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1 Introduction

This Local Review Statement supports a Notice of Review under Section 43A(8)(a) of the Town and Country
Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 {(as amended}), refating to Midlothian Council’s (MC) decision of 30 June 2015
to refuse planning permission for “formation of temporary test piling facility; associated car parking, access
roads and buildings at Shewington, Rosewell” (‘the development'}), pursuant to planning application
reference 15/00158/DPP, submitted by Neart na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Ltd (the Appellant) on 20 February
2015.

The Notice of Review provides the information required by Regulation 9 of the Town and Country Planning
{(Schemes of Delegation and Local Review Procedure) (Scotland) Regulation 2013 (‘the LRB Regulations’). In
accordance with Regulation 9(3)(d), this Review Statement sets out the full particulars of the review. This
Local Review Statement, alongside the accompanying documentation, sets out the full range of matters
that the Appellant believes should be taken into account when considering the review, as well as the
procedure by which the Appellant requests that the review be conducted.

1.1 Further Procedures

The Appellant expects that the review will proceed towards early determination at Midlothian Council's
Local Review Body.

In terms of the procedure by which the review is determined, the Appellant requests the holding of a
hearing session and considers such a procedure necessary in order to fully examine the reasons for the
refusal and the technical and policy grounds which underpin them. A hearing session would allow
comprehensive and robust consideration of the national and local contexts of the development, as well as
an explanation of the various phases of the development works. Further, it would facilitate discussion
around the approach adopted by Midlothian Council in weighting certain material considerations. Without
an exchange of oral evidence and the discussion facilitated by a hearing session, the Appellant is concerned
that given the unique nature of the development proposals, the practicalities and perceived impacts of the
development might not be fully explored.

Further, as prescribed by Regulation 21 of the LRB Regulations, given the technical nature of the RfRs 3 and
4, the LRB should consider the appointment of a specialist advisor to assist in the assessment of evidence.

1.2 Supporting Documentation

Throughout this Statement references are included to documentation which has been provided in support
of the review, listed within the accompanying List of Supporting Documentation {doc ref MRP2B).

1.3 This Appeal Statement
The decision notice {doc ref MRP1A)} lists the reasons for refusal, as follows:

® “The application does not relate to the furtherance of an existing acceptable countryside use; the
proposal is therefore contrary to policy RP1 of the Midlothian Local Plan” ('reason for refusal (RfR)
1)

® “The use of the site as a test piling facility is not supported by any policies in the Midlothian Local
Plan; the proposal is therefore contrary to the aims of the Midlothian Local Plan” ('RfR2’);

® ‘The noise associated with the piling activities wifl have a detrimental impact on the amenity of the
occupants and users of Rosslynlee Fishery and Reservoir Cottage” ('RfR3’); and
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® “The vibration associated with the piling activities will have a significant detrimental impact on the
amenity of the occupants and users of Rosslynlee Fishery and Reservoir Cottage” (‘RfR4’).

This Local Review Statement considers each of the reasons for refusal in turn, in the local and national
contexts of the proposed development given both its temporary nature and its significance as part of the
wider Neart na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Farm Project. Accordingly, this Local Review Statement comprises
the following sections;

Section 2 — The National and Local Contexts;

Section 3 — The Proposed Development;

Section 4 — Summary of Pre-Application and Determination;
Section 5 - Appellant Response to RfR1;

Section 6 — Appellant Response to RfRZ;

Section 7 — Appellant Response to RfR3;

Section B — Appellant Response to RfR4; and

Section 9 — Summary of Proposed Mitigation Measures.
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2 National & Local Contexts

2.1 National Context

In 2009, the Crown Estate awarded Neart na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Ltd (NnGOWL), a wholly owned
subsidiary of Mainstream Renewable Power, the exclusive right to develop the Neart na Gaoithe (NnG)
Offshore Wind Farm in Scottish territorial waters. The wind farm site is located in the outer Firth of Forth,
approximately 29 kilometres {km) north of Torness. Permission for the offshore elements of the project
was granted by the Scottish Government in October 2014 and planning permission for the onshore works
(a cabled grid connection and substation) was granted by East Lothian Council in June 2013.

NnGOWL is proposing to undertake onshore temporary test piling works (hereafter referred to as ‘the Pile
Test’) to inform the piling methods which may be used to construct Neart na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Farm.
One possible foundation type which will support the offshore turbines is known as a ‘steel jacket
foundation’, These are fixed to the seabed with piles which will be installed using a combination of drilling
and driving, known as the ‘drive-drill-drive’ installation method ('D3’).

The purpose of the proposed development is to undertake a Pile Test to inform the piling methods which
may be used to construct the Neart na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Farm. Since the submission of the planning
application, NnGOWL has been awarded a 15-year Contract for Difference (CfD), one of only two offshore
wind farms off Scotland’s coast with a CfD. With offshore wind a key element of the Scottish Government’s
energy policy and strategy (recognised by the 2020 Routemap for Renewable Energy and in planning terms
by onshore electricity transmission infrastructure associated with offshore generation being afforded
national development status within National Planning Framewaork (NPF) 3), the award of the CfD is
acknowledgement of the crucial role that Neart na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Farm will perform in securing
energy supply for both Scotland and the UK.

Given the relative infancy of the offshore wind industry, as well as the complex geological conditions at the
Neart na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Farm site, it is essential that the piling techniques are comprehensively
tested in similar geological conditions to meet the challenging delivery timescales required by the CfD
award. The Pile Test is therefore considered an important pre-cursor to a priority development for both the
UK and Scottish Governments. The project also has wider relevance amongst other offshore wind
developers, as it will provide valuable information to help unlock technical uncertainty associated with the
installation of offshore wind turbine foundations.

2.1.1 A Significant Material Planning Consideration

Section 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 states that when determining a planning
application “..regard is to be had to the development plan, the determination shall be made in accordance
with the plan uniess material considerations indicate otherwise.”

The status of the pile test in the context of the wider development, and the positive benefits of that wider
development, in terms of its contributions towards the securing of energy supply and the various
associated direct and indirect benefits, are significant material considerations in favour of the proposed
development,

This national significance, as well as the temporary nature of the proposed development, can be
incorporated within a decision notice as specific reasons for granting planning permission following the LRB
process.
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2.2 Local Context

The site at Newbigging, with a history of open cast mineral extraction, has been identified following an
extensive site search process (see Section 2: Site Selection and Alternatives of Neart na Gaoithe Offshore
Wind Farm Test Piling Works Environmental Appraisal (February 2015) (‘the Environmental Appraisal’) (doc
ref MRP4D(i}}) which accompanied the planning application for the Pile Test. This search was significantly
constrained by the geological conditions that are required.

2.2.1 Site Search & Assessment

From an early stage, it was understood that the final site selected has to accommodate the following
components and will have to be at least 5,000m?:

two pile testing areas, each with four piles installed around 10 and 15m apart in each;
welfare facilities and offices;

parking and marshalling areas; and

equipment and materials storage.

2.2.2 Review of Potential Alternative Sites
NnGOWL undertook a preliminary review of nine potential areas against a number of criteria, including:

® Geography: sites sought within the vicinity of Musselburgh or the Berwickshire coastline for access
and direct comparability of geological strata with that found offshore;

® Geology: areas of Westphalian succession sought with lower, middle and upper coal measures at
workable depth below ground level, e.g. maximum 10m overburden;

® Access: consideration of vehicle and plant access (due to their length, the piles will be considered
as ‘abnormal loads’, as will the trucks delivering cranes to the Pile Test Site given their width);

@ Noise and traffic levels: considered with respect to proximity to nearby residential properties;

@ Availability of existing data: consideration of sites where borehole records are available. Of the
nine potential areas, five were identified as priority areas and site visits were undertaken at four of
these. The fifth area was considered less likely to have suitable geology and also had a mine and a
wind farm project in close proximity, which may have caused operational issues for undertaking the
Pile Test. Following the site visits, the Shewington / Newbigging OCCS area was identified as the
preferred area for the following reasons:

B Suitability of access;

M The presence of rock outcrops where coal measures and interbedded siltstone and sandstone
was evident; and

@ Sufficient space available to accommodate the Pile Test works and equipment,

The preferred area was further broken down into six discrete sites for more detailed investigation. A desk-
based appraisal of the environmental conditions at the six potential sites was undertaken by LUC in June
2014, Early indications were that the sites located north of the Piie Test Site at Shewington and Newbigging
would fulfil the requirements detailed above. In addition, no environmental constraints were identified
through the desk based assessment which would have precluded these sites from being taken forward.

2.2.3 Geotechnical Surveys

Following the completion of the preliminary geophysical surveys, preliminary geotechnical surveys were
undertaken at three locations. This involved drilling one borehole of up to 30m depth at each of the three
locations.
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The geotechnical surveys found that none of the six potential sites subject to the initial geophysical and
geotechnical surveys were suitable to be taken forward as a pile testing site in terms of their geology. This
was due to the depth of overburden being greater than 10m. Therefore, it was necessary to identify a new
potential site for initial investigations.

The geotechnical report from the borehole work is provided as Environmental Appraisal (EA} Appendix 2;
Coal Mining Risk Assessment (doc ref MRPAD(x}-(xiv)).

2.2.4 Final Site Selection

Following the elimination of all of the sites initially appraised for their suitability for the Pile Test, another
site was identified to the south of the initially reviewed sites, still within the confines of the Newbigging
OCCS. A desk based review did not identify any environmental constraints which prevented this area from
being taken forward for the Pile Test, particularly given the context of the histaric open cast mining of the
area. Following this, geotechnical boreholes were drilled and an ecological walkover undertaken to check
for any sensitive habitats or evidence of protected species within the area and surroundings. No evidence
of ecological constraints was identified and the results of the geotechnical boreholes found that this site
was suitable to be taken forward.
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3 The Proposed Development

The Pile Test will involve the installation of eight steel piles using D3 installation methods {as described
within doc ref MRP4D(i}) and, once they are installed, the testing of the shaft friction applied to the piles by
the soil and rock in which the piles are installed.

After the piles are installed to their design depth, ‘strain gauges’ will be installed within the piles and the
piles will be tested by applying a vertical force to the top of the pile in an attempt to move the pile
upwards, out of the ground. The readings from the instruments will then allow the calculation of what soils
are applying what shaft friction to the pile walls.

Three contractors wili be used for the Pile Test:

® VolkerStevin Ltd (Volker) will act as Lead Contractor with overall responsibility for setting up and
managing the site and undertaking the works. Volker will also be responsible for pile driving;

® Bauer Renewabtes Ltd (Bauer) will install four piles of up to 1.65m diameter and will undertake pile
testing; and

® Fugro Seacore Ltd {Fugro) will install four piles of up to 1.1m diameter and will undertake pile
testing. Bauer and Fugro will use different drilling equipment methods as detailed further below.

By comparing the results from the larger and smaller piles installed using different equipment it will be
possible ta discern whether the size of the piles and the methods with which they are installed has any
impact on the shaft friction.

3.1 Site Set-Up and Description

3.1.1 Overview

The Pile Test Site is located within the disused Newbigging OCCS and covers an area of 1.9 hectares (ha) as
illustrated on EA Figure 1 {doc ref MRP4D(ii}). The pile testing area, equipment, storage, and parking will be
located within the Pile Test Site as illustrated on EA Figures 3a and 3b {doc refs MRP4D{iv) and MRP4D(v)).
The equipment and warking area will be established just inside the existing entrance and will be secured
using gates and temporary fencing.

3.1.2 Access to the Pile Test Site

Access to the Pile Test Site will be via the existing site entrance, off the AG094 road. It is proposed that the
piles themselves and the majority of construction traffic will be transported via the strategic road network
(M8, M9 or Al depending on origin) and then via the A720 (City of Edinburgh Bypass to the Junction with
the A7. From the City Bypass, vehicles will travel south on the A7 to the A6094 roundabout and will pass
through two other roundabout junctions. At the A7/A6094 junction, the vehicles will proceed ahead on the
A7 before turning right at the A7/B6392 roundabout. Once on the B6392, vehicles will proceed in a south-
westerly direction to join the A6094 and past Rosewell before entering the Pile Test Site.

3.1.3 Existing Conditions

Across much of the Pile Test Site, the topsoil has already been stripped and hard standing instated as can
be seen on EA Figure 3a (doc ref MRP4D(iv}}, which shows the Pile Test Site boundary overlaid on aerial
photography. However, this hard standing may need to be repaired and/or upgraded. Furthermore, where
topsoil remains on the Pile Test Site, this will have to be stripped and stored and temporary hard standing
built.
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There will be a requirement to upgrade the existing access track within the Pile Test Site which will involve
levelling and the filling of potholes. Where new access track is created, the same process as for creating the
hard standings will be employed. This will involve stripping topsoil, grading the ground and laying down
gravel, Some widening of the junction to the A6094 public road is required to allow access of abnormal
loads to the site. The area of widening is within the Pile Test Site boundary.

The indicative general arrangement and layout of the Pile Test Site, including the Pile Test area and parking
and starage areas, is illustrated on EA Figure 3b (doc ref MRPAD(v)}. The use of additional space adjacent to
these areas may be required, although this will all be within the Pile Test Site boundary.

There will be up to 15 containers on site providing welfare facilities, including changing rooms, showers,
toilets, dining rooms, kitchens and offices.

The Pile Test Site arrangement is subject to change based on the requirements of the contractors and the
final method statements and equipment specifications.

The Pile Test Site will be fenced in and lit at night for security reasons. Fencing will be of an ‘anti-climb’
design incorporating square top panels. The fence will be 2m high and comprise a number of 3.5m wide
conjoined panels. The indicative lighting plan will require six diesel powered mobile lighting units that have
4 x 1,000W metal halide bulbs mounted on towers that extend to a height of 9m above ground level. In
addition, there will be a full-time security guard and CCTV coverage of the Pile Test Site.

3.2 Pile Installation

Eight piles will be installed. Four of the piles will be up to 1.1m in diameter and four will be up to 1.65m in
diameter, All eight piles will be up to 20m long and will be installed to an embedment depth of up to 18m.
The piles will weigh between 30 and 40 tonnes each.

As noted above, the eight steel piles will be installed using D3 installation methods. This entails:

@ First driving a hollow cylindrical steel pile into the ground with a hydraulic impact hammer until the
point of refusal, where further blows with the hammer can no longer drive the pile further into the
ground;

® Removing the hammer and drilling a pilot hole down through the pile and beyond the pile toe by a
certain distance to ease driving; and

® Replacing the hydraulic impact hammer and driving the pile further into the ground.

® Repeating steps 2 and 3 until the pile is installed to its design depth (18m).

The installation procedure is as follows for each pile:

® The pile is lifted and held vertical either by a crane or frame;

® A hammer (starting with a 150k) hammer before switching to a 600k) hammer} is placed on top of
the pile;

® The pile is driven and drilled using the D3 method; and

@ Pile installation is complete when the piles are embedded 18m into the ground, and therefore
visible by up to 2m.

Two different drill units will be used (illustrated within Section 3 of Environmental Appraisal (doc ref
MRP4D(i)):
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® For the 1.65m piles: a BG 40 H Rotary Drilling Rig, or similar; and
® For the 1.1m piles: a Teredo 3 Pile Top Drill, or similar,

The BG 40 H Rotary Drilling Rig drives up beside the pile and inserts its drilling tool into the pile, whereas
the Teredo 3 Pile Top Drill is placed on top of the pile by a crane.

3.2.1 Water Requirements

The Teredo 3 Pile Top Drill requires water to flush the drill cuttings from the pile. The cuttings will have to
be removed from the water before it is re-used by the drill. The cuttings can either be removed by putting
the water into a settlement pond or can be separated by filter or mechanical means. The method chosen to
remove the cuttings will influence the amount of water required: the settlement pond method will require
the most. The amount of water required when using the settlement pond method could be up to 1,500m?>,
If a de-sander and de-gaser are used to mechanically remove the drill cuttings from the drilling water, then
the volume of water required could be up to 200m?,

It is proposed that the water required will be trucked in, in tanker HGVs.

Water, either used in drilling or extracted groundwater, will be discharged to ground level. Up to 2,000m?
could be discharged over up to two months, at a rate of up to 400m? per hour.

3.3 Pile Testing

Once the piles are installed, they will be tested by applying a vertical load of up to 30 meganewtons {(MN)
to the head of the pile. This vertical load can either be applied by an ‘H’ shaped testing rig that sits over the
top of the pile, or an internal beam and jack that is placed in the pile. The movement made by the pile
when testing should be only centimetres at most.

The ‘'H’ shaped testing rig could be founded on either up to four clusters of four pifes of 750mm diameter
embedded up to 8m deep into the ground or on support mats placed at the corners. The piles would be
installed by a drill rig, without the need for any hammering, and removed from site once the pile tests are
complete. On top of these piles or mats would sit hydraulic jacks supporting two pairs of main beams
(‘MBs’) of up to 2.6m height. Sitting on top of the MBs would be four transverse beams (‘TBs’) of up to
2.2m height. The T8s would be welded to the head of the pile being tested by a number of steel bars. When
the hydraulic jacks are activated they will push up the entire frame, and through the frame the pile,
upwards out of the ground.

If an internal beam and jack are used, a concrete plug will be installed below the toe of each pite. A 20m
long vertical steel beam will be placed on the concrete plug such that it sticks up to the top of the pile. A
crossheam will be installed across the top of the pile and a hydraulic jack placed between the vertical and
the crossbeam so that it can push the pile up out of the ground.

By installing strain gauges in the piles, it will be possible to measure the strain along the length of the piles
whist the vertical loads are being applied. The strain measurements can then be used to calculate the shaft
friction between the pile and the soil and bedrock.
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3.4 Demobilisation and Site Reinstatement

Once the Pile Test is completed, the piles will be cut at least 1.5m helow ground level and the protruding
sections removed from the Pile Test Site. Steel plates will then be welded over the top of the piles and the
pre-existing soils put back over the top of them. To remove piles from the ground would require very large
scale excavation waorks, therefore it has been deemed more appropriate for the lower part of the piles to
be left in situ. This has been agreed with the landowner.

It is unlikely that mining will be undertaken in this location because the area surrounding the Pile Tast Site
is scheduled to be reinstated as arable farm land in 2015, following the comgletion of the Pile Test.
Reinstatement has been scheduled by the landowner independently of the Pile Test, following the
completion of previous coal mining activity. NnGOWL are working with the contractor to ensure the
reinstatement work required for the Pile Test dovetails with the wider reinstatement works., However,
should further coal mining be undertaken in the future, the piles could be removed as part of those
excavation works.

All equipment and materials will be removed from the Pile Test Site including any hard standing and
temporary fencing installed by NnGOWL. Any areas where temporary hard standing has been laid will be
reinstated to their previous condition, including reseeding as appropriate. Any pre-existing hard standing
and fencing will be left on the Pile Test Site.

3.5 Project Schedule
The project programme is described below:

® Set-up of the Pile Test Site is anticipated to take up to 6 weeks. During this period, the site will be
cleared, accesses and parking will be instated or upgraded, fencing and site security set up, areas of
hard standing for cranes and equipment built as necessary, and materials and equipment will be
delivered to site. These initial works, prior to installation of the piles, will ensure a phased start to
the works;

® [Installation of the piles is anticipated to take up to 7 weeks. During this period, pile driving with the
hydraulic hammer will be undertaken over up to 24 discrete durations of approximately three
haurs which will occur intermittently. The gaps between these pile driving events could be between
one hour and several days. The size of these gaps will be dependent on the final installation
methods used, programming of parallel activities on site and the weather. Pile testing may be
undertaken partially in parallel with pile installation. In total, testing may take up to 6 weeks. The
programme assumes that some of the pile testing (which is a quiet activity) will take place at night;

® Demobilising and site reinstatement works are anticipated to take up to five weeks; and

@® |ntotal, from the start of work on site to the finish of work on site, the duration of the Pile Test is
expected to be 19 weeks.

Throughout the duration of the Pile Test, work will take place onsite between 8am and 6pm, Monday to
Friday. The exception to this is some of the pile testing itself as detailed above. Weekend working is not
anticipated but there may be a need for abnormal loads to be delivered to the Pile Test Site on Saturdays
and Sundays depending on the requirements of Midlothian Council.

There is expected to be a maximum of 31 staff working on the Pile Test Site at any one time, although exact
numbers are likely to vary throughout the 19-week programme.
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4 Summary of Pre-Application Consultation and Determination

This section describes key milestones and events in the pre-application and determination processes, with
links to documentation, where relevant.

4.1 Pre-Application Consultation

Since the development is classified as ‘local’ development as defined by the Town and Country Planning
{Hierarchy of Development} (Scotland) Regulations 2009 there was no regulatory requirement for NnGOWL
to engage in pre-application consultation. Notwithstanding, NnGOWL embarked upon a comprehensive
programme of pre-application consultation, engaging Midlothian Council, local residents and businesses
and other stakeholders.

4.1.1 Pre-Application Consultation with Midlothian Council

An initial pre-application consultation meeting was held with a representative of Midlothian Council’s
Planning Department, on 9 july 2014. That meeting informed the approach to be adopted in respect of the
planning application, and subsequent to the meeting NnGOWL submitted a request (doc ref MRP3A(i)) for
an Environmental Impact Assessment [EIA) screening opinion. The screening opinion was issued on 1
September 2014 (doc ref MRP3B), confirming that no EtA would be required and providing commentary on
relevant matters to be addressed through planning application documentation. The screening opinion
anticipated “the impacts that will be most significant are likely to be traffic and noise related.” In relation to
the latter of these points Midlothian Council confirmed that any agreement with local landowners would
form part of the mitigation measures which would offset any potential noise impact (doc ref MRP3D)

In terms of the reasons for refusal, despite the request for a screening opinion making mention of the need
to consider vibration impacts, no reference is made within the screening opinion to the potential
significance of vibration impacts. Similarly, no reference is made within the screening opinion to the dam at
Rosslynlee Trout Fishery, or more generally to impacts upon users of the Fishery or the Fishery itself. Itis
understood that the screening opinion was informed by input from Midlothian Council's Environmental
Health department and, given the nature of the department’s response to the application and eventual
inclusion of RfR4, the absence of such references is surprising.

Following the screening process, NnGOWL undertoak an informal scoping exercise, designed to agree
methodologies, including the use of BS5228, and scope of environmental assessment and reporting to be
provided as part of the planning application documentation.

The scope was informed by discussions with representatives of Midlothian Council. On the basis that it was
not anticipated that the proposed piling tests would have any significant effects on the following , these
topics were scoped out of the detailed environmental appraisal;

Landscape and visual amenity;

Public access;

Land use; and

Utilities.

4.1.2 Pre-Application Consultation with Local Residents and Businesses

Despite there being no legislative or regulatory requirement to consult local residents and businesses prior
to the submission of the planning application, NnGOWL was committed to engaging with the local
community. Such an approach is consistent with NnGOWL's approach across the wider Neart na Gaoithe
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Offshore Wind Farm, with community engagement consistently being effective, comprehensive and of a
high quality.

By way of an example of that best practice, following a detailed planning application for the onshore
infrastructure associated with the wider development (which comprised a major new substation and
approximately 12km of underground cabling), NnGOWL secured planning permission from East Lothian
Council without a single objection, whether from local residents, businesses, or other statutory or non-
statutory consultees.

In respect of the proposed development, NnGOWL met with residents in close proximity to the
development, including properties at Shewington, Newbigging, Rosslynlee and Reservoir Cottage. Other
property owners were also contacted by phone to discuss the proposals.

4.2 Submission, Determination and Decision

The planning application was submitted to Midlothian Council on 20 February 2015 and was registered on 6
March 2015.

Foltowing submission, NnGOWL remained in regular contact with Planning Officials and at their request,
addressed representations made by the following parties in respect of the planning application:

® SEPA;
@ Midlothian Council’s Environmental Health Officer {EHO); and
® Rosslynlee Trout Fishery (RTF).

Exchanges in respect of each of these representations are discussed below.

4.2.1 SEPA

SEPA originally submitted an objection to the planning application (doc ref MRPSA(i)), to which a formal
response was submitted by NnGOWL {doc ref MRP5A(ii)), informed by discussions with representatives of
SEPA. Following NnGOWL's response, SEPA withdrew its objection (doc ref MRP5A(iii)) on the basis that an
informative note be attached to any grant of planning permission referencing the latest drainage proposals
contained within document MRP5A(i).

4.2.2 EHO

As discussed within Section 4.1.1, NnGOWL comprehensively engaged with Midlothian Council, including
representatives of the Environmental Health department, as part of its pre-application consultation
process.

4.2.2.1 EHO Objection

The EHO submitted an objection to the planning application, dated 24 April 2015 (doc ref MRP5B(i)). The
key issues raised in the objection were as follows: (a) The use of BS 5228: Code of practice for noise and
vibration control on construction and open sites {2009) — The standards were considered inapplicable to the
proposed development; and (b)The predicted noise levels as stated within the Environmental Appraisal
were considered to be incorrect. The objection concluded as follows:

® "1, This development is in a relatively quiet rural environment.
® 2. There is an expectation of a low noise environment for the leisure enjoyment of the fishery.
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® 3. Assessment of impact should be based on the anticipated loss of amenity and potential nuisance,
not construction site noise standards.

® 4. Regular exposure for seven weeks to average noise levels of 73 and 74 dB(A) and Impulsive noise
events of 82/83 dB(A} at the facade of noise sensitive premises is considered to be excessive.

® 5. The predicted noise levels and duration of exposure are considered likely ta result in a significant
loss of amenity and nuisance.

® 6. The predicted vibration levels will be significant at neighbouring residential properties, being
noticeable and likely to cause complaint (agreed by the ARUP report).

® 7. The potential for ground-borne vibration causing earth movement and instability arising out of
previous mineral workings does not appear to have been considered.

® 3. Due to likely attitudinal issues and there being no developmental benefit related to this site, it is
not accepted that adverse impact could be ‘managed’ with prior warning and explanation given to
residents.

For the above reasons it is recommended that this application be refused.”

4.2.2.2 NnGOWL Response

NnGOWL subsequently prepared a comprehensive response, addressing each of these points, which was
submitted on 22 May 2015 (doc ref MRPSB(ii}). In summary, NnGOWL's response emphasised the
applicability of the assessment approach adopted (which was previously agreed with the EHO) and stood by
the conclusions of the Environmental Appraisal submitted as part of the planning application
documentation. In particular NnGOWL's response detailed the rationale behind the application of BS 5228,
highlighted the intermittency of the proposed development and the site’s open cast history, as well as
addressing the EHO concerns over the noise levels. Specific responses to abovementioned points 1-8 were
also included.

Responses to the points raised by the EHO include the following:

® The use of BS5228 - This was agreed with the EHO during the pre-application consultation stage,
and remains an entirely appropriate basis for assessment having been used in similar projects
elsewhere;

® Use of the ABC method - Is also an appropriate methodology, with established precedent for its
use elsewhere;

® Response to predicted naise levels — Whilst there will be noise emissions, given the intermittency
and short-terms nature of the work, periods of noise will be concentrated and will not produce
unacceptable impacts;

® A relatively quiet rural environment - There is a long established history of heavy industry in the
area via the open cast mining of the adjacent sites;

® Expectation of low noise — Works are extremely short-term, and various mitigation measures,
including regular dialogue with neighbours, will contribute towards minimising impacts during this
short period. On completion of the works, the site will be restored to its current condition;

® Regular exposure is excessive - The works are very short-term, both in their duration and the
overall period of the works, and will be restricted to day-time hours;

® Significant loss of amenity and nuisance - Whilst there will be noise emissions, given the
intermittency and short-terms nature of the work, periods of noise will be concentrated and will
not produce unacceptable impacts;

@ Vibration levels will be unacceptable - Although the works will be noticeable to nearby residents,
they will be informed of works activities and the steps taken to minimise impact. These measures
include before and after surveys, as well as ongoing monitoring; and
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® No development benefit — This is not the case. The development is intrinsically linked to a wider
development of national significance and will contribute towards the long-term security of energy
supply across Scotland and the UK.

4.2.2.3 Additional EHO Comments

Brief additional commentary was subsequently provided by the EHO, dated 12 June 2015 (doc ref
MRPSB(iii}). As well as maintaining the original objection, this additional commentary included:

® Itis suggested that there is an absence of clarity over the proposed use of the site;

® There is perceived to be a risk of the granting of planning permission later being cited as a
precedent to allow further development on the site;

BS 5228 is considered an inappropriate tool for assessing impact;

There is continued debate over the level of impact acceptable to a Fishery;

® There is continued debate over the stated noise levels and associated impacts.

{n summarising the EHO's position the following statement is provided: “The submitted information has
been reviewed and it is recommended that the contested points be rejected. Midlothian Council is entitled
to consider this development as a plant testing activity and not a construction site. They are therefore also
entitled to adopt the position that their assessment should be based on whether the resultant noise and
vibration levels will be acceptable in terms of anticipated annoyance and/or nuisance to any sensitive
neighbouring occupiers.

In terms of making such a judgement:

® jtis accepted by the applicant that the vibration levels are excessive, and

® jtis advised that the LAO1 noise levels would best reflect the likelihood neighbour impact

@ the LAO1 noise levels should be based on the driving cycle LAeq and not the 12hr LAeq. As the drive
cycle LAegs are not given it is not possible to comment on the revised LAO1 values of 79 and 75 d8.”

As agreed with planning officers (dac ref MRPSE(i}) during the determination period, NnGOWL provided no
response to this additional commentary. However, a number of the points raised are considered
unreasonable and responses are provided, where appropriate, within Section 7 of this Local Review
Statement.

4.2.3 Rosslynlee Trout Fishery

As discussed within Section 4.1.2, above, NnGOWL sought to engage with the owners of Rosslynlee Trout
Fishery (RTF) from an early stage in the process.

4.2.3.1 Rosslynlee Trout Fishery Objection

NnGOWL was informed of RTF’s objection (doc ref MRPSC(i}} on18 March 2015, by Midlothian Council, who
requested {doc ref MRPSE(ii)) a response from NnGOWIL, on the content of the objection, dated 18 March
2015,

In general terms, the RTF objection related to the following points which comprise six sections of the
objection:

® Section {1);
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B Concern over the vibration impacts upon the dam at RTF/suggestion that vibration impacts
have not been assessed/concern at absence of mitigation;

Section {2);

B Suggestion that there has been no assessment of vibration impacts upon neighbouring
properties;

Section {3);

B Concern at potential air quality implications given the historic mining of the area;

Section {4);

B Concern at absence of water supply for welfare facilities;

B Concern at vibration impacts on private water supply;

Section (5);

B Suggestion that the impact upon fiora and fauna has not been assessed;

B Concern at the potential for vibration impacts upon trout;

Section (6);

Concerns at potential disturbance to anglers;

Alternative site should be developed;

Day-time noise impacts would be unacceptable;

Suggestion that concerns relating to dam have not been addressed;

Potential for light pollution;

Criticism over the scope and quality of application documentation; and

Given the history of development in the area, no more should be permitted.

Each of these points has been addressed in detail in doc ref MRPSC({ii).

4.2.3.2 NnGOWL Response to RTF Objection

The NnGOWL response to the RTF objection {doc ref MRP5C(ii}) was submitted to Midlothian Council on 11
May 2015. The response focussed upon the six sections of the objection, addressing each in turn:

Concern over the vibration impacts upon the dam at RTF/suggestion that vibration impacts have
not been assessed/concern at absence of mitigation - Vibration impacts are assessed within the
original application documentation and as detailed at Section 9, a comprehensive suite of
mitigation measures are proposed;

Suggestion that there has been no assessment of vibration impacts upon neighbouring properties —
This was not the case, see doc ref MRP4D{xv);

Concern at potential air quality implications given the historic mining of the area — There is no
history of methane gas releases and the issue is considered within the coal mining risk assessment
{see doc refs MRPAD(xi)-(xii)};

Concern at absence of water supply for welfare facilities — This is not the case, a private supply will
be provided;

Concern at vibration impacts on private water supply — This was addressed in doc ref MRP4D{ii},
which confirms that services will not be affected;

Suggestion that the impact upon flora and fauna has not been assessed — This is not the case,
Section 5 of MRP4D(i) details the findings of such surveys;

Concern at the potential for vibration impacts upon trout — There is no evidence of vibration
impacts negatively affecting trout;

Concerns at potential disturbance to anglers — Whilst there will be an element of disturbance, the
short-term nature of the work means that this is insignificant. The Appellant will liaise closely with
RTF in detailing working schedules an a weekly basis;
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® Alternative site should be developed — There is precedent for industrial development in the area
and it is considered that the development can be facilitated without unacceptable levels of impact;

® Day-time noise impacts would be unacceptable - Whilst there will be an element of disturbance,
the short-term nature of the work means that this is insignificant. The Appellant will liaise closely
with neighbours in detailing working schedules on a weekly basis;

® Suggestion that concerns relating to dam have not been addressed — This is not the case and a
comprehensive programme and surveys and monitoring is proposed;

® Potential for light pollution —- Work will be limited to 0800-1800. In the event that lighting is
required it will be designed to ensure emissions are minimised;

@ Criticism over the scope and quality of application documentation — The scope was agreed with
Midlothian Council in advance of submission and attempts were made to consult local neighbours
to inform the scoping process; and

@ Given the history of development in the area, no more should be permitted - The principle of
industrial development is established within the area. The nature of the proposed development is
such that very few sites are suitable in geological terms and on the basis that impacts are
acceptable, the national significance of the wider development, alongside the short-term nature of
the development, the point is not accepted.

The response concludes: “This shows that no further environmental effects of concern are predicted to
occur and highlights the temporary nature of the works. The findings of the Environmental Appraisal
submitted with the planning application for the Pile Test are considered to remain valid.” This conclusion
remains the Appellant’s position.

4.2.3.3 Additional RTF Comments

Following the submission the NnGOWL'’s response, further comments were made by the owners of RTF,
dated 25 May 2015 and 1 June 2015 {doc refs MRP5C({iii) and MRP5C(iv), respectively). These comments
largely reiterated points made within the original objection and no further response was submitted by
NnGOWL to Midlothian Council. Relevant outstanding points of disagreement are addressed within
Sections 7 and 8 of this Local Review Statement.

4.3 Determination of Planning Application

As detailed in Section 1 of this Loca! Review Statement, the planning application was refused by Midlothian
Council under delegated powers on 30 June 2015. The decision notice and accompanying officers’ report
comprise document refs MRP1A and MRP1B, respectively.

The Appellant wishes to address two comments originating from the accompanying officers’ report (doc ref
MRP1B:

® “Due to the absence of development benefits at the site it is unfikely that the adverse impact could
be managed via prior warning and information being provided to residents.” - The statement is
misleading. Not only is the proposed development an investment in Midlothian, but the Appellant
is intending to engage with local schools who may be interested in undertaking project work
around the development. Far more significantly however are the benefits associated with the wider
Neart na Gaoithe development, which will contribute positive to maintaining a sustainable and
secure energy supply for both Scotland and the UK in the coming decades.

® “While itis acknowledged that the offshore windform development that the proposal is uitimately
intended to support will make a significant contribution to notional targets on renewable energy
these national benefits do not outweigh the very significant local amenity impacts caused by the
noise and vibration associated with the proposal.” - The Appellant is concerned at the weighting
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attached to these considerations by the planning officer. On one hand, a nationally significant
infrastructure project, supported by both Scottish and UK Governments, makes a ‘significant
contribution’. Conversely, short-term, temporary impacts, are described as being ‘very significant’,
The Appellant would be interested to hear explanation of the weighting of these two
considerations.
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5 Appellant Response to RfR1

RfR1 states: “The application does not relate to the furtherance of an existing acceptoble countryside use;
the proposal is therefore contrary to policy RP1 of the Midlothian Local Plan”,

5.1 Policy RP1
Policy RP1 of the Midlothian Local Plan states:

“RP 1: PROTECTION OF THE COUNTRYSIDE

Development in the countryside will only be permitted If:

A. it is required for the furtherance of agriculture, including farm related diversification, horticulture, forestry,
countryside recreation, tourism, or waste disposal {where this is shown to be essential as a method of site
restoration); or

B. it is within a designated non-conforming use in the Green Belt; or

C. it accords with policy DP1.

" Al such development will need to:

A, demonstrate o requirement for a countryside location;

B. be of a scale and character appropriate to the rural area;

C. be well integrated into the rural londscape;

D. avoid a significant permanent loss of prime quality agricultural land; and

E. take account of accessibility to public transport and services (where approgriote).

In certain locations, new or expanded business development, low density rural housing, the winning of mineral

resources or renewable energy developments may be appropriote (refer to proposal ECONI, policies ECON7Z,

ECONS8, HOUSS, MIN1 and NRG1).”

In the first instance, it should be noted that at no point does policy RP1 require ‘the furtherance of an
existing acceptable countryside use’ which the drafting of RfR1 infers as a requirement for compliance with
policy RP1, The substantive point therefore is whether or not the proposed development is compliant with
policy RP1.

Given the significance of the pile test as supporting a wider major renewable energy development which
will contribute towards long-term security of energy supply, the RP1 references to policies ECONS and
NRG1 are relevant, and are reiterated below. Compliance with one of policies ECON8 and/or NRG1 would
result in the proposed development being consistent with RP1.
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5.1.1 Policy ECONS

ECONS RURAL DEVELOPMENT

“Development proposals that will enhance rural economic development opportunities will be permitted provided
they accord with all relevant Local Plan policies and proposals and they meet the following criteria:

* the proposal is located adjacent to o smoller settlement {Inset Maps 5 to 16) unless there is a locational
requirement for it to be in the countryside;

s the proposal is well located in terms of the strutegic road network and access to g regular public transport
service (minimum service frequency of 1 bus per hour weekdays, weekends and evenings);

e the proposal is of a character and scole in keeping with the rural setting, will not detract from the
landscape of the areo, and is sited, designed and landscaped so as to enhance the rurol environment;

s the proposol will not introduce unacceptable levels of noise, light or traffic into inherently quiet and
undisturbed localities nor cause a nuisance to residents in the vicinity of the site;

» the proposal is capable of being served by an adequate and appropriate access;

o the proposal is capable of being provided with draoinage and a public water supply at reasonable cost, or
an alternative acceptable private water supply, and avoiding unacceptoble discharge to watercourses; and

» the proposal is not primarily of a retail nature.

Some of the above criteria may be set aside if the site has been identified through supplementary planning
guidance os being a locotion supported by the Council for rural economic development.”

It is the preference of the NnG project that local supply chain is essential (please see Supply Chain Plan (doc
ref MRP&(vi) for the project). The contractors on the NnG Onshore Pile Test project are encouraged to seek
local supply wherever possible. Through consultation with the contractors, there is anticipated at least
£750,000 worth of contracts available to local suppliers, such as:

Steel work

Welding services

Provision of cranes

Earthworks

Site staff (cleaning, admin, etc.)
Accommodation (rental / hotel)

In relation to the criteria prescribed by ECONS which are of relevance to the proposed development:

®  As described within Section 2 of the Environmental Appraisal {doc ref MRP4D{i}), the site was
selected after an extensive site search exercise, which focused upon areas with similar geological
conditions to the Neart na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Farm site. There is therefore a locational
requirement for the proposed development in this countryside location;

® The site is well located in relation to the strategic road network, as documented within Technical
Appendix 6 {doc ref MRP4D(xviii)) of the EA;

® The proposed development is of a similar character to, and is of a much smaller scale than historic
mineral extraction in the area. Following completion of the short-term temporary development,
the site will be reinstated to its existing condition;

®  Whilst there will be some noise associated with the proposal, it will not introduce unacceptable
levels of naise, light or traffic into the area, nor will unacceptable disturbance be caused to
residents. The issue of noise impacts is considered in detail in Section 7 of this Review Statement;
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® An existing access will be acceptable for the proposed development; and
® Private water supply will be provided and SEPA has confirmed the acceptability of proposed
drainage arrangements.
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5.1.2 Policy NRG1

NRG1 RENEWABLE ENERGY PROJECTS

“Renewuable energy developments, including wind energy, landfill gas, biomass, combined heat and power.and
geothermal schemes will be permitted provided any proposal:

»  will not cause a significant adverse effect upon areas of noture conservation interest covered by policies
RP10, RP11 and RP12, nor the following protected areas; Conservation Areas, Scheduled Ancient
Monuments, Listed Buildings, Historic Gardens ond Designed Landscapes, significant archaeological sites,
Pentland Hills Regiona! Park, fand where relevant, the settings of the aforementioned designated areas or
buildings), prime agricultural land, the Green Belt, Areas of Great Landscape Value, peatland and water
supply catchment oreas;

s will not have an unacceptable effect on the amenity of nearby residential properties;

= will not have an unacceptable effect on the wider environment by reason of landscape and/ or visual
impact *1 *2, noise, safety, traffic generation or poliution control;

s will not demonstrably domage the locol! economy in terms of tourism or recreation;

o includes a realfistic means of securing the removal of the equipment when redundant, and restoring the
site to a satisfoctory condition;

»  will not require infrastructure for access and/or power transmission which in itself has a significantly
unacceptable environmental impact; and

» gccords with any other relevant Local Plan policies or proposals.”

The proposed development clearly relates to a renewable energy project, with NRG1 therefore applicable.
In relation to the criteria prescribed by NRG1 which are of relevance to the proposed development:

® The proposed development will not result in an adverse impact on any of the areas listed in NRG1,
bullet point (1);

® As detailed in Sections 7 and 8 of this Review Statement, whilst the proposed development, on a
site with a history of open cast mining, will generate noise, it will not be of a level that will have an
adverse impact on residential amenity;

® The proposed development is not unacceptable in environmental terms, further discussicn on
which is provided at Sections 7 and 8 of this Review Statement;

@® The proposed development will have a positive impact upon the local economy. Since the
development works would be undertaken over winter months when, as confirmed by Rosslynlee
Fishery there is minimal use of the facility, the proposed development will not be detrimental to
local tourism and recreation; and

® Full reinstatement of the site will be undertaken on comptetion of the proposed development.

5.2 Summary

The only ECON8/NRG1 criterion of relevance to the reasons for refusal is that relating to potential impacts
on surrounding residents, addressed in full in Section 7 of this Local Review Statement. Whilst it is
acknowledged that there is an element on noise produced by the proposed development, the relatively
short, concentrated periods of working, mean that noise impacts will not be unacceptable. On the basis
that noise impacts are acceptable, the proposed development is consistent with policies ECON8 and NRG1
and is therefore consistent with policy RP1.

RfR1 is therefore considered unreasonable and should be set aside.

Whilst the Appellant is robust in this contention, should there be any debate over the proposed
development’s compliance with the aforementioned policies, the Appellant reiterates the point
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documented within Section 2.1.1 of this Local Review Statement, that weighty material considerations exist
in favour of the proposed development, in particular that the proposed development would significantly
contribute towards the delivery of the Neart na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Farm.
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6 Appellant Response to RfR2

RfR2 states: “The use of the site as o test piling facility is not supported by any policies in the Midlothian
Locol Plan; the proposal is therefore contrary to the aims of the Midlothian Local Plan”,

RfR2 essentially comprises two elements: (i) that the use of the site as a test piling facility is not supported
by any Local Plan policies; and (ii) that therefore the proposal is contrary to the aims of the Local Plan.

In respect of {i}, it is not a requirement that the proposed development be specifically supported by one or
more Lacal Plan policies. It is unreasonable to expect a Local Plan to make specific provision for every
possible form of development and in cases such as this, where an unusual form of development is
proposed (indeed one of which the origins are pre-dated by the adoption of the Local Plan and could not,
therefore have been anticipated by the extant Local Plan), best practice is to assess proposals against the
‘general’ development policies contained within a Local Plan (those of relevance, relating primarily to RfRs
3 and 4, (see Sections 7 and 8 of this Statement, respectively). The logical extension of the approach stated
at RfR2 is that since no specific provision is made for test piling facilities on any site in the Local Plan, such
development would be unacceptahle in planning policy terms at any location in Midlothian. Such an
approach is clearly unreasonable.

In respect of (ii), the inclusion of the word "therefore” adds significant weight to the approach adopted at
(i), linking the absence of support by specific policy to a contravention of the aims of the Local Plan, Again,
such an approach is entirely unreasonable, in this case resulting in a development which will contribute
towards the delivery of more than one of the strategic aims, instead being considered contrary to such
alms.

6.1 Strategic Aims of Midlothian Local Plan
The strategic aims in question are stated at Section 1.4.1 of the Midlothian Local Plan, as follows:

1. “to implement the requirements of the ELSP 2015;

2. to safeguard and enhance the notural and built heritage of Midlothian which sustains the quality of life of
its communities;

3. to support the development of a vibrant, competitive ond sustainable focal economy;

4. to pravide positively for development which secures long-term social, economic and environmental
benefits for existing and new residents, and not just short-term gain; ond

5. to ensure that Midlothian is a welcoming and enriching place to live, work and visit.”

In respect of the first aim, the Edinburgh and Lothians Structure Plan has been superseded by SESplan
(approved 2013), of which Policy 10 encourages development that contributes towards “...achieving
national targets for energy...”. As described within Section 2 of this Local Review Statement, the proposed
pile test undoubtedly can be considered such a development and as such, contributes towards the
implementation of SESplan.

In respect of the third and fourth aims, as stated at Section 2 of this Local Review Statement the pile test is
important to the delivery of the wider Neart na Gaoithe Wind Farm development which, as is clear from
the awarding of a Contract for Difference (CfD) and the role of offshore wind as part of the Scottish
Government’s long-term energy policy, Neart na Gaoithe is key infrastructure which is recognised by both
UK and Scottish Governments as contributing towards long-term security of energy supply. Without such
security of supply, national, regional and local economies will undoubtedly suffer. As such, on a macro
level, the proposed development can be considered to contribute towards aims 3 and 4.
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6.2 Summary

RfR2 is unreasonable on the basis that the mere absence of supportive policy does not make a
development unacceptable, particularly given the fairly unique nature of many forms of development
including the proposed development, the origins of which are superseded by the adoption of the Local
Plan. Further, an absence of policy support does not automatically make a development inconsistent with
the strategic aims of the Local Plan. Indeed rather, in this case, the proposed development would
contribute positively towards the delivery of a number of strategic aims.

Whilst the Appellant is robust in this contention, should there be any debate over the proposed
development’s compliance with the aforementioned policies, the Appellant reiterates the point
documented within Section 2.1.1 of this Local Review Statement, that weighty material considerations exist
in favour of the proposed development, in particular that the proposed development would significantly
contribute towards the delivery of the Neart na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Farm.
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7 Appellant Response to RfR3

RfR3 states: “The noise associated with the piling activities will have a detrimental impact on the amenity of
the occupants and users of Rosslynlee Fishery and Reservoir Cottage®.

As part of the planning application documentation, NnGOWL undertook a comprehensive assessment of
the noise implications of the proposed development. The scope of that assessment was informed by the
pre-application discussions held with Midlothian Council and other stakeholders, as discussed within
Section 4 of this Local Review Statement.

Whilst it is accepted that there will be an element of noise associated with the piling activities, the short-
term and intermittent nature of works is such that these noise impacts will not generate an unreasonable
level of disturbance. Combined with the national significance of the wider Neart na Gaoithe development
and the historic mining use of the area, it is not accepted that the piling activities will have a detrimental
impact of the amenities of neighbours, particularly given the range of mitigation measures proposed by the
Appellant.

7.1 EHO Review Comments

As outlined at Section 4.2.2.3 of this Local Review Statement, having received additional comments from
the EHO dated 12 June 2015, on the advice of planning officials {see doc ref MRP5E(i)) NnGOWL made no
response to the issues and points raised within that response. Notwithstanding, there remains
disagreement with the EHO’s stated position, particularly in their representing of statements made by
NnGOWL in both the original Environmental Appraisal and its response of 22 May 2015 (doc refs MRPAD(i)
and MRP5B(ii), respectively). These outstanding points, as summarised within Section 4.2.2.3, are
addressed in turn, below.

7.1.1 Lack of clarity over proposed use

The proposed development is clearly stated within the description of development and is comprehensively
explained and illustrated within the planning application documentation. The Appellant is unclear how
there can be any uncertainty over the nature of the proposed use. In addition, the EHO makes the following
statement: “...garage premises operate compressors; office buildings may have standby generators; an
industrial facility may have cranes - but none of these are construction sites.” The relevance of this
statement is unclear. However, regardless of the relevance of the statement, the statement relates to
entirely different circumstances to the proposed development, each of the examples referencing an activity
which is ancillary to a primary development; in the case of the proposed development the piling activity is
the primary development.

7.1.2 Risk of precedent

The EHO also states: "Afthough this proposed testing facility is time-limited, it does not change the fact that
it is not a construction site and that other applicants (or this opplicant) could wish to make use of the site as
a testing facility in the future.” The statement is misleading and neglects to mention the established
industrial use of the site. The proposed development is indeed time limited and it is fully anticipated that
any grant of planning permission would include a time limit on the duration of the proposed development
works. Indeed, NnGOWL proposed such a limitation within the planning application documentation. Any
use of the site beyond the time limited period would not be permissible under a planning permission
granted pursuant to this Review. Such use would instead require an additional planning permission, with
Midlothian Council retaining full control over the granting of that permission.
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Whilst a site’s planning history is a material consideration in the determination of future planning
applications, the context within which decisions are made is also material. In this case, the proposed
development relates to a clearly defined short-term development programme, relating to a wider
development which is recognised as being of national significance. These points could be clearly defined
within the reasons for granting planning permission. As material considerations in the determination of
future planning applications, the weight to be attached to the planning history and the rationale behind
historic decisions is entirely at the discretion of Midlothian Council. Since any work beyond that detailed
within the planning application {and within Section 3 of this Local Review Statement) would require a
further planning permission, Midlothian Council retains full planning control over any future proposed
development.

Should there be any ongoing doubt over this point, whilst it does not consider such measures necessary
(instead the reasons for approving the application could clearly make reference to the national significance
of the development and the intermittency/short-term of the works), NnGOWL would be willing to enter
into a Planning Obligation under Section 75 of the Town and Country Planning {Scotland) Act 1997,
restricting the development in terms of the user {to NnGOWL and its contractor} and the nature of the
proposed development (to that described within Section 3 of this Local Review Statement and relating to
Neart na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Farm),

7.1.3 BS 5228 as a tool for assessing impact

The works being carried out at the test pile site are construction related activities as might be carried out
for buildings or infrastructure construction sites, and it is appropriate to assess them as such (i.e. by using
the assessment methods detailed in BS5228). Indeed, in doing so, the Appellant has simply followed the
original advice of the EHO. It is of note therefore that, whilst the EHO objection suggests that use of BS
5228 is not appropriate to appraise the potential noise effects resulting from the Pile Test, in an email
dated 26th September 2014 to NnGOWL the EHO stated "If you do not have information on the Laya or La;
for the proposed piling activities then ... you should rely on the guidance contained in BS5228", Hence, the
methods set out in BS 5228 to estimate La, noise levels were followed and the data provided.

When assessing residential receptors, B55228 is considered to be the most appropriate standard to use and
the ABC method bhased on the ‘working day’ La., is precedent for these types of activities. Predicted noise
levels arising from the test pile site do not exceed the most onerous (Category A) thresholds detailed in
BS5228 (assessed in the absence of environmental survey data and adopting the most conservative
assessment approach). The ABC assessment methodology has been used successfully on many other
construction related projects including those using piling activities, including those where works extend
beyond two months and in many cases continue over several years. For example, this was the case for
ground investigation works far the Forth Replacement Crossing which were conducted on a 24hr/7day a
week basis for 3 months at varying distances from the closest noise sensitive receptors but as close as
around 190m across water. The noise threshold values were established using the BS5228 ABC method,
providing a precedent for using the B55228 ABC method for construction investigation works.

Most construction related activities are variable and noise emitted is often impulsive/intermittent in
nature, however with the implementation of best practical means methods, as described in BS5228, the
risk of disturbance Is minimised. The Arup report (Appendix 3 of the Environmental Appraisal) discusses
well established potential mitigation methods, including keeping local residents and users of other sensitive
receptors regularly informed of the works.

For the avoidance of doubt, the Appellant maintains that BS5228 is an appropriate basis for the assessment
methodology, as agreed with and advised by the EHO during the pre-application consultation phase.
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7.1.4 Debate over stated noise levels and associated impacts

With regard to concerns about levels of noise exposure and the items of plant that would be operating, the
results of the noise assessment indicate that the Category A noise threshold is not exceeded at any of the
nearby receptors during the proposed works. The highest predicted level is 1dB below threshold at the
nearest residential property {64dB La.g). It should be noted that the assessment also includes noise from
the generator {which is likely to run 24 hours a day); however, the generator noise levels are not
considered to be of concern as these are at least 10dB below the threshold levels at all times of the day.
Other noise will arise from occasional works at the Pile Test Site {e.g. delivery lorries, roller movements
during site preparation etc.). However, again it is anticipated that the noise levels arising from these
activities will be considerably lower than the threshold levels.

An assessment has also been undertaken of the Ly, value. By applying the guidance in BS5228-1, it is
estimated that noise levels would be 9dB higher than the L, levels identified in the ABC method. Whilst
informative, it should be noted that there are no established criteria to assess against for the Lag; index.
The ABC thresholds are specifically intended for the consideration of construction noise, including piling,
and as such, are considered to be the most appropriate measure of the potential noise impacts associated
with the Pile Test.

7.2 Response to RfR3

The responses provided within Sections 7.1.4 and 7.1.5 are key to RfR3 and the Appellants response to that
as grounds for refusing the planning application.

As documented at Section 3 of this Local Review Statement and on page 17 of the EA submitted as part of
the planning application documentation {doc ref MRP4D(i)), the proposed development would be
undertaken in its totality over a period of 19 weeks, comprising the following three stages:

® Setup-weeks 1-6 (6 weeks);
@ Installation of piles and testing of piles — weeks 7-14 (8 weeks); and
® Demobilisation and site reinstatement — weeks 15-19 {5 weeks).

Despite the proposed development works totalling 19 weeks, the installation of piles {(which it is
understood to be the origin of noise-related concerns} comprises only seven weeks, during which pile
driving with the hydraulic hammer will be undertaken over up to 24 discrete durations of approximately
three hours which will occur intermittently. This equates to a total of 72 hours of piling activity, which in
turn equates to an average of 1.47 hours (approximately 88.2 minutes) of piling per day during the
installation period. It is acknowledged however that whilst on the majority of days piling activities will fall
below these average levels, on some days activities will be above these durations. In order to minimise
disturbance to neighbouring properties, during the installation period NnGOWL would provide interested
parties with an indicative weekly programme of likely piling activity.

7.3 Summary

The short-term and temporary nature of the impacts are such that the proposed development will not
produce an excessive level of noise impacts upon local residents. In assessing these impacts, the Appellant
has relied upon appropriate methodologies which are regularly adopted in relation to similar development,
and which was agreed with the EHO prior to submission of the planning application. Notwithstanding, the
Appellant has suggested a range of mitigation measures, as outlined within Section 9 of this Review
Statement, in order to minimise impacts upon local residents and would welcome the opportunity for
further discussions with neighbours in order to identify opportunities to further reduce impacts.
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Whilst the Appellant is robust in this contention, should there be any debate over the proposed
development’s compliance with the aforementioned policies, the Appellant reiterates the point
documented within Section 2 of this Review Statement, that weighty material considerations exist in favour
of the proposed development, in particular that the proposed development would significantly contribute
towards the delivery of the Neart na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Farm.
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8 Appellant Response to RfR4

RfR4 states: “The vibration associated with the piling activities will have a significant detrimental impact on
the amenity of the occupants and users of Rosslynlee Fishery and Reservoir Cottoge”.

As part of the planning application documentation, NnGOWL undertook a comprehensive assessment of
the vibration implications of the proposed development. The scope of that assessment was informed by
the pre-application discussions held with Midlothian Council and other stakeholders, as discussed within
Section 4 of this Review Statement.

Whilst it is accepted that there will be an element of noticeable vibration associated with the piling
activities, the short-term and intermittent nature of works is such that these noise impacts will not
generate an unreasonable level of disturbance. Combined with the national significance of the wider Neart
na Gaoithe development and the historic mining use of the area, it is not accepted that the piling activities
will have a detrimental impact of the amenities of neighbours, particularly given the range of mitigation
measures proposed by the Appellant.

8.1 EHO Review Comments

Whilst the majority of references within the additional EHO comments (doc ref MRPSB(iii)) appears to
relate primarily to noise impacts as opposed to vibration impacts, the commentary provided within Section
7 of this Local Review Statement in relation to RfR3 applies equally to RfR4 and should be considered in
respect of potential vibration impacts, as well as the noise impacts discussed within Section 7.

8.2 Response to RfR4

As detailed within Section 7.2 of this Local Review Statement, the activities that give rise to vibration-
related concerns are concentrated in a seven-week period, during which very intermittent work will be
undertaken. These are short term works (the piling itself is anticipated to last for 7 weeks in an overall
programme of works lasting 19 weeks) with intermittent piling activities within these 7 weeks where the
gaps between the pile driving could be between one hour and several days.

Both the Hydro hammers {150k and 600kJ) have been assessed based on the peak particle velocity (PPV)
calculation methodology detailed in Table E.1 in BS5228-2. Whilst this vibration prediction method in the
standard is robust, it is based on measured data up to 111 metres from the pile and for hammer energies
up to 85 kJ. The proposed plant and Pile Test Site are therefore outwith the range of parameters for which
the predictors are proven. However the PPV calculations are based on current best practice and the only
way to improve certainty would be to measure similar piling activities (i.e. with the larger hammer energies
and at the greater distances being assessed). Although vibration from the works could be noticeable to
nearby residents, they will be informed of warks activities and the proposed mitigation measures
implemented to minimise impact. At the levels of vibration predicted, there is no risk of causing damage to
any dwellings.

8.3 Summary

The short-term and temporary nature of the impacts are such that the proposed development will not
produce an excessive level of vibration impacts upon local residents, whilst the distance from the dam
means that there is little potential for negative impacts. Notwithstanding, the Appellant has suggested a
range of mitigation measures (as outlined in Section 9 of this Review Statement) to minimise impacts upon
local residents and would welcome the opportunity for further discussions with neighbours in order to
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identify opportunities to further reduce impacts. Similarly, the Appellant has suggested comprehensive pre-
and post- development surveys on the dam, as well as monitoring throughout the duration of the works,
which together will help further minimise the potential for impacts upon the structure.

Whilst the Appeliant is robust in this contention, should there be any debate over the proposed
development’s compliance with the aforementioned policies, the Appellant reiterates the point
documented within Section 2 of this Review Statement, that weighty material considerations exist in favour
of the proposed development, in particular that the proposed development would significantly contribute
towards the delivery of the Neart na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Farm.
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9 Summary of Proposed Mitigation Measures

This Section of the Local Review Statement summarises the mitigation measures proposed by NnGOWL,
both those which were included within the original planning application documentation and exchanges
with Midlothian Council during the determination process, as well as additional measure proposed by the
Appellant.

9.1 Mitigation measures proposed within and during planning application

Restriction of piling/testing works to during the period 8am to 6pm, Monday-Friday

Local residents will be regularly notified of forthcoming activities, with a point of contact being
provided for the duration of the works to manage concerns;

Site personnel will receive an induction outlining their responsibilities in relation to noise and
vibration management;

Hours of working will be planned taking into account the surrounding land use and duration of the
works;

Provision of an out-of-hours works procedure to minimise the effect of any unnecessary works
outside daytime working hours;

Notify nearby residents of construction activities likely to affect amenity;

Quiet working methods will be employed where practicable including the use of appropriate plant;
Unnecessary rewing of engines will be avoided and equipment switched off when not in use;
Minimise drop height of materials;

Start-up plant and vehicies sequentially rather than in unison;

Use of broadband alarms rather than tonal on reversing vehicles;

Orientate directional noise generating plant away from noise sensitive receptors where practicable;
A phased start to the works will be undertaken, e.g. slowly increasing hammer energy over a short
period of time at the commencement of piling; and

When the piles are driven to refusal, a pilot hole will be drilled beyond the pile toe to ease progress
before piling recommences. This should reduce the amount of time the higher levels of vibration
are experienced.

9.2 Additional proposed mitigation measures

During the piling and testing stages of the work, NnGOWL will inform residents on a weekly basis of
the anticipated programme for the following week;

If required by Midlothian Council, NnGOWL to enter into a 575 Obligation restricting: i) the
undertaking of works pursuant to the planning permission to NnGOWL and its contractors; and (ii)
restricting works pursuant to the planning permission to those relating to potential piling
techniques associated with Neart na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Farm;

NnGOWL to undertake ‘before’ and ‘after’ surveys of the Rosslynlee Reservoir and neighbouring
properties; and

NnGOWL to undertake vibration monitoring at Rosslynlee Reservoir during piling.

itis proposed that the above mentioned mitigation be collated within an Environmental Management Plan,
required under a condition attached to the planning permission and submitted for the approval of
Midlothian Council prior to the commencement of pile testing work.
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Mr Kingsley Drinkwater 8 August 2014

Planning & Building Standards
Fairfield House

8 Lothian Road

Dalkeith

Midlothian

EH22 3ZN

Dear Kingsley,

REQUEST FOR EIA SCREENING OPINION IN RESPECT OF TEMPORARY TEST PILING
WORKS AT SHEWINGTON, MIDLOTHIAN

On behalf of our client Neart na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Ltd (NnGOWL) and in
accordance with the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) {Scotland) Reguiations 2011 {‘the EIA Regulations’), this
correspondence comprises a request for a screening opinion in respect of temporary
test piling works at land at Shewington, Midlothian (as identified on the enclosed
location plan).

Background

In 2009 NnGOW!L was awarded by the Crown Estate the exclusive right to develop the
Neart Na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Farm in Scottish territorial waters. With a capacity of
450MW, the project is located in the outer Forth Estuary, some 30km north of Torness.
NnGOWL is currently awaiting its offshore consents, while planning permission in
respect of the onshare works was granted by East Lothian Council in June 2013.

NnGOWL will use four-legged jacket foundations to support the turbines offshore. These
jacket turbine foundations will be installed using a technigue {the “drill-drive-dril}
technique”) which has been used previously to install different types of foundations
(monapiles) but not as yet for jackets, and certifying body Lloyd's Register, have
recommended that a pile test be conducted at an onshore location with similar bedrock
conditions to the offshore site.

The Shewington area has been selected following an extensive site analysis and
selection exercise. Its geology matches that of the proposed site of the Neart na Gaoithe
Offshore Wind Farm {NnG) and the area is free of any significant environmental
constraints, making it an ideal location for testing potential piling techniques.

is registered in Scotland
Sheppard & Wedderbum, 191 West George Street, Glasgow G2 2LB
356223
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The Proposed Development

Twao separate pile installation techniques wil! be tested during the works, each with its
own installation and testing equipment rig. Each technique would comprise four steel
piles of 1m or 1.5m diameter and approximately 19m in length. It is anticipated that the
piles would be retained in the ground on the completion of the testing. The piles would
be below ground level. The aim is to drive the piles 18m into the ground, with 1m left
above ground for the purposes of testing, once testing is complete, the pile would be cut
below ground level, The piles could be removed in the event of any future minerals
extraction works at the area.

In addition to the two test piling rigs, the development would include the following:

¢ \Welfare facilities and offices;

* Parking and marshalling areas;

* Potential upgrading of accesses; and
+ Equipment and materials storage.

Deliveries to the site and removal of plant and associated items would be by dedicated
HGY movements, via the existing access road on to the AG094,

It is anticipated that the works would be undertaken over a twelve- to seventeen-week
period, from September 2014:

* Preparatory and set-up works — approximately 1 month;

» Piling works undertaken = over an approximately 6 week period, assuming 2 -3
hours of piling per day, 4 days per week, Alternatively, the piling could take
place over an approximately 3 — 4 week period, assuming 4 — & hours of piling
per day, 4 days per week

» Testing of piles — over a 3-5 week period, assuming 2 — 3 days per pile; and

» Dismantling and ground restoration — approximately 2 weeks.

It is intended that test piles would be retained in situ on completion of the works, with
the remainder of the site reinstated.

The entirety of the development, including the access, would cover an area not
exceeding 2-hectares. The exact siting of the piling works within the Shewington area
will be confirmed on completion of further geotechnical analysis, which will be
completed prior to the submission of a planning application. It is anticipated that the
works would take place within the area identified on the enclosed plan.
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ElA Regulations 2011

it is considered that the nature and scale of the proposed development is such that it
does not constitute ‘E!A Development’ and does not require assessment in accordance
with the EIA Regulations. The need for EIA of the proposed works should therefore be
‘screened out’ at this stage.

The reasoning behind this is set out below:

. The proposals do not constitute Schedule 1 development under the terms of
the EIA Regulations;

. In terms of Schedule 2 of the ElA Regulations, the proposal is not located
within a ‘sensitive area’ and is not considered to have any significant effects on
the environment due to the limited nature and scale of works proposed.; and

. Schedule 3 sets out the selection criteria which must be applied when
determining whether a development is likely to have ‘significant effects’ on the
environment, The three tests of the selection criteria are:

0 Consideration of the characteristics of the development;
o Consideration of the location of the development; and
0 Consideration of the characteristics of potential impact.

The impact of the proposed development is likely to be fairly minor given its temporary
nature. Further, the area is not a ‘sensitive location’ and has a history of minerals
extraction. As such, the effect of the proposed works is likely to be insignificant.

Appropriately worded planning conditions would be sufficient to contro! and mitigate
any impacts associated with the development. To inform any necessary contrals, the
forthcoming planning application will include an overarching Environmental Report,
which will outline the rationale for site selection and will reference relevant
environmental matters. In particular, Technical Appendices will be provided detailing

the following topics:

0
8]
o0
0
0
0
0

Noise and Vibration;

Ecology and Habitats;

Archaeology and Cultural Heritage;

Transportation and Access;

Geotechnical Survey {incorporating Coal Mining Risk Assessment);
Hydrology; and

Engineering Method Statements.
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In light of the above, we consider that the proposals do not constitute EIA Development
as defined by the EIA Regulations and we request confirmation of Midlothian Council's
agreement of this position.

Should you have any queries or require any additional information then please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Grant Young BA {Hons} MSc URP MRTPI
Planning Director, Scott Hobbs Planning
For and on behalf of Neart na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Ltd

Cc Rosie Scurr Neart Na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Ltd

Enc
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Planning and Education, Communities and . .
Development Economy Mllel I 1A
Midlothian Council

Fairfield House

8 Lothian Road

Dalkeith Director

EH22 3ZN Dr Mary Smith

01 September 2014

Grant Young

Scott Hobbs Planning
24A Stafford Street
Edinburgh

EH3 7BD

Dear Mr Young,

REF: 14/00591/SCR - REQUEST FOR PRE-APPLICATION ADVICE AND
SCREENING OPINION FOR TEMPORARY TEST PILING

AT SHEWINGTON, ROSEWELL, MIDLOTHIAN

THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
ASSESSMENT) (SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2011

I refer to your letter dated 08 August 2014 regarding the above, submitted on behalf of Neart
na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Ltd.

The proposed development does not sit precisely within any of the descriptions of
development listed in Schedule 2 class 3(i) of the regulations. The closest would appear to be
Class 11 Other projects, part (f) Test benches for engines, turbines or Reactors. As the site
area is over | hectare it would seem appropriate to consider it as a schedule 2 development.

The proposed site is not within a sensitive area as defined by regulation 2, It is therefore
necessary to consider the proposal under schedule 3 with regards to the characteristics of the
development, the location of the development, and the characteristics of the likely impacts.

The site is located around 1400 metres from the edge of Rosewell in open countryside. There
are residential properties within 160 and 250 metres of the proposal. It is located close to an
area that has been surface mined and restored recently and adjacent to a site that is proposed
for further surface mining.

The character of the development is of a civil engineering type involving pile driving likely to
create percussive and other plant noise, and involving the movement of heavy plant and
machinery and large steel sections which will have to be transported to the site. The principal
impacts will relate to noise and transport. Noise assessment will therefore be required with
particular reference to occupiers at Shewington and Newbigging.

Tel 0131271 3315

Fax 0131 271 3537

Minicom 0131271 3291

Your Ref: . Legal Post LP4 - Dalkeith
Our Ref:  14/00591/SCR www.midlothian.gov.uk
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There is no significant pollution associated with the development other than emissions from
vehicles and plant/machinery. In terms of accident risk, there is no obvious risk to
neighbouring properties, but a risk assessment can be undertaken in relation to vehicle
movements and piling operations. .

There are no wildlife designations in the vicinity of the proposal. The piling operations are not
expected to have any significant impacts upon local wildlife. The applicant would be advised
to carry out appropriate wildlife and habitat surveys, and operations should if possible avoid
areas with trees or hedges where breeding birds or bats may be present. Assuming no loss of
woodland or hedges, impacts will only last for the duration of the operations.

There are no landscape designations in the vicinity of the proposal. The general landscape
impact will not be significant and will only be short term temporary with regards to the
drilling equipment and site compounds. There will be no visual impact upon completion,
subject to removal and restoration of all associated access roads and ancillary site
accommodation and compounds.

There is no cultural heritage in the vicinity of the proposal. Impacts will not extend beyond
the boundary of the site.

In terms of geology and hydrology, assessment should be made of any potential impact upon
the hydrology of the area, impacts upon any groundwater dependent terrestrial ecosystems,
and upon any private water supplies within the area.

In terms of the 2011 EIA regulations, I would advise that this development will not require an
environmental impact assessment.

The impacts that will be most significant are likely to be traffic and noise related. These
matters can be addressed through the submission of surveys/reports along with any future
planning application and can be safely mitigated through the use of appropriate planning
conditions.

Pre-application advice can be provided however at this stage more information would need to
be known about noise levels, exact locations of piling operations, and details of vehicle
movements and site access points. Controls may need to be put in place regarding hours of
operation for piling, and with regards the delivery of any abnormal loads to the site.

Yours faithfully,

Kingsley Drinkwater
Senior Planning Officer
kingsley.drinkwater@ midlothian.gov.uk

Tel

Fax

Minicom

Your Ref: Legal Post
Our Ref  14/00591/SCR www.midlothian.gov.uk



From: Kingsley Drinkwater <Kingsley.Drinkwater@midlothian.gov.uk>

Sent: 09 July 2014 11:44

To: Grant Young

Ce: ‘rosle.scurr@mainstreamrp.com’
Subject: RE: Mainstream test piling
Grant,

Quick decision. Unfortunately there is no way that this can be seen as being devetopment not requiting planning permission. We are going to require a planning
application | am hoping to see Llilianne Lauder this afternoon.

Single application to cover all parts of your proposal.
The determiningissue is likely to revolve around residential amenity, with Nolse and vibration

If the Jevels are likely to be unacceptable at any neighbouring property then you may wish to come to some contractual arrangement with those neighbours, as
was done with the open cast operation.

Regards

Kingsley

Front Grant Young [mailto:v@scothobbeplamning.com]
Sent: 04 July 2014 20:27

To: Kingsley Drinkwater

Subject: Re: Mainstream test piling

Great, we'll see you then

Regards
Grant

Sent fromany Phone

Ond Jul2014, a1 1509, "Kingsky Drinkwater” <K ingskey.Drinkwaler@midiothiwn. pov.uk> wrote:
That time is fine, thanks

Kingsley

Frome Grant; Young [mailto;
Sent: 04 July 2014 15:07
To: Kingsley Crinkwater
Subject: Re: Mainstream tast piling

No problan, you mentioned Wednesd. ing as well, would 10.30 suit?

Reyards,

Grant

Grant Young 8 (Hons) MSc URP MRTPI
Planning Director

<image001png>
Scott Hobbs Planning

a  24a Stafford Streel, Edinburgh, £H3 78D
L 0131 226 7225 m. 07969 737 838

www.scolthobbsolanning.com

Registered in Scolland No. SCI32585

From: Kingsley Drinkwater <Kingsley. Drinkwater@midlothian.gov.uk>
Date: Friday, 4 July 2014 15:04

To: Grant < scotthobbsplanning coms

Subject: RE: Mainstream test piling

Grant,
My apologies, | have had to take that afternoon off from 2pm. 1 am then off until 21*' July When else suits, avoiding Tuesday 2 - 3pm

Kingsley

Froms Grant Young [ N
Sent: 04 July 2014 14:54

To: Kingsley Drinkwater
Subject: Mainstream test piling

Hi Kingsley,



Justa guick one 1o fallow up on our discussian yeslerday. Is Thursdayaftarnoon skl OK for you, say2.30pm?

Regards,
Grant

Grant Young Ba tHons) MSc URP MRTPI
Planring Direclor

<imagel(1 pag>
Scott Hobbs Planning

a. 7a Alva Street, Edinburgh, EH2 4PH
L 0131 2267225 m. 07969 737 638
www scolihobbsplanning.com

Ragisiared in Scotfand Mo SC338865
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Rosie Scurr

- _—_
From: Kingsley Drinkwater <Kingsley.Drinkwater@midlothian.gov.uk>
Sent: 09 July 2014 11:44
To: ‘Grant Young'
Cc: Rosie Scurr
Subject: RE: Mainstream test piling
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed
Grant,

Quick decision. Unfortunately there is no way that this can be seen as being development not requiring planning
permission. We are going to require a planning application. | am hoping to see Lilianne Lauder this afternoon.

Single application to cover all parts of your proposal.
The determining issue is likely to revolve around residential amenity, with Noise and vibration.

If the levels are likely to be unacceptable at any neighbouring property then you may wish to come to some
contractual arrangement with those neighbours, as was done with the open cast operation.

Regards
Kingsley

From: Grant Young [mailto:gy@scotthobbsplanning.com]
Sent: 04 July 2014 20:27

To: Kingsley Drinkwater

Subject: Re: Mainstream test piling

Great, we'll see you then.

Regards
Grant

Sent from my iPhone

On 4 Jul 2014, at 15:09, "Kingsley Drinkwater" <Kingsley.Drinkwater@midlothian.cov.uk> wrote:

That time is fine, thanks

Kingsley
From: Grant Young [mailto:gy@scotthobbsplanning.com]
Sent: 04 July 2014 15:07

To: Kingsley Drinkwater
Subject: Re: Mainstream test piling

No problem, you mentioned Wednesday moming as well, would 10.30 suit?

Regards,
Grant



Grant Young BA (Hons) MSc URP MRTPI

Planning Director
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From: Kingsley Drinkwater <Kingsley.Drinkwater@midlothian.gov.uk>
Date: Friday, 4 July 2014 15:04

To: Grant < scotthobbsplanning.com>

Subject: RE: Mainstream test piling

Grant,

My apologies, | have had to take that afternoon off from 2pm. | am then off until 21" July. When
else suits, avoiding Tuesday 2 — 3pm

Kingsley

From: Grant Young [matlto:gy@scotthabbsplanning.com]
Sent: 04 July 2014 14:54

To: Kingsley Drinkwater

Subject: Mainstream test piling

Hi Kingsley,
Just a quick one to follow up on our discussion yesterday. Is Thursday afternoon still OK for you, say 2.30pm?

Regards,
Grant

Grant Young BA (Hons) MSc URP MRTP
Planning Director
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From: Lauder, Lilianne <dlauder@eastiothian.gov.uk>

Sent: 26 September 2014 17:44

To: Rosle Scurr

[ Ulianne Lauder; 'kingsley drinkwater@midlothlan.gov.uk’; 'alistalr.scmervllle_
Subject: FW: Temporary Test Piling Works - Newbigging

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status:; FHagged

Dear Ms Scurr,

Note you have forwarded on this email to me in Kinsley's absence.

In any submission for planning permission the local autharity will be looking for sufficient informatien to allow the application to be fully considered. Both I and
Alistair Somerville have uied ta provide sufficient advice / guidance as to what Environmental Health would be looking for in responding to any such application
If you do not have information an the Lamax or La1 for the proposed piling activitles then, as you mention betow, you should rely on the guidance contained in
B55228.

Note you state you are seeking to have agreements in place with the two nearest sensitive receptors. This would be a matter for Plannin