
Planning Application 20/02489/FUL  - 200 Mayfield Road, Edinburgh 
EH9 3BE: Erection of 112 bed spaces of student accommodation 
(amendment to planning permission 16/04158/FUL).

Comments from Liberton and District Community Council, Statutory 
Consultee

1 The site

1.1 The site lies within the Liberton and District Community Council area.

1.2 The site and the adjacent vacant site at 224-234 Mayfield Road and 14-15 Braefoot Road are owned 
by Lanark Student Living Ltd based at 166 College Road, Harrow, Middlesex, England HA1 1RA. 

1.3 LDCC notes that Lanark Student Living Ltd was incorporated in 2015, has Company registration 
no. 09651052 (England and Wales). Its last unaudited accounts for year ending 30 June 2019 were 
posted on 26 June 2020. The company has three directors, Thomas Knust, Sean Peter O’Driscoll 
and Bhavna Patel, 

1.4 LDCC notes that the Mayfield Road development features on the Crowd with Us investment 
website (crowdwithus.london). However, since the web site states “Due to regulatory requirements 
this investment is only available to our registered sophisticated and high-net-worth investors” 
LDCC was unable progress further investigations.  The site also states that “You could lose all of 
your money invested in this product. This is a high-risk investment and much riskier than a savings 
account.”

Furthermore, LDDC draws attention to its objection to the application 20/00487/FUL: the adjacent 
site at 224-234 Mayfield Road and 14-15 Braefoot Road: “The development is being funded with 
£6.195m agreed with Oblix Capital and from a further £809,728 raised by Lanark Student Living 
via the Crowd With Us crowdfunding platform.”  The platform’s website states: “The site has 
planning permission in place for 237 beds at a current valuation of £8.85m. Enhanced planning has 
been submitted to increase the size by 69 beds making a total of 306 beds, at an enhanced value 
with planning of £11m. The developer will be working with a Tier one contractor, Meldrum 
Construction Services with whom they have a prior relationship to build out the scheme. Once built 
the projected total GDV for this scheme is £53m with £22m profit. Once planning for the additional 
69 beds is secured, the developer will refinance the scheme with Oblix Capital, the senior lender, at 
65% LTV and repay the CWU Bondholders early (minimum term 6 months). Considering the 
developer has already received planning on the two adjacent sites, this is believed to be the most 
likely outcome. Expected Valuation based on £36k per bed therefore 306 x £36k = £11m. 65% of 
£11m = £7.15m. This should provide sufficient lending to pay out CWU investors.”

1.5 LDCC notes the withdrawal of an earlier application 19/03609/FUL for a single development on the 
larger combined site, and the subsequent withdrawal of later applications 19/04858/FUL and 
19/04768/FUL. LDCC also notes that application 20/00487/FUL for the adjacent site for 148 units 
is still under consideration. 



1.6 LDCC feels strongly that this application should be dealt with together with application 20/00487/
FUL, as one development (as illustrated in the Design & Access Statement and The Edinburgh 
Flood Risk Assessment), and believes that Lanark Student Living Ltd has submitted separate 
applications in an attempt to avoid the obligations attached to developments over 0.25 ha. This is 
not in keeping with the location and design guidance given in the CEC’s Student housing guidance 
(p.8) which states that  “sites with greater than 0.25ha developable area must comprise a proportion 
of housing as part of the proposed development, to balance the mix of land uses and to contribute to 
housing land need. On these sites the new build residential gross floor area shall represent a 
minimum of 50% of the total new build housing and student accommodation gross floor area.”  
Taken together the applications are contrary to Edinburgh’s Local Development Plan, 2016 (LDP) 
policy Hou 1 (d) (p.114).

1.7 Lanark Student Living Ltd make much of the approval of applications 16/04158/FUL at 200 
Mayfield Road, and 18/03617/FUL at 224-234 Mayfield Road. However, given the withdrawal of 
application 19/03609/FUL for the combined site, LDCC believes that the approved applications be 
viewed as a single development, and subject to the obligations referred to in 1.6 above.  

1.10 Consequently, LDCC objects to the intended development of the site exclusively for speculative 
student accommodation, and contrary to the Local Development Plan policy.

2 Progression of application

2.1 An application for a development of fifty student bedrooms on the site of the former Braidburn Inn 
(Block A), with seven car parking  spaces (Ref: 14/04204/FUL) was not supported by a planning 
statement and withdrawn.

2.2 A later application (Ref: 16/04158/FUL) for 89 self-contained studio flats on five levels at Block A 
was granted planning permission in 2017.

2.3 Planning consent was granted subject to certain legal requirements for 83 self-contained studio flats 
with no parking spaces on the site of the former garage  (Block B) in 2016 (Ref:16/01889/FUL).

2.4 In 2018, an application (Ref: 18/03617/FUL) expanding this site following the demolition of the 
present residential housing (Block C) to 148 student flats was granted planning permission.

2.5 Two applications (19/04858/FUL and 19/04768/FUL) proposed a two block development: Block A 
providing 124 self-contained studio rooms and 12 ‘twodios’ giving 148 beds; Block B [and Block 
C] providing 126 self-contained studio rooms and 12 ‘twodios’ giving 150 beds. The applications 
for the essentially single development were withdrawn.

2.6 Application 19/03609/FUL for the combined development [of Blocks A-C] for 306 beds was 
withdrawn.

2.7 Application 20/00487/FUL which purports to be an amendment of application 18/03617/FUL for 
148 bed spaces is currently under consideration.  

2.8 The current application 20/02489/FUL for 112 bed spaces purports to be an amendment of 
application 16/04158/FUL for 89 bed spaces which was approved. 

3 Building visual impact

3.1 The development is a six-storey building with a raised ground level.



3.2 LDCC notes the changes to the appearance of the Mayfield Road elevation. The development rises 
to six storeys, with a raised ground floor. The Design & Access Statement drawing (p.24) shows a 
taller building in the revised application.  The CEC’s Student Housing Guidance (2016) (p.7) states 
that “Large mono-use development has significant potential to harm the character of an area.” The 
Planning Statement implicitly acknowledges this at (3.1) with the statement: “The southern end of 
the upper storeys is set back from the development to reduce the appearance of the building mass.” 
LDCC disagrees that the building mass is reduced and maintains that the proposed development is a 
direct contravention of of LDP policies Des 7 and Des 9 (pp.96-97). It does not respect local context 
and street pattern, or, in particular, the scale and proportions of surrounding buildings. It would be 
out of character with the area, and to the detriment of the local environment on the edge of the green 
belt. LDCC believes that a further reduced scale of building would be more in keeping with the 
character of the area.

4 Building design and amenities

4.1 LDCC is pleased to note the improved mix of accommodation provided in the revised 
developments, particularly the provision of accessible studios, but is perturbed by the increased 
density of accommodation. 

4.2 LDCC can find no dimensions given for the studios, accessible studios and three bedroom 
apartments.  The studios appear small and the three bedroom studios are even smaller, albeit with a 
shared communal space.  The previous development (16/04158/FUL) proposed 89 beds; the 
revision increases the density to 112 beds. LDCC believes that the changes appear to give greater 
priority to maximising rental values than to providing for student needs.

4.3 Several of the future occupiers of the proposed developments will not have acceptable levels of 
amenity in relation to daylight, sunlight, privacy or immediate outlook. The development is 
overcrowded, with many of the lower rooms appearing to offer inadequate sunlight due to the large 
stone and turf dam to the west of the development. These shortcomings are contrary to LDP policy 
Des 5 (p.95).

4.4 LDCC commented in previous applications that communal social spaces within the development(s) 
appeared insufficient for the number of residents. Whilst the application increases the indoor 
amenities by 30 square metres with the addition of a small gym, the outdoor space is reduced by 43 
square metres and includes a narrow corridor in the lee of the bund to the west. Planting has been 
removed. There are no communal areas provided on the floors 1-5.

4.5 The Design & Access statement makes reference to the provision of kitchens, but there appear to be 
no kitchens provided in the accommodation.This effectively means that future occupants will be 
expected to eat out, bring meals back to their accommodation, or purchase cooking equipment for 
use in their room or shared apartment space.  LDC believes strongly that this is unacceptable.  

4.6 LDCC notes the provision of laundry facilities. The absence of such facilities on the application for 
the adjacent strongly suggests that this facility will be shared, and further enhances the view that the 
two developments should be treated as one.

4.7 LDCC notes that waste collection bins will be retrieved from the store and parked at the front of the 
development, to be emptied by vehicles parked close to a busy junction.  LDCC has already raised a 
number of issues relating to this junction and the design of the development will exacerbate 
difficulties for vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians.

4.8 The Edinburgh Flood Risk Assessment makes no reference to the risk of flooding from a failure of 
the circa 1876 22” diameter water main in the embankment at the rear of the proposed 
developments.The top of this embankment is approximately 7 metres above the ground floor levels. 
A failure of this pipe would probably cause a failure of the earth bank.



4.9 The Cameron Toll shopping centre, the GP surgery on Liberton Road and the private dental practice 
at the foot of Liberton Brae are referred to as local services. There is no statement of the two health 
services’ capacity to register up to 112 additional patients.

4.10 With reference to the CEC’s Student housing guidance LDCC suggests that the development would 
not contribute “to healthy and sustainable lifestyles” (p.8) and observes that according to research 
on the impact of accommodation on student health,  lack of social space and opportunities for 
interaction with other students would be detrimental to student well-being.

5 Adaptability

5.1 The Edinburgh Design Guidance (October 2018) stipulates that buildings should be adaptable to the 
future needs of different occupiers.  This is of special importance where purpose-built 
accommodation is proposed such as student accommodation where markets and demand can change 
quite quickly. Furthermore this market is an unregulated one, which does not have to meet the 
standards of residential housing.   These applications should demonstrate how what is proposed 
could be adapted to meet future needs such as housing and be compliant with the requirements for 
housing, such as open space.  

5.2 The CEC’s Student housing guidance (p.4) states “It is acknowledged that developer-led student 
accommodation will only be developed in places which are financially viable, giving due 
consideration to the projected occupancy rates during and outwith the term times.” The application 
documents make little reference to out-of-term use, and consequently provide no consideration of 
the impact of such use.

6 Transport

6.1 The application claims to be a car free development, and therefore assumes no requirement for off-
street parking. This assumes therefore that students’ cars, or vehicles visiting the development will 
be parked outside the development or in the nearby streets. Parking in the vicinity is already 
overcrowded due to residential and commuter parking.

6.2 The LDP Proposals Map shows a protected cycleway and footpath safeguarded route adjacent to or 
along the western boundary of these sites.  It needs to be made clear what impact this safeguard 
might have on these sites.  In any case it would be beneficial in creating a safe and dedicated access 
to King’s Buildings Campus if part of this route could be established in conjunction with these 
applications if planning approval is considered.  LDCC notes that “contributions will be sought 
from developers towards the cost of new pedestrian/cycle links” (Planning Statement 2.3.3)

6.3 LDCC has already made representations to the CEC regarding the safety of cyclists and pedestrians 
at the busy junction at the southern end of Mayfield Road.  The anticipated increase in cyclists close 
to this junction will exacerbate these concerns. (See also 4.8 above)

7 Student housing

7.1 LDCC notes that, apart from a reference to a travel study undertaken by the University of 
Edinburgh, there appears to be little evidence of consultation with any of the city’s academic 
institutions about this development.  Since the potential occupants will likely be dependent on 
facilities within the University of Edinburgh’s King’s Buildings to provide some of the services and 
amenities that the development lacks, LDCC feels this is a significant omission.    

7.2 LDCC feels that the illustrations of the Edinburgh University central buildings in the Design & 
Access Statement (p.4) are misleading, suggesting that the students will be in George Square & Old 
Quad, which is two miles distant.  Also misleading is the plan of the King’s Buildings and the 
graphic of the proposed development along with the legend “2030 Masterplan for redevelopment 
and expansion of existing facilities” (p.20).  There is no evidence in the documentation that the 
development is part of the University’s Masterplan.



7.3 Whilst not a current requirement for student housing, LDCC notes the aspiration in City Plan 2030 
that student accommodation should look after students’ wellbeing, and “be built for, and managed 
by, one of Edinburgh’s universities or colleges”.  This development meets neither of these criteria.

7.4 More generally, LDCC is concerned at the growth of unregulated and speculative student housing 
across the city. In addition to the current proposals, there are student accommodation projects 
proposed at Peffermill (19/05923/FUL), the Northfield House site on Lasswade Road (20/02562/
FUL), Duncan Street, and on the site of the Royal Hospital for Sick Children.   

7.5 LDCC suggests that CEC should consider the potential impact of the Covid-19 pandemic on the 
delivery of University courses before progressing student accommodation applications.  We may see 
a reduction in numbers of students requiring residential accommodation. Purpose-built 
developments that cannot be readily adapted to alternative use, such as the current application, 
would be seen as a poor use of land, and of the planning provisions.

8 Conclusions

8.1 LDCC does not object to the provision of student accommodation where needs are established.

8.2 LDCC feels that this and the adjacent development should be assessed as one, with the consequent 
obligations of the larger site applied. LDCC believes that the developer submitted two applications 
in order to avoid these obligations.

8.3 LDCC objects to the size and appearance of the development on the grounds that it does not fit the 
character of the area.

8.4 LDCC objects to the design of the development on that grounds that:

8.4.1 It provides insufficient amenities for residents;

8.4.2 The accommodation will be detrimental to student well-being;

8.4.3 It will create further difficulties at an already problematic junction;

8.4.4 There is no consideration given to the impact of out-of-term use.

8.4.5 There is no provision for adaptability or provision for conversion to residential housing.

8.5 LDCC believes this to be a speculative development driven more by returns to investors than 
creating a sustainable community that fosters students’ well-being.

9 Comments submitted by Graeme Forbes on behalf of Liberton & District Community Council
14 July 2020.


