
To: PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 

From: DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

Date: 25 November 2003 
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Ref: C/PL/AIC/GQ/LR 

~ 

Subject: 

APPEAL AGAINST NON 
DETERMINATION OF PLANNING 
APPLICATION (C/02/0765/OUT) BY 
MACDONALD ESTATES FOR THE 
ERECTION OF FOODSTORE, PETROL 
FILLING STATION AND RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT WITH ASSOCIATED 
PARKING, LANDSCAPING AND 
HIGHWAY MODIFICATIONS AT 
CA1 RN H I LL TRADl N G ESTATE, 
CAIRNHILL ROAD, AIRDRIE. 

The purpose of this report is to inform the Committee of notification by the Scottish Executive (received 17 
November 2003) that an appeal has been made by MacDonald Estates to the Scottish Ministers in respect 
of the above planning application, and to establish a Council position on the merits of the proposals. This 
appeal has been made in view of the non-determination by the Council of this application within a 
reasonable time. 

This report should be read in conjunction with the attached report on the planning application 
(C/02/00765/OUT), which was included within item no. 3 (page 59) of the agenda papers for the Committee 
meeting of 1 gth November 2003. 

Background 

The Committee will note from the attached report that this application was first submitted in July 2002. 
Although formally registered at this time, the applicants were given the opportunity to submit various 
documents in support of their case. These were duly submitted in February of 2003 ( including supporting 
planning statement, retail assessment, and transportation report). Subsequently, the applicant entered into 
the process of information exchange with the Department ; the onus being put on the applicants to answer 
certain issues raised by the Department, in relation to retail and transportation matters. In the interests of 
giving the applicants a fair opportunity in making their case, the timescale for deciding the application was 
agreed to be extended on various occasions by the Council. The applicants indicated in October that they 
no longer wished to discuss matters any further with the Department and asked that the proposals be 
presented to the first available Committee (i.e. November 2003). The Department duly responded by 
providing a comprehensive report on the application to this month's Committee (see attached report). 
Although the Department responded as soon as possible to the applicants' new position as to how they 
wished the application to be handled, this appeal has been made to the Scottish Ministers on the basis of 
non determination by the Council within a reasonable timescale. The applicants have also asked that the 
appeal be decided on the basis of a public inquiry. 

Although this appeal means that the application has effectively been passed to the Scottish Ministers for a 
decision, it is still important that the Council establishes its position on whether or not it supports the 
proposals. This is particularly important as the Council's position will require to be conveyed and defended 
at any future public inquiry. 
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3. 

3.1 

4. 

4.1 

5. 

5.1 

6. 

6.1 

As Members will note from the attached report, it is recommended that the proposals are refused for 
reasons of conflict with the Development Plan and other related policies. Although the Council cannot 
now determine the application (as it is now in the hands of the Scottish Ministers), it is considered that the 
information and recommendation within the attached report are applicable in terms of establishing the 
Council's official position on the proposals for consideration by the Scottish Ministers. 

Sustainabilitv Implications 

Sustainability criteria are threaded through the Development Plan policies against which the proposals 
have been assessed within attached report. As concluded within that report ( para 4.38), the proposals 
fail against these policies. In summary the proposals would not be considered to be sustainable, mainly 
by virtue of impacts on the town centre, but also due to lack of accessibility by all means of transport. 

ProposalslConsiderations 

The proposals are fully described in the attached report (paras 1.3 to 1.5 ) and all the relevant 
considerations which led to the recommendation for refusal are contained within the assessment section 
of the report (paras 4.1 to 4.39) 

Corporate Considerations 

As well as the need for the Council to sustain a level of consistency in how it receives and responds to 
major retail proposals, there is the Council's general policy and financial commitment and support 
towards the principle of protecting and enhancing all of the town centres within North Lanarkshire. 

Recommendations 

It is recommended that the Committee note the contents of this report, and agree that the 
recommendation contained within the attached report on application C/02/007675/OUT should represent 
the Council's position on the proposals in response to this appeal. 

David M. Porch 
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 
19 November 2003 

Local Government Access to Information Act: for further information about this report, please contact Gerard Quinn, 
Senior Planning Officer on 01236-812381 
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Application No: 

Date Registered: 

Applicant: 

Agent 

Development: 

Location: 

Ward: 

Grid Reference: 

Site History: 

File Reference: 

Development Plan: 

Contrary to Development Plan: 

Consultations: 

Representations: 

Newspaper Advertisement: 

Comments: 

C102I0076510UT 

20th June 2002 

MacDonald Estates PLC 
I 1 2  George Street 
Edinburgh 
EH2 4LH 

Turley Associates 
7 Newton Place 
Glasgow 
G3 7PR 

Erection of Foodstore, Petrol Filling Station and Residential 
Development with Associated Parking, Landscaping and 
Highway Modifications 

Cairnhill Trading Estate Cairnhill Road Airdrie Lanarkshire 

48: South East Cairnhill And Gartlea Councillor David Stocks 

276238664841 

See attached report 

CIPLIAICIGQILR 

The Development Plan is represented by the Glasgow and Clyde 
Valley Joint Structure Plan 2000 and the Adopted Monklands District 
Local Plan 1991. The applicable policies are Strategic Policies 
STRAT 9 and STRAT 10 of the Structure Plan, and Local Plan 
policies ECON 2 and ECON 13116, and policies COMI and COM 2 

Yes 

S.E.P.A.(West) 
Scottish Water 
British Gas Transco 
Scottish Power 
The Coal Authority 
British Telecom 
Strathclyde Police 

53 Representation Letters 

Advertised on 03 July 2002 

(No objections) 
(No objections) 
(No objections) 
(No objections) 
(No objections) 
(No response) 
(Objection) 

The applicant seeks outline planning permission for the development described above. 
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Following assessment of the proposals in line with statutory requirements it is considered that they 
should be refused because the retail component is contrary to the Development Plan and there are no 
other material considerations that would suggest that the proposals should be accepted. 

Recommendation: Refuse for the Following Reasons:- 

1. That the proposals are not in accord with the Development Plan for the following reasons: 

a) That proposals represent a departure from the Glasgow and Clyde Valley Structure 
Plan 2000 by virtue of failing against policy 9 criterion A iv and the related criteria of 
Schedule 6(c)(i) (specifically the criteria relating to: expenditure compared with turnover; 
impact on town centres; contribution to the improvement of vitality and viability of town 
centres; accessibility and: qualitative deficiencies) and by virtue of failing against the 
policy 9 criterion B iii. and the related criteria of schedules 6(c)(ii.)(specifically the 
criteria relating to sequential approach and accessibility) and against policy criterion B 
vi , and the related criteria of Schedules 3(a)(i) 3(a)(ii), (specifically the criteria relating 
to accessible locations by all means of transport) and against policy 9 criterion C i. and 
ii. (covering the provision of infrastructure/facilities and measures relating to transport) 

(b) That the proposals are not in accord with the Adopted Monklands District Local Plan 
1991 by virtue of failing policy COMI (relating to maintaining viable town centres) and 
failing against the criteria of policy COM 2 (specifically the criteria relating to viability of 
existing retail centres; convenience of access ,and adequacy of public transport) 

2. That the proposals are not in accord with the commercial policies of Monklands District Local 
Plan 1991 Finalised First Alteration by virtue of failing against the criteria of policy COMI (as 
altered) relating to maintaining the role of town centres, and failing against criteria of policy COM 
2 (as altered) (specifically the criteria relating to the effect on vitality and viability of existing retail 
centres; ability of catchment to support the retail proposals; choice ; accessibility, and impact on 
existing locations). 

3. That there are no material considerations that would indicate that the proposals should be 
granted notwithstanding the proposals being not in accord with the Development Plan. 

If granted, this application will have to be notified to the Scottish Ministers in accordance with 
the Town & Country Planning (Notification of Applications) (Scotland) Direction 1996 because 
the proposed development constitutes a significant departure from the Glasgow and the Clyde 
Valley Joint Strycture Plan 2000. 

Background Papers: 

Application form and plans received 10th June 2002 
Planning Statement and Retail Assessment (February 2003) 
Report on Retail Impact Assessments for Cairnhill Trading Estate Airdrie and Main Street Coatbridge by 
Planning Consultant Max Cowan, Planning Consultant. 
Memo from the Transportation Section received 7 November 2003 
Memo from Protective Services Section received 3rd July 2002 
Letter from S.E.P.A.(West) received 1 I th  July 2002 
Letter from Scottish Water received 17th July 2003 
Letter from British Gas Transco received 1st July 2002 
Letter from Scottish Power received 2nd July 2002 
Letter from The Coal Authority received 8th July 2002 
Letter from Strathclyde Police received 10th September 2003 



Letter from Mr. Nat McLean,GO Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HD received 11 th June 2002. 
Letter from Mr D Cushen,44 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 13th June 2002. 
Letter from Mr Thomas Lafferty,54 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 13th June 2002. 
Letter from Mr Malcolm McLean,50 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA, received 13th June 2002. 
Letter from lsabel Young,Alistair F Young Ltd., Motherwell Autopoint, 91 Airbles Road, Motherwell, MLI 
2TJ received 13th June 2002. 
Letter from Charles Tobin & Roberta Tobin,52 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 13th June 
Letter from Robert & Mary Hepburn,68 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HD received 14th June 2002. 
Letter from Mr M. Hartey,64 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HD received 14th June 2002. 
Letter from Suzane Stark,62 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HD received 17th June 2002. 
Letter from Mr David Douglas,49A Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 18th June 2002. 
Letter from Mrs Anna Dimascio,58 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HD received 17th June 2002. 
Letter from James Sneddon,Elmovale Cottages, 53 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 received 18th June 
2002. 
Letter from Agnes Mathie,Glenmar, 46 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 17th June 2002. 
Letter from George Main,56 Cairnhil Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 17th June 2002. 
Letter from Mr A Dodds,48 Douglas Street, Airdrie, ML6 received 19th June 2002. 
Letter from Mr & Mrs S Marshall,51 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 19th June 2002. 
Letter from A. Mohammed,l26 Cairnhill Road,, Airdrie, ML6 9HD received 20th June 2002. 
Letter from Mr & Mrs P Di Mascio,66 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HD received 20th June 2002. 
Letter from Roger Tym & Partners,l9 Woodside Crescent, Glasgow , G3 7UL received 27th June 2002. 
Letter from Roger Tym & Partners,l9 Woodside Crescent, Glasgow, G3 7UL received 27th June 2002. 
Letter from George Main,% Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 10th July 2002. 
Letter from Mrs Agnes Mathie,Glenmar, 46 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 21 st February 
2003. 
Letter from Malcolm McLean,50 Cairnhill Road, Cairnhill, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 21 st February 
2003. 
Letter from Mrs Margot McLean,50 Cairnhill Road, Cairnhill, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 21 st February 
2003. 
Letter from Fraser Drummond,58 Faskin Avenie, Airdrie, ML6 9DX received 21st February 2003. 
Letter from Helen Di Mascio,66 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HD, received 24th February 2003. 
Letter from Mrs A Dimascio,58 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HD received 24th February 2003. 
Letter from Georgina & Robert Cowan,lO Cairndyke Crescent, Airdrie, ML6 9HB received 24th February 
2003. 
Letter from D Cushen,44 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 24th February 2003. 
Letter from Mrs M. McLean,6O Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HD received 24th February 2003. 
Letter from Thomas Lafferty,54 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 24th February 2003. 
Letter from Mrs H. Drummond,58 Faskine Avenue, Airdrie, ML6 9DX received 24th February 2003. 
Letter from A. McKennan,7 Scarhill Avenue, Airdrie, ML6 9HW received 24th February 2003. 
Letter from Mr N McLean,6O Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HD received 24th February 2003. 
Letter from Alex Angus Coulter Paterson,2 Cairndyke Crescent, Airdrie, ML6 9HB received 24th 
February 2003. 
Letter from James Sneddon,63 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 25th February 2003. 
Letter from Mrs Hughes,36 Cairnhill Road, Airdire, ML6 9HA received 25th February 2003. 
Letter from Bill Fitzpatrick,42 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 25th February 2003. 
Letter from Mr Arshad Mohammed,l26 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HD received 25th February 2003. 
Letter from M r  Andrew Hepburn,55 Bellsdyke Road, Airdrie, ML6 9DU received 25th February 2003. 
Letter from Mr Robert McCulloch,6 Arthur Avenue, Airdrie, ML6 9EZ received 25th February 2003. 
Letter from Mrs I. Main36 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 26th February 2003. 
Letter from Mr & Mrs C. Tobin,52 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 27th February 2003. 
Letter from Mr G.K. Patra,48 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 27th February 2003. 
Letter from David & Sarah Traynor, 8 Cairndyke Crescent, Airdrie, ML6 9HB received 28th February 
2003. 
Letter from Mr & Mrs G. Tweedie, 6 Cairndyke Crescent, Airdrie, ML6 9HB received 3rd March 2003. 
Letter from lsobel Main,% Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 6th March 2003. 
Letter from Mr Malcolm McLean, 50 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 16th April 2003. 



Letter from DTZ Pieda Consulting, 28 Drumsheugh Gardens, Edinburgh, EH3 7RN received 12th June 
2003. 
Letter from G. Main,56 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 2nd July 2003. 
Letter from T. Lafferty,54 Cairnhill Road, Airdrie, ML6 9HA received 10th July 2003. 
Letter from Strathclyde Police,(Sgt. lan Balmer), Road Policing Department, East Command, 21 7 
Windmillhill Street, Motherwell, MLI 1 RZ received 2nd September 2003. 
Letter from Littman Robeson, 21 Buckingham Street, London WCZN 6EF received 10 November 2003 

Any person wishing to inspect these documents should contact Gerard Quinn at 01236 812381 



APPLICATION NO. C10210076510UT 

REPORT 

1. Description of Site and Proposal 

1.1 The applicant, Macdonald Estates, seek outline planning permission for the development of a 
foodstore, petrol filling station and housing, with associated parking, landscaping and highway 
modifications. This development is proposed to be on the site known as the Cairnhill Trading 
Estate, at Cairnhill Road, Airdrie. (6.5 Hectares).The site boundaries and location are shown on 
the enclosed location plan. 

1.2 The entire site was recently the subject of an outline planning permission for housing 
development (C/OO/OO932/OUT granted in March 2001). 

1.3 The application presently under consideration seeks the Council’s approval of the principle of 
the development described. No details of how the development would physically take place on 
site are submitted for approval at this stage. However, the applicant has provided an indicative 
layout which shows how the development may be accommodated. This layout comprises the 
following key features: 

e 

e 

e 

82,OOOsq ft gross(7,618 sq. m) foodstore at the north east corner of site with parking to the 
north and west sides 
petrol filling station centrally located and immediately adjacent to the foodstore and car 
parking area 
main vehicular and pedestrian access via new roundabout at Cairnhill Road 
dedicated service yard and access at Hogg Street 
housing development at the southern end of the site comprising mediumllow density layout 
(70 units) 

1.4 In support of their application, the applicant has also provided (February 2003) a full planning 
statement and retail assessment. Notably, the applicant confirms that the submission is based 
on the assumption that Morrisons would be the end operator of the foodstore. The main points 
in support of their submission are as per the conclusions within part 7 of their statement. These 
conclusions are summarised as follows: 

0 

e 

e 

no market for continued use of industrial estate 
principle of housing already established through recent outline planning permission 
development in keeping with surrounding land uses 
effects of foodstrore rigorously examined and quantitatively it is concluded that there is 
sufficient capacity to accommodate the foodstore without adverse effectslimpacts on 
Airdrie town centre 
qualitatively, development would increase the attractiveness of Airdrie as a shopping 
destination and would increase consumer choice 
application site represents the most appropriate location for to meet the qualitative and 
quantitative deficiencies identified by the applicant. 

e 

0 

1.5 A transportation assessment has also been provided. The main conclusions are that the site is 
accessible to all modes of transport; the access arrangements are potentially sound; and the 
surrounding road network with certain junction improvements would be capable of 
accommodating the traffic expected to be generated by the development. 



2. Devel o Dm en t Plan 

2.1 The Development Plan is represented by the Glasgow and Clyde Valley Joint Structure Plan 
2000 and the Adopted Monklands District Local Plan 1991. The applicable policies are Strategic 
Policies STRAT 9 and STRAT 10 of the Structure Plan, (policies dealing with departures from 
the Development Plan) and Local Plan policies ECON 2, and ECON 13/16 (site zoning policies) 
and policies Coml (as altered) and Com2.(as altered)( policies relating to the improvement and 
protection of town centres). 

3. Consultations and Representations 

3.1 The consultation responses to the proposals are of a normal nature, with the majority (apart 
from NLC Transportation Manager and Police) making no basic objections to the proposals. 
The responses are summarised as follows: 

Scottish Power - No objections were expressed, although it was indicated that apparatus 
lies within the site and will have to be properly observed and protected. 
West of Scotland Water - It was advised that water supply could be made available to the 
site and sewerage interests would not be materially affected. Also advised that contact 
should be made with Scottish Water over drainage strategy for the site. 
Transco - No objections are expressed, and the standard advice is provided on the 
requirement to protect and maintain access to Transco apparatus 
Coal Authority - No objections were expressed although the developer is given the normal 
advice to undertake investigation works before proceeding with development. 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency - No objections are expressed (SUDS drainage 
system may be required) 
British Telecom - No response. 

3.2 The consultation response from the Transportation Section assesses how the proposals meet 
the appropriate development plan and national planning policy in terms, of walking, cycling, 
public transport and private car as well as considering in detail the impact on existing traffic 
conditions. The Transportation Section expresses objection to the retail element of the 
proposals on grounds relating to both sustainable transport and traffic impact. The main points 
of objection are summarised as follows; 

* whilst the site may be considered as being a relatively accessible location in terms of 
walking from the immediate catchment areas, it is considered too remote to be regarded as 
an acceptable edge-of-centre location in terms of accessibility on foot. 
the accessibility of the development for public transport is very weak and is considered to 
fall short of the requirements of local and national guidance. The developer, through the 
Transport Assessment, is of the opinion that the site meets these requirements and has not 
proposed any enhancements other than the provision of additional bus stops on Hogg 
Street. 
The Transport Assessment presents an optimistic appraisal of the performance of the 
network, especially in its prediction of generated trips associated with the food retail element 
during the weekday evening peak. Aspects of the proposed alterations to the road network 
have a detrimental effect on the network’s pedestrian facilities. 

* 

e 

3.3 A consultation response has been received from Strathclyde Police objecting on traffic grounds. 
The following particular grounds of objection have been expressed. 

e The proposals would exacerbate congestion at Cairnhill Road and at associated Junctions, 
especially during peak periods. 
The proposals fail to address the issue of recorded accidents at particular junctions 



e 

0 

e 

Junction improvements proposed would not be adequate in dealing with the increased 
levels of traffic 
The proposals fail to address impacts of proposed pedestrian crossing 
The proposals fail to address the issue of the provision of pedestrian facilities 

3.4 Various letters of representation were received primarily from local residents living close to the 
application site: - 

3.5 In summary, the grounds of objection can collectively be described as follows: 

e The proposals would give rise to adverse traffic impacts. (particular emphasis on 
congestion problems, environmental impacts of additional traffic and the threat to the safety 
of local school children) 
The proposals would have a detrimental impact on the environment 
The proposals would have an adverse effect on the appearance of the area 
The proposals would result in adverse noise impacts 
The proposals would give rise to flooding problems 
The proposals would mean an over provision of foodstores and petrol filling stations 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

Letters of objection have also been submitted from sources other than local residents. Messrs. 
Roger Tym and Partners, who represent Sommerfield at Graham Street and Kwik Save at Clark 
Street, object on the following grounds (summarised): 

e Insufficient retail capacity within the catchment to sustain retail developments of the scale 
proposed without having a detrimental impact on the vitality and viability of Airdrie Town 
Centre. 
Proposals are contrary to local policy zoning 
Proposals are premature in relation the emerging new Local Plan 
Proposals are contrary to national planning policy on retailing 

The proposals would have a detrimental effect on local property values 
The proposals would have an adverse impact on the quality of Airdrie Town centre as a 
shopping location 
The proposals would have an adverse effect on the vitality and viability of Airdrie Town 
centre 
The proposals are contrary to Development Plan and to national planning policy. 
The proposals do not take account of the potential for contamination and mineral instability 

3.6 

e 

e 

Messrs DTZ Pieda Consulting have submitted a detailed statement objecting on behalf of 
Safeway. The grounds of objection are summarized as follows: 

3.7 

e Proposals are contrary to national policy on retailing 
e Proposals are a clear departure from Development Plan 
e There are no material considerations to justify departure 
e The proposals seriously underestimate impact upon vitality and viability of Airdrie town 

centre 
e Any perceived qualitative benefit would be far outweighed by the damage to the vitality 

and viability of Airdrie town centre 

Messrs Littmann Robeson have submitted a letter of objection on behalf of Legal and General 
Property Limited, the owners of Faraday Retail Park, Coatbridge. The grounds of objection are 
summarised as follows: 

3.8 



The site should be regarded as "out of centre" as opposed to "edge of centre", as it is not within 

0 The applicant fails to include Faraday retail park as part of the sequential analysis and fails to 

e The application fails to demonstrate a quantitative need for the development and the retail 

easy walking distance of Airdrie town centre 

comply with the sequential approach 

assessment is not reflective of the current retail situation in the catchment 

3.9 A letter of objection has been received also from Alistair F Young who are an operator of a petrol 
filling station. The objection is to the petrol filling station element of the proposals on the grounds 
that there is already an over abundance of petrol filling stations in the Airdrie area. 

3.10 A letter of representation has also been received in support of the proposals from Messrs. 
Colliers Conrad Ritblat and Erdman on behalf of the owners of the adjacent Retail Park, namely, 
Springvale Property Co. Ltd. Individual letters have also been received from two of the retail 
operators within the Airdrie retail park, namely Focus and Halfords. All of these parties support 
the proposals on the same basis i.e. that they would significantly improve the attractiveness of 
Airdrie, as well as the retail park, as a destination for shoppers. 

4. 

4.1 

4.2 

4.3 

4.4 

4.5 

4.6 

Planning Assessment and Conclusions 

Section 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 requires that planning 
decisions be made in accordance with the Development Plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise. The interpretation of this provision was clarified in a House of Lords' decision 
in 1998. If a proposal accords with the Development Plan and there are no material 
considerations indicating that it should be refused, permission should be granted. Conversely, if 
the application does not accord with the plan, it should be refused unless there are material 
considerations indicating that it should be granted. 

It is in line with this statutory provision that the proposals are assessed. 

It is clear that these proposals contain two main elements, namely, 1. Housing and 2. Retail with 
ancillary petrol filling station, parking, access etc. 

Taking the housing element first, it is considered that this use is not a departure from Structure 
Plan. In regard to the Local Plan however, as in the case of the previous planning application 
(C/00/00932/0UT), the housing element is not in accord with the industrial zonings for the site. 
Being assessed previously in line with the requirements of Section 25, there were found to be 
material considerations that indicated that it should be granted. As no material circumstances 
have significantly changed since the issue of the last planning permission, this element is 
considered to be acceptable again in principle. 

As for the retail element, the Structure Plan under policy 9 recognises retail developments of the 
scale proposed to be departures if they fail to be justified against certain applicable policy criteria. 
Through policy 9A iv, the case for any development has to established against the criteria set out 
in Schedule 6 (c) (i). The criteria of this schedule considered to be applicable are as follows: 
e 

e 

e 

0 

0 

Expenditure compared to turnover in the appropriate catchment area 
Impact, including cumulative impact, on town centres 
Contribution to the vitality or viability of town centres, and functional relationship with existing 
town centres 
Requirement to locate new developments in locations that can be accessed in accordance 
with Strategic Policies 3 and S(B)(vi) 
Contribution to remedying any qualitative deficiencies 

Under policy 9 B iii. b., the proposals require to be justified against the criterion of whether the 
location of the development is appropriate in terms of the need to safeguard and promote the 



vitality and viability of town centres by taking a sequential approach to proposals for retail 
development ( as set out in schedule 3 (a)(ii.) 

4.7 

4.8 

4.9 

Under policy 9 B v.i., the proposals require to be justified against the criterion of  whether the 
location of the development is appropriate in terms of the need to promote sustainable transport. 
In this respect, the proposals require to be assessed against the following criteria: 

a. The application of the hierarchy of accessibility (as set out in Schedule 3(a) (i.) 
b. the application of criteria for sustainable locational choices (criteria of Schedule 3 (a) (ii.) 
c. the safeguarding of the routes for the Strategic Transport Network development proposals 

In addition, under policy 9 part C the proposals require to be justified against the criterion of 
whether they make appropriate provision for: 
i. 
ii. The implementation of appropriate transport measures for the minimisation and 

iii. Remedial environmental action 
iv. Sustainable urban drainage systems 
v. Arrangements for maintenance of measures required under criteria i to iv: and 
vi. The excavation and recording of archaeological sites 

In looking at the proposals against the criteria of schedule 6(c)(i.), it is important to acknowledge 
that the applicant has provided relevant information through the submission of both a retail 
assessment and a transportation assessment. This information has been thoroughly assessed 
by this Department. The retail submission has also been assessed by consultant Max Cowan, 
appointed by the Department. To assist the Department in this assessment process, the 
consultant was asked to carry out the following. 

Infrastructure/facilities required to make the development acceptable. 

management of future levels of traffic generated. 

* An assessment of the overall methodology and assumptions contained in the applicant's 
retail assessment. 
An assessment of the conclusion in the retail assessment that there is a surplus of 
convenience business expenditure of f24.4m by 2006. 
A comparison between the Structure plan conclusions shown in Technical Report 7 - 
Retailing, that the surplus of convenience expenditure in the catchment will in the region of 
f 9 m  by 2006. 
An assessment in the retail assessment that trade diversion to the proposed store from 
Airdrie Town Centre would be 53% and 
An assessment of the projected impacts of the proposals on Airdrie and Coatbridge Town 
centres. 

4.10 The consultant's full report is included as a background paper to this report. Following the whole 
assessment process, which has also involved further discussions and communication with the 
applicant, and this assessment by the external consultant, the Department's basic conclusions 
are that: 

the Department does not agree with the methodology and assumptions contained in the 
applicants retail assessment. 
In effect the Department does not agree that there is a surplus business expenditure of 
f24.4 m. 
The Department believes that the surplus business expenditure is only f 9  m and possibly 
even lower. 
The Department does not agree that trade diversion from Airdrie town centre would be 53% 
The Department believes that trade diversion would be 60 % 
The Department does not believe that the impacts on Coatbridge and Airdrie town centre 
would be acceptable. The Department believes that the impacts on the town centres would 
be 40% for Airdrie (based on assumed actual turnover) and 34 % on average turnover, and 
equivalent figures for Coatbridge are 19% and 11 Oh respectively. 

* 



The Department believes the impacts would be damaging and particularly damaging to 
Airdrie town centre. 

4.11 Therefore, in retail terms it is considered that the application does not establish a case in 
relation to the first three criteria mentioned under Schedule 6(c)(i) i.e. the criteria relating to: 
expenditure compared with turnover; impact on town centres; contribution to the improvement 
of vitality and viability of town centres. It is also considered that failure against these criteria and 
the perceived damage'to the town centres far outweighs any benefits that may b e  gained from 
any qualitative deficiencies. Again therefore, a case cannot be established against the Schedule 
6(c) (i) criterion covering this issue. 

4.12 In transportation terms, it is for the application to establish a case in relation to the requirement 
to locate new developments in locations that can be accessed in accordance with Strategic 
Policies 3 (Strategic Management of Travel Demands) and 9 B v.i. Both this criterion and the 
criteria set down by policy B vi require the proposals to be tested against the criteria of 
Schedules 3(a)(i) and (ii). As far as the proposals are concerned, these criteria include: 
e Hierarchy of accessibility in order of preference (walking, cycling, public transport and car) 

Links to walking and cycling networks 
Availability of choice of transport not dependent on access predominantly by car 
Level of service by public transport 

4.1 3 The Transportation Section has carefully assessed the development in terms of accessibility. 
The full response is a background paper to this report and the conclusions have already been 
noted above (see consultations section). From these, there are recognised certain difficulties 
with the proposals' credentials as a sustainable transport location. This is particularly the case, 
in relation to public transport opportunities and walking. Therefore, it is considered it is that a 
case cannot be made against this criterion of Schedule 6 (c)( (i.). 

4.14 The proposals also therefore fail against the criteria of policy B v.i.. (see B vi. a and b above). 
Similarly, although the application does put forward a sequential approach case, as required by 
policy 9 B iii. B, ( and related schedule 6 (c)(ii) ), the location of the proposals for accessibility 
reasons is still not regarded as appropriate. 

4.1 5 The Transportation Section's comments in relation to the applicant's Transportation assessment 
is also noted in terms of the impact of the proposals on the road network. As far as the 
Structure plan is concerned, this issue leads to the third main criterion of policy 9, viz, part C, 
which seeks to consider whether appropriate provisions as stated above have been made by 
the developer. The application assumes a lower level of tripltraffic generation than is potentially 
the case. In turn, the provisions proposed to address future transport demands on the road 
network are not considered to be appropriate. Therefore, the proposals, by not providing the 
infrastructure and facilities (see C i.) nor the appropriate transport measures for the 
minimisation and management of future levels of traffic generated (see C ii.) also fail against 
this criterion. In fact, aspects of the alterations that are proposed, according to the 
Transportation Section, would have a detrimental effect on the network's pedestrian facilities. 

4.16 As a result it is concluded that as far as the Structure Plan is concerned the proposals are a 
departure from the Structure Plan (and therefore the Development Plan) by virtue of failing 
against policy 9 criterion A iv and the related criteria of Schedule 6(c) (i) of this Structure Plan 
(specifically the criteria relating to: expenditure compared with turnover; impact on town centres; 
contribution to the improvement of vitality and viability of town centres; accessibility and: 
qualitative deficiencies) and by virtue of failing against the policy criterion B iii. and the related 
criteria of schedules 6(c), (ii.) and against policy criterion B vi , and the related criteria of 
Schedules 3(a)(i) and 3(a)(ii), and against the policy 9 criterion C i. and ii 



4.17 Against the Local Plan, the site is zoned under the following policies: 

ECON2 (EXISTING GENERAL INDUSTRIAL AREAS) 
The Council Supports: 

(a) The retention of a predominantly industrial character 
(b) of identified area 
(c) Continuation of industrial use. 
(d) Subdivision of vacant factories.. . 
(e) The operation of wholesale or distribution outlets, but not retail outlets 

4.1 8 The following Local Plan retailltown centre related policies are also relevant 

COM1 Maintain Viable Town Centres 

The Council will: 

(a) Resist major commercial developments within or without the District which threaten the 
viability of the retail cores of Coatbridge and Airdrie. 
(6) Encourage major commercial developments which will enhance and extend the retail cores 
of Coatbridge and Airdrie 

COM2 Criteria for New Shopping Developments 

The Council will judge proposals for new shopping developments against the following criteria 

(a) Support for viability of existing shopping areas 
(b) Convenience of access for pedestrians and vehicles 
(c) Creation of a safe and pleasant shopping environment 
(d) Balance of unit size and mix of retailhon retail uses 
(e) Adequacy of car parking and public transport 
(0 Quality and sensitivity of design 

4.19 These policies (COMI and COM 2) have been reworded as part of the Monklands District Local 
Plan 1991 Finalised First Alteration (September 1996)). Although not formally adopted and 
therefore strictly not part of the Development Plan, these policies( which follow), are also 
applicable to the assessment of the proposals: 

COMI : MAINTAIN THE ROLE OF TOWN CENTRES (as altered) 

1. The Council will seek to maintain and improve the quality of shopping provision within the 
Local Plan Area in the retail sector by: 

(a) Directing major (over 1OOOsq m gross) retail development to either within or adjacent to 
the town centres of Airdrie and Coatbridge, where appropriate development 
opportunities exist in support of both Structure Plan and National Planning Guidance. 

(b) Promoting the enhancement and improvement of the physical fabric and infrastructure 
in the Town Centres e.g. through Town Centre Action Plans 

(c) Bringing forward opportunities for retail developments within the Town Centres in line 
with sustainable objectives and national development plan guidance 

(d) Directing minor ( less than 1000 sqm gross) retail development to the COM 5 areas 
identified in the Local Plan 

(e) Supporting the provision of local shopping facilities in new housing areas as demand 
evolves 



COM2 (CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING ALL NEW RETAIL PROPOSALS) (as altered) 

The Council will evaluate all new retail proposals against the following criteria:- 

Whether the proposal will maintain and/or enhance the vitality and viability of existing retail 
centres in line with COMl 
Whether the location of a proposal is within or adjoining an existing 
retail centre in line with COMl 
Ability of appropriate catchment population to support such a facility 
Clear evidence of a lack of choice in respect of any particular form of retailing 
Assessment of cumulative impact of any out of centre location on existing retail locations 
compatibility with surrounding land uses 
Convenient accessibility of public transport facilities in line with sustainable objectives 
Availability of alternative sites, within or adjacent to the town centres 
Infrastructure implications 

4.20 Looking at the proposals first in relation to the site zoning policies, it is considered the principle 
of accepting uses in so far as they are not industrial or business in nature, has already been 
firmly established in the context of the assessment of the previous application for housing 
development. As the planning circumstances have not materially altered since then, it is 
considered that the retail element of the current proposals should be considered in the same 
light as far as the industrial zoning of the site is concerned. 

Turning to the town centrehetail policies of the Local Plan, the proposals require to be assessed 
against the relevant criteria. In view of the assessment undertaken so far in terms of capacity I 
turnover, and retail impacts, and transportation issues it is considered that the proposals fail 
against the criteria of policy COMl (relating to maintaining viable town centres) and fail against 
criteria of policy Com 2 (specifically the criteria relating to the support for viability of existing 
shopping centres, convenience of access, and public transport)) 

As a result, for reason of failure against these policies (COMI and COM 2 ) it is concluded that 
as far as the Local Plan is concerned, the proposals do not accord. 

Turning to the altered town centrehetail policies of the Local Plan, ( i.e. policies COM 1 and 
COM 2) the proposals can be similarly assessed against the relevant criteria. In view of the 
assessment undertaken so far in terms of capacity I turnover, and retail impacts, and 
transportation it is considered that the proposals fail against the criteria of policy COMl (as 
altered) (relating to maintaining the role of town centres, and fail against criteria of policy Com 2 
(as altered) (specifically the criteria relating to the effect on vitality and viability of existing retail 
centres; ability of catchment to support the retail proposals; choice ; accessibility and impact on 
existing locations) 

Following the assessment therefore of the retail element against both the Structure Plan and the 
Local Plan, it is considered that the proposals are not in accord with the Development Plan. 

4.21 

4.22 

4.23 

4.24 

4.25 As per the statutory requirements in instances of departure it has to be considered whether 
there are any material considerations that indicate that the proposals should be granted 
permission. 

In this regard, the Structure Plan itself, through policy 10, identifies certain criteria against which 
proposals that are a departure shall require to be judged. Indeed this policy states that 
consideration shall be given to the appropriateness of the development having regard to the 
following criteria and any other material considerations. 

need 
e economic benefit 
a social benefit 
e environmental benefit 

4.26 



4.27 Taking the issue of need first, the Structure Plan refers to need in the sense of the demand and 
supply estimates and whether there is clear evidence of a shortfall in the existing and planned 
supply of land for retail development within the appropriate shopping catchment area. As borne 
out by the retail assessment undertaken with particular focus on capacity, it is considered that 
there is no evidence of any lack of supply in relation to future demand for retail uses within the 
catchment. It follows therefore that there would not appear to be any evidence of such a 
shortfall in the existing supply of land for retail development that needed. Indeed the 
Department's retail assessment of the applicant's proposals indicates that the development plan 
is in position to accommodate the scale of retail growth envisaged as appropriate for the 
catchment area with no conclusions about lack of supply of land. 

4.28 Need is also mentioned in relation to qualitative deficiencies and specific locational need. As 
already concluded in this assessment, it is not considered that an increase in quality through 
increasing choice for customers would be so beneficial as to outweigh the detriment to the 
vitality and viability that the existing town centres would suffer. In relation to locational'need, it is 
considered that there is no particular reason to show the proposals must be implemented at the 
site on which they are proposed to be located. 

4.29 As for economic benefit, it is noted that the proposals suggest the creation of 300 jobs. This 
figure takes no account for job displacement that may result from the impacts on other retail 
establishments within and outwith the town centres. There is not considered therefore to be a 
case for allowing the proposals by virtue of economic benefit. In any event, It is noted also that 
the applicant appears to have chosen not to make a case around economic benefit. 

4.30 As for social benefit, the proposals would not appear to provide any of the types of social benefit 
suggested by policy 10. Indeed, the proposals do not involve a Priority Area, the proposals 
would not enhance community facilities, and,as already established through the Council's 
assessment of the retail element, there would not be the capacity of the settlement or 
surrounding area to absorb further development. 

4.31 As for environmental benefit, there is no doubt the proposals, by removing a vacant and semi 
derelict (and to an extent contaminated) site, would be beneficial from a visual amenity and 
environmental viewpoint. However, it is not considered that these benefits would be so 
significant as to outweigh the detriment to the vitality and viability that the existing town centres 
would suffer, not to mention the possible adverse environmental knock on effects. It is also 
noted that the environmental benefits are not exclusive, and could be achieved through other 
development that compares favourably with other aspects of the development plan (Such as 
housing development, which has already been granted outline planning permission). 

4.32 In conclusion therefore, as regards policy 10 it would appear that the proposals would not 
compare favourably against the identified criteria (need, economic benefit, social benefit, and 
environmental benefit). 

4.33 As for any other material considerations, it is important to include advice contained in national 
planning policies, planning advice notes and policy documents. In general terms there would not 
appear to be any aspect of such advice that would suggest that the proposals should be 
accepted notwithstanding the conflict with the Development Plan. 

In fact, the most up to date and salient of advice, as contained within NNPG 8 on Town Centres 
and Retailing and NNPGI 7 on Transportation and Planning, is threaded through the Structure 
Plan; the main document from which the assessment of the proposals stems. It is considered 
therefore that the assessment that has been made in relation to the development plan is 
consistent with what is said and advised in national planning policy particularly in terms of 
retailing and sustainable access issues. 

4.34 



4.34 As for consultation responses it is noted that these are either neutral in effect or add weight to 
the assessment by illustrating transportation and traffic related concerns. 

As for representations, many of these add weight to the assessment particularly in so far as 
reference is made to conflicts with the development plan, the effects on town centres and the 
traffic impacts. As for points raised relating to the environmental effects such as visual impact 
and noise, It is considered that these would not be so significant as to prevent the development 
going ahead. Any concerns here could be addressed through conditions of any planning 
permission. Relevant conditions could also adequately address any issues of drainage, mineral 
stability and site contamination, although consultation replies would not suggest ant 
extraordinary concerns in these respects. Issues raised regarding over provisionlcommercial 
competition and the detrimental effects on property values are not considered to be material 
planning considerations. 

4.36 

4.37 The representations in favour of the proposals are noted and acknowledged especially as far as 
the added attraction that may develop for the adjacent retail park. However, any benefits would 
be limited and out weighed by costs in relation to retail impact on the centre and traffic 
concerns. 

4.38 In Conclusion, the following is noted: 
e 

e 

e 

the proposals have been assessed in accordance with the requirements of Section 25 of 
the Act 
by virtue of the retail component the proposals do not accord with the Development Plan 
specifically, the proposals fail against the retail and transportation related criteria of the 
Development Plan 
no material considerations have been established to indicate that the proposals should be 
accepted notwithstanding non-accordance with the Development Plan. 

4.39 Accordingly, it is concluded that planning permission should be refused. 


