development. Proposals for development incompatible with the 
primarily industrial and business use of these areas will not be allowed. Proposals for retail use 
have to be justified in terms of the criteria in policy SC2. 

Palicy 182 states that the Council will seek to promote Burnside Industrial Estate for major 
industrial investment by supporting industrial developments on vacant sites as well as 
promoting the environmental and other improvements to the estate. 

Policy SC1 states that there will be a presumption in favour of new shopping development in 
Kilsyth Town Centre of a scale and type appropriate to its existing role. 

Policy SC2 lists the criteria against which the Council will consider out-of-centre retail 
development. 

Consultation Responses 

The Coal Authority advise that ground movement from past underground workings should 
have ceased. There are two mine entries within twenty metres of the application site. In view 
of the mining circumstances a prudent developer would seek appropriate technical advice 
before works are undertaken on site. 

Scottish Water has no objections to the proposed development, but advise that a separate 
system of foul and surface water sewers will be required. 

The Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) indicate that the previous uses of the 
of the site may have resulted in contamination being present on the site. Also, due to the 
proximity of the Garrell Burn the applicant should submit a method statement detailing pollution 
control methods to be employed during the construction phase. Any such statement should be 
approved by the Council in consultation with SEPA. A condition should be imposed requiring 
the treatment of surface water in accordance with the principles of Sustainable Urban Drainage 
(SUDS). 

My Protective Services Section indicate that due to the previous industrial uses on the site, a 
full site investigation survey requires to be carried out. Conditions covering noise and working 
hoyrs during the construction phase are also recommended. 

My Transportation Section re-quired that a revised Traffic Assessment should be provided, 
with particular reference to pedestrian movement and crossing points on Airdrie Road for the 
location of a formal crossing facility. A Traffic Assessment was submitted which concluded that 
a light controlled pedestrian crossing should be installed on Airdrie Road along with two bus 
stops. Whilst accepting these measures as being appropriate, my Transportation Section 
expressed concern that in0 consideration was given to wider linkages with the Town Centre. In 
particular, the report does not identify whether any new sections of footway are required or 
whether any upgrading of existing routes is required. 

With regards to the specifics of the proposed development, detailed comments were provided 
in relation to the junction geometry and visibility splays with Garrell Road; the measures to be 
taken to prevent on-street parking on Airdrie Road; the layout of the car park and that provision 
should be made for taxi drop off I pick up point and trolley parks. 

Representations 

The planning application was subject to normal neighbour notification procedures and was also 
advertised in the local press as being potentially contrary to the Development Plan. A total of 
five letters of representation were received. Of these letters, three are supportive of the 



proposed development and included in this number is the owner of the site. O n e  letter, from 
the Church of God, is not an objection as such, but highlights their interest in the site and 
suggests an alternative use for it. The remaining letter has been submitted on behalf of Tesco 
Stores Ltd., arguing that the proposed development will undermine the vitality a n d  viability of 
Kilsyth town centre. Note that neither of the town centre supermarket operators, Safeway and 
Somerfield, has objected. 

5.2 W Paterson (Foundary Materials) Ltd own the site and advise that the company ceased 
trading in December 1999 and the only asset of the company is the premises at Garrell Road. 
The company advise that an extensive, but unsuccessful marketing exercise was undertaken in 
connection with the 1999 outline planning consent for retail use. The only interest in the site 
has been from Dawn Developments which has resulted in the current application. During the 
marketing exercise, no real interest has been expressed in using the premises for industrial 
purposes. The company advise that the building has been a significant drain on their reserves 
and that a personal injection of cash from the main shareholder has been required. The 
company is strongly in favour of the proposed development, stating that it will provide much 
needed employment and rates income to the Council. 

5.3 Frances Burke a resident of Condorrat welcomes the proposed development and advises that 
the proposed store will provide an alternative to travelling to Springburn or AirdrielCoatbridge. 
In her view it is ridiculous that there are no discounters in this area. 

5.4 Kilsyth & Villages Forum advise that, following a presentation by the applicant to a meeting 
which took place on 13th August 2003, the proposed development was fully and unanimously 
supported by all their members. The forum see this development as a step in the right direction 
to rejuvenate the town centre, to widen the range of choice and stimulate future developments 
of the existing retail trade in the area. 

5.5 The Church of God advise that they are interested in purchasing the site t o  enable it to 
develop a multi-functional centre for use by the whole community. They advise that the 'Kilsyth 
Life Centre' would provide new and innovative facilities for all age groups within Kilsyth and 
district. The church has voted to proceed with phase 1 of the project as soon as funding 
becomes available (which includes purchasing the site and developing the first phase of the 
centre). Members of the congregation have already pledged over f100,000 and the church 
advises that arrangements are in hand to seek funding towards the indicative capital costs of 
€1,000,000. 

The Church advise that further phases would follow once funding has been secured. The 
Church are of the opinion that the site is an excellent location for such a use and the centre 
would compliment those already provided by the nearby Garrell Vale CE Centre and the 
swimming pool. 

5.6 

5.7 Tesco Stores Ltd. argue that the reasons for granting the 1999 outline planning consent do 
not apply to the current application, and that the impacts on vitality and viability of the town 
centre would be contrary to the requirements of paragraph 45 of NPPG 8, It is their view that 
the current planning application will not achieveZhe trade claw back that had been anticipated 
from the original outline permission. In addition, two smaller retail units as proposed are likely 
to compete with the existing retail offer in Kilsyth and therefore the overall effect will be that the 
vitality and viability of Kilsyth town centre would be undermined by this proposal. In light of this, 
it is their view that planning permission should be refused. 

5.8 At the same time Tesco state that they recognise the need for a new quality food store in 
Kilsyth and that the site at Garrell Road is an appropriate site for this. In their view a single 
food store would better serve the aims of the original outline planning permission, as it would 
compete more effectively with the existing Safeway (as well as stores outwith Kilsyth), thereby 



improving competition and choice, clawing back leakage of convenience expenditure and 
having consequent positive impacts on the vitality and viability of Kilsyth. 

6. 

6.1 

Planninq Assessment - Development Plan 

Since the 1999 outline application, the development plan has changed: a new Structure Plan 
has been approved by the Scottish Ministers. 

0 The Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Joint Structure Plan 2000 

6.2 The Structure Plan requires that the retail proposal be assessed against the criteria set out in 
Strategic Policy 9 (as described in Paras. 3.09, 3.10, and 3.11 above). The development 
proposal includes retail floorspace (including convenience floorspace in excess of 1000 m2) in a 
location where there is proven to be no demand for such floorspace and which is not identified 
for additional retail development within the plan. The proposal is therefore regarded as a 
departure from the Structure Plan and requires to be assessed against the criteria in Strategic 
Policy 10 (as described in Paras. 3.13 and 3.14 above). 

Clear Evidence of a Shortfall in The Existina and Planned S u ~ p l v  within the ADpropriate 
ShoDoinq Catchment Area 

6 .3 There is no evidence of a shortfall of existing and planned supply within the appropriate 
shopping catchment area. The Structure Plan Technical Report 7 concludes that with regards 
to convenience floorspace at 2006, there will be not be any shortfall of turnover relative to 
expenditure in the Cumbernauld catchment area. Indeed it is concluded that there will be a 
substantial surplus of €16.88 million of turnover over available expenditure a t  2006. With 
regards to comparison floorspace, it is concluded that there will be not be any shortfall of 
turnover relative to expenditure in the Cumbernauld catchment area. Indeed i t  is concluded 
that there will be a substantial surplus of €12.88 million of turnover over available expenditure 
at 2006. 

The Contribution the Development would make to anv Qualitative Deficiencies in Existina Retail 
Provision 

6.4 The applicant advises that the overall quality of the retail offer in Kilsyth would be enhanced 
substantially by the proposed development. The applicant points to the previous approval of 
outline consent where a key factor was the overall improvement to the retail position within 
Kilsyth. Whilst accepting that the range of goods sold by Lid1 is limited, it is their contention that 
they sell high quality goods which they are able to sell at low prices because of the efficiency of 
their retailing operation. They argue that the proposed Lid1 will be complementary to the other 
shops in the town rather than being in competition with them. 

6.5 This particular criteria is highly subjective. What is true is that Kilsyth is a fragile trading 
environment and that the range of shops in the town centre is limited by the size of the Town. It 
is also true that there is a significant level of leakage of retail expenditure from Kilsyth to other 
surrounding towns, but particularly Cumbernauld. Again, given the size of the Town and its 
close proximity to Cumbernauld, this is perhaps to be expected. However, if it is accepted that 
there is a qualitative deficiency in the retail offer, it does not follow that the only way in which 
this can or should be addressed is by allowing new retail floorspace outside the town centre. 
As the weight of planning policy is behind the protection of existing town centre shops, it is 
therefore of importance to ensure that in trying to address any perceived shortfall in quality, that 
the vitality and viability of the town centre is not adversely affected. It is also worth noting that 
the previous 1999 planning consent for retail development on the site has not been taken up by 
the market. This would tend to indicate two things: firstly, a lack of demand for further retail 
floorspace and secondly that the quality argument is not of such significance as was first 
thought. Adding weight to this view is that a matter of months after the 1999 outline consent 



was granted, a further outline application was submitted for the site. This 2001 application was 
for a considerably smaller store of 1324 m2. 

The effect of the proposed development on the viability and vitality of the existing centre is of 
concern. Whilst the previous application was considered to provide the opportunity to improve 
the retail offer of the Town, it was recognised that this would come at a cost. In particular, it 
was accepted that due to the range of goods on offer, the proposed store would retain a 
significant number of shoppers within the town and that these shoppers would visit the town 
centre and that this spin off trade would minimise the impact of the development. In other 
words, a store of this size would present local residents with a viable alternative to going 
outwith the town for their main food shop. 

6.6 

6.7 This argument will only hold true if, firstly, it is accepted that people visiting the proposed store 
will also visit the town centre and secondly, if the shops within the town centre are not 
adversely affected by the proposed development. In this regard, I have reservations regarding 
the proposed development, as it is my assessment that a food store of the type and size that is 
being proposed will not offer a sufficient range of goods to 'claw back' shoppers that currently 
shop elsewhere. It is my view that the proposed development is not of a nature or scale that 
will enable a sufficient level of spin-off trade to be generated within the adjacent town centre 
and certainly not at a level that would justify the impact that the development will have. Whilst a 
food store of the size and type being proposed will widen choice, it will do so to the detriment of 
the existing supermarkets in the town centre (at least 30% of its trade will come from the 
existing town centre food stores). Furthermore, it is my view that a Lid1 store does not offer the 
same opportunity to fundamentally alter the shopping patterns within the area i.e. people will 
still leave the town in similar numbers as at present to carry out the main food shop. 

6.8 The initial supporting document concluded that the overall impact of the development on Kilsyth 
Town Centre would be approximately 16% of the forecast turnover - primarily from the two 
town centre supermarkets. The argument is then presented in a supplementary letter that if 
secondary trade associated with larger numbers of shoppers in the centre of Kilsyth as a result 
of the new development is taken into account, the impact would be less than 10%. Without 
needing to go into the detail of the assumptions of turnover or trade diversion, the applicant has 
produced a conclusion that the impacts on t he  town centre would be in the range of 10°h - 
16%. In a fragile trading market, this level of impact has the potential to seriously affect the 
viability of one of the town centre food stores. It should be remembered that the applicant 
estimates that the foodstore would derive 30% of its turnover from the town centre. 

6.9 The overall impact on the town centre is not helped by the inclusion within the development of a 
1,164 m2 non-food retail unit. The Structure Plan defines the scale of comparison floorspace as 
being significant if it is over 2,000 square metres (Schedule 9). Whilst the scale is not of 
strategic importance, the overall scale in relation to Kilsyth town centre is significant. I am 
concerned that the applicant has not presented a clear justification for the need for this part of 
the development or indeed has provided sufficient details of the exact nature of the outlet(s) 
proposed. The original supporting statement indicated that this unit would be developed for 
bulky comparison goods. It must. be recognised that it would be very unusual for operators of 
bulky goods to operate from such a small unit. Also, the supporting statement concedes that if 
used for non-bulky comparison goods this would result in a marginally higher impact on the 
town centre. 

6.1 0 This part of the development is purely speculative and if granted planning permission would be 
for a Class 1 retail use. The applicant is prepared to accept planning conditions restricting the 
goods sold and to limit the size of any future sub divisions so that a maximum of 3 units could 
be formed. However, even if these conditions were imposed, I am of the opinion that, in due 
course, any application to remove any restrictions in the goods that could be sold would be 
difficult to resist. In any event, even if restricted to non-food goods the overall development is 
assessed as having between a 10-16% impact on the town centre. In a fragile retail 



environment this is likely to have a significant impact on the viability and vitality of the town 
centre. I am concerned that, given the choice between taking on a unit in the town centre 
(perhaps involving the rehabilitation of an existing vacant unit) or possibly remaining in a town 
unit, a business may well favour a new unit outwith the centre. If the unit is subdivided (and it is 
my belief that it will), up to three businesses could be diverted from the town centre and this will 
be to the detriment of the vitality and viability of the centre. 

SDecific Locational Need 

I do not believe that there is a specific locational need for the development; the Structure Plan's 
policy approach is to direct retail development to town centres. The proposed site is not within 
Kilsyth town centre, which the structure plan identifies as being a centre which should be 
safeguarded through the Structure and Local Plan. While I would accept that, when assessing 
the development against the sequential test, the site is on the edge of the town centre, such 
sites are only acceptable for retail development where the impact on the vitality and viability of 
existing centres can be shown to be acceptable. As stated above, I do not believe this to be 
the case in this instance. 

6.1 1 

6.12 The development cannot, therefore, be seen as worthy of support in terms of the assessment 
against the relevant criteria under Category A of Strategic Policy 10. 

6.13 I do not believe that the proposed development satisfies any of the criteria included in Category 
B of strategic Policy 10. These criteria are specific and relate to the aims and objectives of the 
plan with regard to the economic, social and environmental benefits that would accrue as a 
result of a development proceeding. 

6.14 The development cannot therefore be seen as worthy of support in terms of the assessment 
against the relevant criteria under Category B of Strategic Policy 10. 

The Structure Plan also requires that any departure must satisfy the terms of the criteria in 
Strategic Policy 9C, as follows: 

The Infrastructure or Facilities Rewired to make the Development Acceptable 

There are no infrastructure problems with regards to the proposed development. The utility 
companies have not raised any objections and my Transportation Section are of the opinion 
that the local roads network can accommodate the levels of traffic which would be associated 
with the retail units. 

6.15 

6.16 

The Implementation of Appropriate Transport Measures for the Minimisation and lllanasement 
of the Future Levels of Traffic Generated, Including Green Transport Plans 

6.1 7 The applicant has indicated that being on the edge of the town centre, the site is well located in 
terms of ensuring that the it is accessible by a range of travel options. The applicant also 
proposes the formation of a light-controlled crossing point over Rirdrie Road and two lbus stops. 

Remedial Environmental Action 

6.1 8 If the development were to proceed, the current poor ground conditions would be addressed - 
there are two mine shafts on the site. Any contamination associated with the previous use of 
the site for industrial purposes would be addressed. 



The Provision of Sustainable Urban Drainaqe Svstems 
Arranaements for the Maintenance of Sustainable Urban Drainaqe Svstems 

Conditions could be attached to any permission which would require the submission of details 
of the provision of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems for treatment of surface water and 
arrangements for their future maintenance. 

6.19 

6.20 It is considered, therefore, that in terms of Strategic Policy 9C, the proposal is satisfactory. 

The Kilsyth Local Plan. 

6.21 The proposed development must also be assessed against the relevant policies within the 
Kilsyth Local Plan. As outlined in Paras. 3.15 - 3.19 above, the relevant policies are industrial 
Policies I B I  & 2 and Shopping and Commercial Policies SC1.8.2. 

6.22 Policy IB1 states that within defined industrial areas there will be a presumption in favour of 
industrial and business development. Proposals for retail use require to be justified in terms of 
the criteria in policy SC2. In this case, and for the reasons already outlined above, the loss of 
industrial land to out-of-centre retail development fails to satisfy the requirements of this policy 
as a consequence of the adverse effect that the development will have on the viability and 
vitality of the town centre. 

6.23 Policy 162 states that the Council will seek to promote the Burnside Industrial Area for major 
industrial investment. The previous outline approval demonstrated that, i n  appropriate 
circumstances, the Council was prepared to set aside the industrial zoning of the site. 
Notwithstanding whether or not there is a need to retain the site for industrial use, I do not 
consider that these same circumstances apply in this case. 

Policy SC1 indicates that there will be a presumption in favour of new shopping development in 
Kilsyth Town Centre of a scale and type appropriate to its existing role. Given that the 
development proposes retail use outside the town centre, this policy is relevant in as much as it 
recognises the importance of directing new retail development to the town centre. Also the 
policy states that the Council will seek to encourage the change of use o f  ground floor 
properties for retail use and the uptake of vacant units within the core shopping area (Policy 
SC3 also demonstrates the Council’s to preserve the core shopping area). For the reasons 
outlined above, I am of the opinion that the proposed development will adversely affect the 
existing town centre. 

-. 
6.24 

6.25 Policy SC2 details the matters in which the Council will require to be satisfied when 
considering out-of-centre retail development. The first of these, and, I would argue the most 
important, is that proposals will not individually or cumulatively prejudice the viability or vitality 
of the existing shopping centres. Due to the nature of the development and the fragile retail 
environment, I am of the opinion that the proposed development will adversely affect the 
viability and vitality of the town centre. 

Conclusion: Development Plan. 

6.26 In conclusion, the proposed development fails to satisfy all of the relevant criteria under 
Strategic Policy 9 of the Structure Plan. In particular, the development proposal includes retail 
floorspace (including convenience floorspace in excess of 1000 m2) in a location where there is 
proven to be no demand for such floorspace and which is not identified for additional retail 
development within the plan. The development is therefore classed a departure from the 
Structure Plan. When assessed against the criteria established under Strategic Policy I Q ,  the 
development fails to gain the support of the plan. The proposed development is also contrary 
to the policies contained in the Kilsyth Local Plan. It is therefore a departure from the 



development plan, and having regard to the scales of development identified in schedule 9 of 
the Structure Plan the proposed development is a significant departure from the plan. As such, 
if the Committee were minded to grant planning permission, the application would have to be 
referred to the Scottish Ministers. 

Plannina Assessment - National Policv and Guidance 7. 

7.1 As already described in Para. 3.2, SPP 1 emphasises the primacy of the Development Plan in 
the determination of applications for planning permission. The assessment of the proposal in 
relation to the Development Plan is dealt with in Section 6 and summarised in Para. 6.25. 

7.2 NPPG 8 provides National Planning Policy and Guidance in relation to town centres and 
retailing (as described in Paras. 3.3 and 3.4). The guidance reaffirms the commitment to 
maintaining the vitality and viability of existing town centres. Given that there is  no specific 
provision for the proposed development within the Development Plan it must be assessed 
against the criteria described in Para 3.4. 

Satisfv the Secluential ADDroach 

7 . 3  The applicant advises that, due to the operational requirements of Lidl, there are currently no 
available sites or premises within the town centre which would be suitable for the proposed 
food store. With regard to unit 2, the applicant admits that in the absence of a confirmed retail 
operator, it is not possible to confirm whether or not this part of the proposal satisfies the 
sequential test. This is of crucial importance, especially given that in all likelihood this unit will 
be subdivided. 

7.4  The applicant argues that the application site is an-edge-of centre site and in terms of the 
sequential test the site would be the most suitable location for the proposed development. 
However, this is only true if it can be demonstrated that there are no suitable sites elsewhere 
within the town centre. The inclusion of speculative retail unit 2 as part of the development 
means that in this case it is not possible to state that the development as a whole satisfies the 
sequential test. 

Not Adverselv Affect the Development Strateav in SupDort of the Town Centre; 

7.5 In recognition of the fact that, despite improvements to the environment within the town centre, 
the retail provision remains poor with many businesses considered to be very marginal, the 
objectives of the Local Plan are to safeguard and seek improvements to the town centre. In 
order to safeguard the town centre and prevent undermining of the Council’s initiatives for the 
area, the Council will require to be satisfied that proposals for retail development satisfy the 
criteria in Policy SC2. For the reasons outlined in para. 6.25 above it is my view that the 
proposed development does not do this. 

Be Capable of Co-Existinq with the Town Centre without Undermininq its Vitality and Viability 
and Tackle Deficiencies which cannot be met in Qualitative or Quantitative Terms in or at the 
Edse of the Town Centre; 

7.6 As intimated in Para. 6.4 to 6.70 above, I do not believe that the proposed development is 
capable of co-existing with the Town Centre without undermining its vitality and viability. The 
Structure Plan Technical Report 7 concludes that with regards to convenience floorspace at 
2006 there will be not be any shortfall of turnover relative to expenditure in the Cumbernauld 
catchment area. Indeed, it is concluded that there will be a substantial surplus of €16.88 million 
of turnover over available expenditure at 2006, The situation with regards to comparison 
floorspace is similar, with a surplus of €12.88 million at 2006. There is therefore no quantitative 
need for further convenience or comparison retailing at this site. 



7.7 The lack of capacity within the catchment area is arguably more important than a n y  argument 
about quality. Particularly because, even if it were to be accepted that there are deficiencies in 
quality of the retail offer within the Town, in my view, it would be counter-productive to grant 
planning permission for two retail units outwith the town centre and which will have an adverse 
affect on the viability and vitality of the town centre. 

Not run counter to the Government's lntesrated Transport Policv; 
Be. dr be able to be made, Accessible bv Existina Reaular. Freauent and Convenient Public 
Transuort Services; 

7.8 Being located on the edge of the existing centre, it is accepted that the site is accessible by a 
range of transport options including public transport. The applicant proposes the development 
of bus stops adjacent on Airdrie Road adjacent to the site. The applicant has also indicated 
that a light controlled pedestrian crossing will be installed on Airdrie Road to assist pedestrian 
movement between the site and the existing centre. My Transportation Section recommend 
that the development requires to be amended to secure the provision of taxi facilities within the 
site and I have no doubt that this could be achieved within the site. 

Address at the Developer's Exuense the Conseauences to the Trunk and Local Road Networks 
of the Generated and Redistributed Traffic Resultins from the Development Proposal; 

7.9 There is no trunk road issue in connection with this development. My Transportation Section is 
confident that the local roads network can cope with the levels of traffic that would be generated 
as a result of this development. 

Result in a Hiah Standard of Desian; 

7.10 The application proposes two retail units which are of basic, but otherwise acceptable design. 
Planning conditions covering matters such as landscaping could improve the overall scheme. 

Not Threaten or Conflict with Other lmuortant Policv Obiectives or Where Prioritv is Being 
Given to the Re-Use of Vacant or Derelict Land 

7.1 I Other than conflicting with the policy objectives regarding town centres, I am of the opinion that 
the proposed development will not conflict with other important policy objectives and the 
development provides for the re-use of an industrial site that has become vacant. 

Not Affect Local Amenity; 

7.1 1 The development will not affect local amenity. The site is within an existing industrial area and 
on the edge of the town centre. Other than having an adverse affect on the vitality and viability 
of the town centre and the consequences this may have for the general amenity of the town 
centre, I do not consider the other impacts that this development may have on local amenity to 
be so significant as would justify refusing planning permission. 

Not Lead to Other Siqnificant Environmental Effects. 

7.1 2 The proposed development will not lead to other significant environmental effects 

Conclusion : National Policy & Guidance 

7.13 In summary, I am of the opinion that the proposed development conflicts with the National 
Planning Policy and Guidance contained in NPPG 8. 



8. 

8.1 

8.2 

8.3 

8.4 

8.5 

8.6 

8.7 

8.8 

Planninq Assessment - Other Material Considerations 

In view of the previous industrial use of the site, SEPA and my Protective Services Section 
have commented on the need for a full site investigation to be carried out. The submission and 
subsequent implementation of any remedial works can be adequately and appropriately 
controlled through the imposition of Planning Conditions. 

SEPA has also commented on the need for Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems to be utilised 
in relation to the treatment of surface water arising from the development. Also, given the 
proximity of the Garrell Burn, a method statement is required detailing pollution control methods 
to be employed during the construction phase. Both of these matters could b e  addressed 
through the imposition of planning conditions. 

My Protective Services Section also recommend the imposition of planning conditions 
covering noise and working hours during the construction phase and maximum noise levels to 
be associated with the completed development. I am not persuaded that given the location of 
the site, that such measures would be appropriate or necessary in this instance. 

Any concerns in relation to the stability of the site arising from the comments made by The 
Coal Authority in relation to past mine workings and the presence of mine entries within the 
site, can be addressed through the imposition of Planning Conditions requiring the submission 
of a report confirming the mineral stability of the site. In this respect it is worth noting that the 
applicant is aware of the mine entries and the development has been designed such that they 
would be within the car park of the proposed development. 

My Transportation Section is satisfied that the development can proceed without significant 
adverse effects on the local road network. The pedestrian crossing arrangements and the bus 
stops proposed by the applicant are considered reasonable. However, concern has been 
expressed that no consideration was given within the Traffic Assessment to wider linkages with 
the Town Centre. In particular, the report does not identify whether any new sections of 
footway are required or whether any upgrading of existing routes is required. I am of the 
opinion that this issue could be fully addressed by the imposition of planning conditions. 

The owners of the site W Paterson (Foundry Materials) Ltd advise that the company is 
strongly in favour of the proposed development stating that it will provide much needed 
employment and rates income to the Council. It is noted that the company ceased trading in 
December 1999 and the only asset of the company is the premises at Garrell Road. The 
company advise that an extensive, but unsuccessful marketing exercise was undertaken in 
connection with the 1999 outline planning consent for retail use on the site. The only interest in 
the site has been from Dawn Developments which has resulted in the current application. Also, 
that during the marketing exercise no real interest has been expressed in using the premises 
for industrial purposes. The company advise that the building has been a significant drain on 
their reserves and that a personal injection of cash from the main shareholder has been 
required. 

The fact that the building is proving costly to up keep is not in itself a sound reason to allow it to 
be demolished and replaced by a new retail development. It is not disputed that the 
development will create new jobs; my concern is at what expense i.e. if the development leads 
to the closure of shops within the existing town centre then there may be no net gain in 
employment terms. 

Kilsyth & Villages Forum see this development as a step in the right direction to rejuvenate 
the town centre, to widen the range of choice and stimulate future developments of the existing 
retail trade in the area. Whilst it may well increase choice, again, my concern is at what 
expense. In particular, it is my view that the proposed development will attract a significant 
amount of its trade from the existing centre which will be to the detriment of the vitality and 



8.9 

8.10 

8.1 1 

8.12 

8.13 

8.14 

8.1 5 

viability of the centre. It is my view that the proposed development is not of a nature or scale 
that will enable a sufficient level of spin-off trade to be generated within the adjacent town 
centre and certainly not at a level that would justify the impact that the development will have 

Frances Burke a resident of Condorrat welcomes the proposed development ’and advises that 
the proposed store will provide an alternative to travelling to Springburn or AirdrieKoatbridge. 
In her view it is ridiculous that there are no discounters in this area. The lack of discounters in 
this part of the Council’s area is not in itself justification to approve the current application. 

The Church of God’s interest in the site is noted. Whilst there may well be merits in the site 
being used for community purposes, I can only deal with the application which is presently 
before me. 1 have advised the Church that I am happy for my officers to meet with them and 
hear more about their plans for a centre in Kilsyth. However, if the Church is determined to 
develop their centre on the application site then they should pursue their interest with the owner 
of the site. 

Tesco Stores argue that the reasons for granting the 1999 outline planning consent do not 
apply to the current planning application, and that the impacts on vitality and viability of the 
town centre would be contrary to the requirements of paragraph 45 of NPPG 8. I t  is their view 
that the current planning application will not achieve the trade claw back that had been 
anticipated from the original outline permission. In addition, two smaller retail units as proposed 
are likely to compete with the existing retail offer in Kilsyth and therefore, the overall effect will 
be that the vitality and viability of Kilsyth town centre would be undermined by this proposal. In 
light of this, it is their view that planning permission should be refused. 

At the same time Tesco advise that they recognise the need for a new quality food store in 
Kilsyth and that the site at Garrell Road is an appropriate site for this. In their view, a single 
food store would better serve the aims of the original outline planning permission, as it would 
compete more effectively with the existing Safeway, as well as stores outwith Kilsyth, thereby 
improving competition and choice, clawing back leakage of convenience expenditure and 
having consequent positive impacts on the vitality and viability of Kilsyth. 

The applicant is aware that Tesco have submitted a letter of representation and question the 
their motives for writing. Other than bringing this letter to the attention of the Committee, I do 
not intend lo comment further on the letter. It should be noted, however, that neither Safeway 
nor Somerfield have objected. 

The planning history of the site is also a relevant material planning consideration. Since 1999 
there have been two retail planning applications in connection with rhis site. On 5 June 2000, 
outline planning permission (Ni9910036910UT) was granted for a supermarket with a floor area 
of 2,555 in2. This proposal presented the market with an opportunity to provide a medium size 
supermarket in Kilsyth (approximately 2% times the size of the existing Somerfield store). Such 
a unit was of a sufficient size to stock a wide range of cmvenience goods (around 90% of the 
lines stocked in larger stores). Due to the size of this store it wh/as also possible to address the 
problems with the site namely its relationship and linkages with the town centre and the general 
environment surrounding the site. Although this development would have affected the town 
centre, it was accepted that overall the advantages outweighed the disadvantages. In 
particular, it was accepted at that time that due to the range of goods on offer, the proposed 
store would retain a significant number of shoppers within the town and that these shoppers 
would visit the town centre and that this spin off trade would minimise the impact of the 
development. In other words, a store of this size would present local residents with a viable 
alternative to going outwith the town for their main food shop. 

In 2001 a further outline planning apglication was submitted (N/01/0011 I/OUT) for a smaller 
food store with a floor area of 1324 m . This application was withdrawn by the applicants when 
it became clear that it was my intention to place a report before the Committee recommending 



that planning permission be refused. A food store of this size was considered to b e  too small to 
reverse the trend of residents shopping in large food stores in surrounding towns. It was my 
conclusion that this proposal was contrary to national guidance and the development plan and 
would be detrimental to the vitality and viability of the town centre. 

8.16 The applicant states that, although different, the current application will result in a similar retail 
development on the site. In particular the following points are made: 

a) Overall the floorspace which will be created is of the same order (2640 m2 compared to 
the 1999 scheme for 2555 m2). Also, although more floorspace will be d evoted to the 
sale of comparison goods, the development will result in broadly similar amount of 
floorspace being devoted to convenience goods and comparison goods. 

Comment: Whilst it is true that overall the development will result in a similar total 
floorspace, the development proposes significantly more comparison floorspace than 
the previous scheme. The assumptions made in the arguments for the previous 
scheme were that 90% of the goods sold in a medium size food store would be 
convenience goods. This equates to a floorspace of approximately 153 m2 which 
would sell comparison goods. The current scheme proposes a unit with a net floor 
area of 920 m2 i.e. 6 times the amount of comparison floorspace. 

b) It is within the Council's powers to impose restrictions on what can be sold from unit 
two and place limits on the minimum size of floorspace to be created should 
subdivisions occur at some future point. 

Comment: Whilst this is perfectly true, if granted planning permission, the Council will 
be issuing a consent for Class 1 retail development, albeit there would be restrictions 
on unit two. It is accepted that such limits could be imposed. However, my main 
concern is that overall the development is assessed as having between a 10 -16% 
impact on the town centre which is significant. If the current application were to be 
approved, an undesirable precedent would be established meaning that it would be 
difficult to resist applications for different types of retail uses within unit two. 

The restriction of subdivisions of unit two to a minimum size of 372 m2 means that the 
development Iias the potential to provide a maximum of three units and in of a size 
which is not presently available within the town centre. Modern retailers of comparison 
goods require units of this size. 

c) 

Comment: In the supporting statement the applicant admits that, given no occupiers of 
this unit have been identified, it is not possible to state that the sequential test can be 
satisfied. In other words, there may be units within the town centre which can currently 
meet any demand which may exist for retailing in this format. For example the former 
co-op building on Main Street includes units of this size. If this type of unit is provided 
outwith the town centre it is unlikely that similar units within the town centre will be 
considered by new operators looking to come into the the town and existing town 
centre businesses may be tempted to relocate. Either option has the potential to 
adversely affect the viability and vitality of the existing centre. 

The proposed development will effectively re-establish the position which existed when 
the 1999 consent was approved i.e. 2 mainstream food retailers (Safeway and the new 
store) and a discounter (Kwik Save). 

d)  

Comment: This is not quite correct. At the time the 1999 consent was approved the 
Co-op was still trading in the town centre. In approving the 1999 consent there was the 
potential for four food stores in the town (three mainstream food retailers and a 
discounter). The Co-op closed their food store soon after and the Kwik Save was 



upgraded to a Somerfield. Whether or not there is any connection between these 
events I consider it unlikely that the Co-op would have shut their food store if it were 
making money. It would therefore appear that there is not a market for more than two 
food stores within the town. This is perhaps borne out by the lack of success in 
attracting developer interest in the 1999 consent. 

e) Surveys at other Lid1 stores show that the average spend per shopper is about €18. 
Using such a figure, the proposed Lid1 in Kilsyth has the potential to generate an 
additional 110,000 shopping trips to the town. Also the surveys show that 46% of 
shoppers in Lid1 stores also visit other local shops. If an assumption is made that such 
trips will generate a modest €10 per head spend this will result in a benefit to other 
shops in the centre of €0.5 million. This alone would result in a net impact of less than 
10%. If a spend of €25 per head is assumed then the impact will be significantly less 
than 10% and indeed possibly a positive benefit will arise. 

Comment: The previous approval was for a store which would be of a scale that would 
significantly reverse the leakage of convenience expenditure from the town i.e. the 
store would provide a viable alternative to visiting the large food stores in Cumbernauld 
for the main food shop. My concern is that using Lidl's own figures an average spend 
of E18 does not equate to anything like the average spend on a main food shop. 
Accordingly, I feel that the 30% impact predicted for existing town centre food stores 
may well be on the low side but even if correct, this equates to a significant impact on 
the existing stores. Either way, and other than being a discounter, 1 consider that the 
proposed Lid1 store does not offer anything significantly different to the two existing 
food stores in the town. If allowed to operate from a site outwith the town centre, an 
unfair trading position is effectively bestowed on their operation and this has the 
potential to contribute to the closure of one of the town centre stores. As indicated 
above, the market seems to indicate that it can only sustain two food stores. My 
concern is not about competition, but the protection of the existing centre. The new 
store (and the second unit) will undoubtedly prove to be an attraction and will draw 
shoppers away from the town centre; if shops in the town centre were to close as a 
result, the viability and vitality of the town centre is likely to be adversely affected. This 
runs contrary to planning policy which supports the protection of existing town centres 
and town centre businesses. 

Whether or not the impact of the Lid1 will be offset by a significant additional spend 
within the town centre is debatable. I am not convinced that it is reasonable to assume 
that the Lid1 store will result in shoppers spending an average of E25 per head in the 
other town centre shops. For a start this would be more than the average spend in Lid1 
store and secondly, I am not convinced that the Lid1 will fundamentally alter existing 
shopping patterns i.e. as at present people will still travel to the large food stores in 
Cumbernauld. Whilst this occurs at present, the 1999 permission was intended to 
significantly reverse the current shopping trend. 

The proposed development will have environmental benefits in that it will redevelop a 
vacant site which is in a prominent and central position within the town. There is no 
demand for industrial use and retail development is the only viable option. Without the 
development, the position will worsen and the attractiveness of the town to inward 
investment will be adversely affected. 

f) 

Comment: Not having been party to the marketing exercise that has been carried out 
in connection with this site, it is not possible to ascertain whether or not there is any 
present interest in the site for industrial use. It is true that there is no particular shortfall 
of industrial land in the town, but I would assume that, given its prominence, the site is 
equally attractive from an industriallbusiness point of view. If the value of the site has 
been determined on the basis of the 1999 outline retail consent, then the  costs would 



likely be prohibitive from an industrial/business user's point of view. The fact that the 
building is vacant and the windows and doors are boarded up means that it is not 
particularly attractive. However, even if it were in a worse state, or in t ime the building 
were to fall further into disrepair, it does not necessarily follow that the only option is to 
allow retail development at the site. For example, the building could b e  demolished 
and the site 'greened up' by removing the areas of hardstanding and grassing the site. 
It is accepted that from a financial point of view it is preferable to pursue development 
on the site. 

9) There is community support for the proposed development. 

Comment: It is true that there has been support for the scheme and that no letters of 
objection have been received from existing traders in the town (including Safeway and 
Somerfield). 

8.17 The outline consent lapsed on dh June 2003, which is coincidentally the same day as the 
current planning application was registered. The current planning application is for a 
development that, in my view, is fundamentally different to that which was proposed in the 1999 
outline application. Therefore, although a relevant part of the planning history of the site (and 
something which must be taken into account during the processing of this application) the 
amount of weight that should be given to this previous approval is tempered by the fact that the 
development now being proposed will adversely affect the viability and vitality of the town 
centre. 

8.18 It is also worth noting that since the 1999 consent, the development plan has been updated. 
The Scottish Ministers approved the Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Joint Structure Plan 2000 in 
2002. In section 3 above, the proposed development is assessed as being contrary to the 
policies of the Structure Plan 

9. Conclusion 

9.1 This application proposes the demolition of a currently vacant industrial building and the 
construction of two retail units on a site at I Garrell Road, Kilsyth. The site is currently zoned 
as Industrial in the Kilsyth Local Plan. A 1999 outline planning consent for retail development 
of the site has lapsed and, in any event, the proposed development has fundamental 
differences to that which was granted outline consent. 

9.2 The proposed development fails to satisfy all of the relevant criteria under Strategic Policy 9 of 
the Structure Plan and is also contrary to the policies contained in the Local Kilsyth Plan. it is 
therefore a departure from the development plan, and having regard to the scales of 
development identified in the Structure Plan it is a sigi-iificant departure from the Plan. 

Section 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 requires that decisicns on 
planning applications are made in accordance with the developi-i-ient plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. In my view there are in0 material planning considerations 
which would lead me to the conclusion that in this instance planning permission should be 
granted. Accordingly, it is recommended that pennission be refused. 

9.3 

9.4 If the Committee do not accept my recommendation and wish to grant consent, the application 
will have to be notified to the Scottish Ministers. - 

9.5 The Committee should also note that the applicant has requested a site visit and hearing prior 
to the determination of the application. 


