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General Purposes Committee 
Tuesday  23 February  2016  

                     Item No 5.2.3   

 
Housing (Scotland) Act 2006 
Applications for HMO Licences 
 
Report by Director, Resources  
 
1 Purpose of Report 
 

To provide background information in respect of the proposed HMOs at Pentland 
House, Penicuik and the Polton Centre. 

 
2 Consideration of Proposals 
 

The report which was considered by Cabinet on 18 November 2014 is attached 
hereto by way of background information. 

 
 
3  Recommendation 
  

It is recommended that the Committee consider the report together with the 
applications. 

 
 
 
15 February 2016 
Contact Person:      R G Atack  Tel No:  0131 271 3161 
Background Papers:     File   CG 10.7 (RGA) 
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                                                                                    Cabinet 
                                                                                                Tuesday 18 November, 2014  
                                                                                                                             Item No 10 

 

Additional Council HMO (House of Multiple Occupation) accommodation proposed 
at Midfield House and Pentland House 
 
Report by Eibhlin McHugh, Joint Director, Health & Social Care 
 

1 Purpose of Report 

 
1.1 The purpose of this report is to provide Cabinet with an overview of the feedback   

following recent community consultation events by the Housing Service on the  
proposed change of use of Midfield House (former Young Persons Centre), 
Poltonhall and Pentland House, Penicuik (former Care Home) following the initial 
report to Cabinet on these proposals on 22 April, 2014. 

 
1.2 Both Pentland House and Midfield House are Midlothian Council owned   

Properties which are no longer being used by their respective services. Both are 
suitable properties for re-use in the provision of HMO accommodation and are of a 
reasonable standard. The advantage to using properties of this type is that the 
Council could substantially reduce the number of homeless households that reside 
in bed and breakfast accommodation in Midlothian. Bed &  Breakfast (B&B) 
accommodation which is considered to be an unsuitable environment for homeless 
households and is also costly for the Council to provide. 

 
        1.3 The current shortage of affordable housing solutions cannot in the short to   
              medium term meet the demand for those experiencing homelessness.  
              Consequently, this pressure is likely to continue and the Council will continue   
              to make use of temporary accommodation for some time to come. 

 
 
2. Background 
 

        2.1 While Midlothian Council already has a range of temporary properties in council   
              owned, Housing Associations (Registered Social Landlords) owned and Private   
              Sector accommodation, there are restricted options for young single households   
              receiving state benefits as a result of Welfare Reform, and the use of smaller  
              accommodation with less shared facilities in  an HMO is the most suitable option   
              for many homeless households, it is also more suitable than using B&B   
              accommodation. There will be opportunities for assisting service users with skills  
              development to provide more varied and extensive support within   
              the more constructive environment of the proposed HMO accommodation   
              as opposed to B&B accommodation. 
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2.2   Midlothian Council’s Approved 2014/15 Budget on bed and breakfast   
  accommodation is based on 82 spaces and is set at £1,047,550. 

 
        2.3  Due to Welfare Reform impacts, additional budget has been provided in   

     2014/15 as a demographic pressure to provide for 82 spaces in Bed &       
     Breakfast (B&B) for homeless households. The under-occupancy charge  
     has had a negative impact on the number of people placed in bed and   
     breakfast due to the Council not having sufficient one bedroom properties  
     to place clients in. Currently there are an average of 87 bed spaces being  
     used per week and this has placed significant pressure on the homelessness   
     budget. The proposals in this report would potentially see the number of  
     B&B bed spaces from private sector providers being used reduced  
     significantly. 

          
2.4  Building new purpose built homeless accommodation would be prohibitively  

                expensive costing several million pounds and may not receive support from   
                either elected members or members of the public. At a time when the Council   
                needs to make efficiency savings, it is more appropriate to maximise the use   
                of existing assets and also reduce council spending on the homeless budget. 
 
         3. Standards in Temporary Accommodation  
 

3.1  Accessing quality temporary accommodation has been an integral part of    
  Midlothian Council delivering the Homelessness 2012 commitment, and it  

               is essential that the households in temporary accommodation receive a good  
               and consistent service and that time spent in temporary accommodation is a   
               positive move away from crisis. The temporary accommodation should be  
               well managed with tailored support where necessary. 

 
3.2   Homeless people in need of temporary accommodation have limited choice  

over the type, quality and location of accommodation they accept. Isolating 
households from their family/friend support and social networks if they are placed 
in a new area can set people up to fail. Households in temporary accommodation 
can feel disconnected from the permanent community,  
unable to settle in and make the accommodation a home. 

 
3.3  The cost of providing temporary accommodation is significant for Midlothian      

  Council and demand remains high, despite a reduction in overall recorded    
  homelessness in recent years. Considering the time and resource that goes  

               into providing temporary accommodation, it is critical that it delivers positive   
               outcomes for people and we have a common standard for what good temporary   
               accommodation, rather than simply a response to homelessness.  

 
3.4  The detrimental impacts of poor standards in poor temporary accommodation  

  are particularly severe for children living there, and impact on their physical  
  and mental health and their educational attainment. Whilst there are standards  
  in place for families with children, the majority of  those seeking assistance under   
  the homelessness legislation are single  people and therefore without any such     
  protection. 
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          3.5 For several years Shelter Scotland has run an annual campaign on temporary   
                accommodation Shelter and the Chartered Institute of Housing published Guidance   
                on Temporary Accommodation Standards in 2010. The standards in the Guidance       
                built on and consolidated those set out in the Code of Guidance on Homelessness   
                as well as existing standards covered by legislation. These standards go beyond the   
                physical standard of the accommodation to cover service, management and location   
                standards, as reflected in these proposals. 
 

        3.6. The Scottish Housing Regulator (SHR) is responsible for monitoring how social                  
               landlords are achieving the Scottish Social Housing Charter outcomes and   
               standards and has published the indicators that it will use to do this. The Scottish   
               Social Housing Charter, item 12, states that "homeless people are provided with   
               suitable, good-quality temporary or emergency accommodation". 
 
              
    4. Community Consultation. 

 
         4.1 An Early Stage notification was provided to the Penicuik & District Community      
              Council in March, 2014 and a further offer has been made to feedback on this   
              report to the Community Council.  
 
           4.2  A community consultation process has since been carried out at the Midlothian   
              Council Tenant’s Day event on the topic of bed & breakfast use and supportive    
              ways to reduce the time people spend in temporary accommodation as indicated   
               in Appendix 1  
 
        4.3 To ensure a wider response from the local community to proposals to use Midfield   
              House   
              (former Young Persons Centre), Poltonhall and Pentland House, Penicuik (former    
              Care Home) a series of ‘drop in’ events were conducted close to the location of   
              the building in each area.   
 
        4.4 Appendix 2 indicates where and when they took place, together with the   
               estimated number of attendees during the consultation events. It was agreed to   
               run 3 events in Penicuik due to more attention being paid to the use of this   
               building compared to that of Midfield House (Young Persons Centre) and due to  
               it being surrounded by a larger number of properties and commercial premises.   
 
         4.5 These events were publicised through Midlothian News, the local press/social   
               media sites and through leaflets posted to properties in the immediate vicinity of   
               both buildings and posters displayed within the neighbourhood. All positive and   
               negative responses are categorised by subject with the volumes for each   
               category shown in the Appendices 3 & 4.  

 
         4.6 If there is approval to taking forward the proposals for use of these buildings as   
               HMOs, the mitigation actions would be required to provide reassurance in the   
               projects and address the listed concerns of residents in Appendices 5 & 6. 
 

          5. Homelessness legislation 
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            5.1 The legislative framework for homelessness in Scotland is considered to  
                  be one of the most far reaching in Europe. The Housing (Scotland) Act  
                  2001 amended the 1987 Act to require local authorities to provide temporary   
                  accommodation to all homeless applicants whilst either permanent   
                  accommodation is found or, in non-priority need cases, information and   
                  assistance is provided to secure alternative accommodation.  
 
             5.2 The Homelessness etc (Scotland) Act 2003 removed the priority need   
                   distinction meaning all unintentionally homeless households are eligible  
                   for permanent accommodation. It also included powers to limit the use of  
                   bed and breakfast accommodation for families with children. 
 
             5.3 Subsequently, this power was used to introduce the Homeless Persons   
                   (Unsuitable Accommodation) (Scotland) Order 2004, which required local   
                   authorities to ensure that homeless households with children and pregnant   
                   women are not placed in unsuitable temporary accommodation unless   
                   exceptional circumstances apply. Unsuitable accommodation is defined in  
                   the order as accommodation which does not meet standards relating to the   
                   physical properties of the accommodation, its proximity to health and   
                   education services and its suitability to be used by children. Consequently  
                   the use of B&B accommodation for such households is deemed unreasonable.   
                    
                   The Homelessness Code of Guidance also includes guidance on this Order                    
                   and other regulations relating to local authorities’ duty to accommodate   
                    homeless applicants. 
 
              5.4 Midlothian Council was fully compliant with this duty to provide   
                    accommodation in respect of the abolition of priority need distinctions for   
                    homeless applicants in June, 2012, before the mandatory date of 31   
                    December, 2012. 
 
              5.5 A reduction in the use of Bed and Breakfast accommodation would   
                    address an area of weakness in service delivery which has been identified  
                    by the Scottish Housing Regulator and from benchmarking sessions with the   
                    Scottish Housing Best Value Network (SHBVN). SHBVN consider the level  
                    of bed and breakfast use together with other homelessness indicators to   
                    rank Midlothian’s Homeless Service as poorly performing. In addition, one of   
                    the key targets for the Council’s Local Housing Strategy is to ensure a 50% 
                    reduction in the use of bed and breakfast accommodation by 2017. 
 
                5.6 Table 1, below shows that the majority of temporary accommodation units                  
                     are in Dalkeith (25%), followed by Gorebridge (18%), both areas have high   
                     numbers of HMO units. Penicuik has the second highest number of   
                     households living in a HMO (21), but has few temporary properties, 53   
                     compared to 112 in Dalkeith. In terms of where homeless applicants wished   
                     to be housed, Penicuik was most in demand by households, with 19% of   
                     households expressing a preference for this area, followed by Bonnyrigg   
                     (18%). Therefore, both of these towns would benefit from additional   
                     temporary accommodation provision in order to meet the needs of homeless   
                     households.  
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            Table 1: Temporary Accommodation within Midlothian 

 Area 
No. of 

Temporary 
Properties 

No of HMO 
Bedspaces 

No. of Total 
Households 

in Temp 
Accom 

% of Total 
Households 

in Temp 
Accom 

Homeless 
Applicant 

Area 
Preferences 

Dalkeith 112 20 132 25% 10% 

Gorebridge 71 28 99 18% 11% 

Bonnyrigg 68 8 76 14% 18% 

Penicuik 53 21 74 14% 19% 

Mayfield 52 7 59 11% 8% 

Loanhead 24 25 49 9% 7% 

Newtongrange 20 0 20 4% 9% 

Roslin 7 12 19 4% 5% 

Rosewell 5 0 5 1% 4% 

Danderhall 4 0 4 1% 5% 

Pathhead 1 0 1 0% 4% 

Total 417 121 538 100% 100% 

 
 

        5.7 At 31st March 2013, Scottish Government statistics reported 82 households  
              were living in bed and breakfast accommodation in Midlothian. This was the fifth   
              highest level of bed and breakfast use in Scotland; however as Midlothian is one  
              of the smallest local authority areas in Scotland this is a disproportionately high  
              level of bed and breakfast use. In comparison, Edinburgh had the highest level  
              of Bed and Breakfast use, with 304 households in this type of accommodation;   
              which translates to 0.1% of households in Edinburgh, while Midlothian had 0.2%   
              of households living in this type of accommodation – double the proportion of  
              Edinburgh. In addition, 16 out of the 32 local authorities had less than 10   
              households living in bed and breakfast accommodation on 31st March 2013.  
 
         5.8 Additional HMO accommodation proposed within the wider Bonnyrigg and   
               Penicuik areas would be beneficial as most homeless households that live  
               within this area cannot be accommodated in their own community which  
               causes problems maintaining their social and family connections 
 

         6. Midfield House, Poltonhall 

         6.1 Midfield House Young Peoples Centre is a former home for young people in   
               care, located just outside of Poltonhall. The location is secluded, although   
               Poltonhall is 10 minutes walk and there is a bus stop outside the entrance to  
               the property, and occupies 5 acres of  meadow and trees. It has been vacated  
               as a result of the development of  alternative young people’s accommodation in   
               Penicuik and Dalkeith. The property build date is estimated at 1980 and it is   
               possible to change the use of  this building to a 15 bedspace temporary   
               accommodation unit with shared facilities.  
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          6.2 There are no current plans for an alternative use for this building, and the   
                prospects to demolish are restricted by the presence of bats nesting in the   
                eaves of the building (a bat box has been built at the side of the building to   
                encourage them to use this).The property is in reasonable condition and the  
                cost of using Midfield House, based on the identified costs within this business    
                case, are estimated to be in the region of £40,000, listed in Appendix 7,  which   
                includes the cost of furnishing the property and obtaining necessary compliance   
                in planning, building control and HMO licensing requirements  
 

            6.3 Staffing Requirement and Costs 

                  The staffing requirement for Midfield House will be similar to that provided at   
                  the Council’s Eastfield HMO non supported accommodation. Costs are   
                  anticipated to be in the region of £47,000 per annum. If homeless   
                  households with higher support needs were housed here then a higher level  
                  of staff support would be required and have cost implications.  
 
                  Staffing required:  

 1x Night Caretaker 
 1x Part Time Support Worker 
 Cleaning Service 

 

               6.4 Cost Benefit Analysis 

                   Table 2, below, estimates that there would be a reduction in Bed and   
                   Breakfast spend from £1,047,550 to £881,475 in 2014/15 – a saving of   
                    £166,075. This is an estimate that assumes that use of a 15 unit HMO will   
                   reduce the number of Bed and Breakfast places from 82 to 69 – a reduction of   
                   13 bedspaces which takes account of void periods and the potential need for   
                   some additional Bed and Breakfast places at times. As some rooms could be   
                   used as double rooms for couples the potential savings could be greater.   
                   Table 3 indicates the potential income from both rent and service charges. 
 
                   Table 2: Cost Benefit of Use of Midfield House as additional HMO   
                   Accommodation with 15 Bedspaces 
 

B & B Projected Spend 2014/15 £1,047,550 

Projected B & B Spend if using Midfield HMO £881,475 

 

Total Reduction in Gross Spend  £166,075 
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Table 3: Income Generated from Use of Midfield House as an HMO 

 Per Unit 
Annual Rental 
Income1 

Per Unit 
Annual 
Service 
Charge 

Total 
Annual 
Rental 
Income 

Total 
Annual 
Service 
Charge 

Midfield HMO £5,087 £9,662 £76,300 £144,930 

 
                
              Table 4, below, shows that, in addition to significantly reducing the total spend on   
               bed and breakfast accommodation, the estimated revenue is higher than the   
               estimated total operating cost. Financial modelling demonstrates that using   
               Midfield House as an HMO will remain affordable within the Housing Revenue   
               Account’s Capital Plan over the next 10 years. 
 

                    Table 4: Income Generated in Year 1 

Item Total 

Operating Costs 

Staffing Cost £47,000 

Reactive Maintenance Costs £12,330 

Void Repair Costs 4@£350/unit £21,000 

Power Costs £10,416 

Debt Charges £1,500 

Void Income Loss £22,513 

Annual Furnishing Cost £3,551 

Ground Maintenance £1,350 

Total Operating Costs £119,660 

Revenues Generated 

Rental Income £76,300 

Service Charges £144,930 

Power and Heat Charge £3,900 

Total Revenues Generated £225,130 

Total £105,470 

 

         6. Pentland House, 14 Edinburgh Road, Penicuik 

           7.1 Pentland House is a 43 bedroom former care home located close to Tesco in   
                 Penicuik on Edinburgh Road. It closed in September 2013 as it was replaced  
                 by Cowan Court, a new build 32 unit Extra Care Housing Development. A factor                                              
                 in Pentland House closing was that it failed to meet the Care Commission’s   
                 National Care Standards for Care Homes for Older People. However, the    
                 property is in a reasonable condition throughout. Currently, the site has been   
                 proposed as a Phase 2 Council Housing Site and the building would at some   
                 stage require to be demolished, with associated costs. 
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             7.2 Potential for use 

                  To maximise use of this building it would be possible to use the property as a   
                  43 bedroom HMO for homeless households who would otherwise be housed in    
                  bed and breakfast accommodation. There is currently office space which can  
                  be used for staff providing on-site support and interventions, or co-located   
                  Housing or Council Officers. There is a large kitchen area and dining area on   
                  the ground floor which can potentially be used as a community space and   
                  learning facility in low level support activities, ie. to supporting individuals who  
                  require help with independent living skills such as budgeting, dealing with   
                  official correspondence, managing appointments and relationships with third  
                  parties and generally managing their tenancy or home.  
 
            7.3 There are several rooms which can be used for confidential 1:1 meetings with   
                  service users. As this would be a large HMO, it will require a greater level of   
                  staff support, on site 24 hours a day. Whilst the condition of the building is   
                  reasonable, significant works in addition to building partition walls and 
                  providing CCTV are required, which includes renovation of several bathrooms 
                  and upgrading of the electrical supply which is out of date. In order to meet 
                  to meet HMO regulations, kitchen areas need to be provided in more areas of  
                  the building and an increased number of electrical sockets required in every   
                  bedroom. It is estimated that the total cost of renovation will be in the region of   
                  £345,000 (Appendix 8).  
. 
 
             7.4 It is proposed that partition walls with door entry systems are built to              
                   separate the corridor areas to create 6 “flats” which each have their own     
                   kitchen/living area with around 8 households living in each flat who each  
                   have their own private room and shared toilet/bathroom facilities.   
                   Reconfiguring the access into separate flats avoids unauthorised access  
                   and any potential for anti social behaviour and minimises large groups   
                   socialising in areas of the hostel. The presence of staff and CCTV will  
                   ensure safety and security for occupants. 
 
 
            7.5 Quality of temporary accommodation is of particular relevance given the   
                  fact that many homeless households are spending longer in temporary   
                  accommodation as they wait for a permanent home to become available,   
                  especially for couples and families with children, who are proposed to be  
                  predominantly accommodated at Pentland House as there is limited  
                  provision in Midlothian West.  
 

            7.6 Staffing Requirement and Costs 

                   It has been estimated that the total requirement for appropriately staffing the     
                   building would be: 
 

 2 x Senior Project Officers 
 6 x Night Workers 
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 8 x Project Workers 
 1x Temporary Accommodation Officer 
 1 x Team Leader 
 Cleaning Services 

 
                  Staffing costs are higher for a building of this size. In other large shared   
                  homeless accommodation of this size the proportion of staff to residents is   
                  usually in the region of 2 staff for every 15 residents. It is estimated that  
                  annual staffing costs for this number of staff would be in the region of  
                  £479,000 per annum. In addition, the Council currently uses a stand by  
                  service to provide out of hours assistance to households threatened with   
                  homelessness and arrange B&B accommodation. There is the potential for  
                  the Duty Homeless service to be part of the role for night staff at Pentland   
                  House, with a few units designated as emergency short stay accommodation   
                  to avoid using B&B overnight accommodation. 
 

            7.7 Cost Benefit Analysis 

                  Table 5, below, estimates that there would be a reduction in Bed and Breakfast      
                  spend from £1,047,550 to £600,425 in 2014/15 – a saving of £447,125. This is   
                  a conservative estimate that assumes that use of a 43 unit HMO will reduce the   
                  number of Bed and Breakfast places from 82 to 47 – a reduction of 35 which   
                  takes account of void periods and the potential need for some Bed and   
                  Breakfast units out of hours. As some units could be used as double rooms for   
                  couples the potential savings could be greater.  
 
                 Table 5: Cost Benefit of Use of Pentland House as additional HMO              
                 Accommodation with 43 Bedspaces 
 

B & B Projected Spend 2014/15 £1,047,550 

Projected B & B Spend if using Pentland HMO £600,425 

 

Total Reduction in Gross Spend if using 
Pentland HMO £447,125 

 
                  Table 6, shows that the cost of using Pentland House as an HMO is an   
                  affordable option compared to new build units (up to 28 could be built on this   
                  site). The table indicates that using the existing building would be affordable   
                  compared to demolition and rebuilding, although it is recognised that this   
                  building will not last as long as a new build option. It is also noted that this   
                  building is currently vacant and securing it at present is costing the Council   
                  £1,163 per week. 
 

                  Table 6: Cost Benefit of Pentland House compared to New Build Option 

 Total Per Unit Cost 

Pentland HMO Development Cost £345,000 £8,023 

Pentland House New Build Cost £3,948,513 £141,018 
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                  Table 7, below, also notes that the potential income from using Pentland House                                 
                  as an HMO rather than demolition would generate a far higher rental income   
                  but also require additional service charges. Whilst it should be recognised that   
                  the repairs and maintenance costs will be higher for Pentland House than new   
                  build properties, the overall cost of bringing this building into use is far less  
                  than the cost of demolition and building individual units, as Pentland House   
                  could be used for less than the unit cost of 2 new build properties on this site.   
                  The rental income from new build properties would take over 40 years to pay   
                  back the cost of building the units. In addition, this site could still be used for   
                  new build council housing in a later phase once the existing building has   
                  reached the end of its serviceable life. 
 
 
                  Table 7: Income Generated from Pentland House HMO and New Build   
                   Option. 
 

 Per Unit 
Annual 
Rental 
Income2 

Per Unit 
Annual 
Service 
Charge 

Total 
Annual 
Rental 
Income 

Total 
Annual 
Service 
Charge 

Pentland HMO £5,087 £9,663 £218,741 £502,476 

Pentland House Site New Build £3,147 N/A £88,112 N/A 

 

                  Table 8, below, shows the estimated annual expenditure and income from  
                  using Pentland House for temporary accommodation. It details that that  
                  the estimated revenue is lower than the estimated total operating cost.   
                  However, the projected surplus at Midfield House would offset towards  
                  these costs. Financial modelling also suggests that running Pentland House as   
                  a Temporary Accommodation HMO will remain affordable within the Housing   
                  Revenue Account’s Capital Plan over the next 10 years. 
 
 
                Table 8: Income Generated in Year 1  

Item Total 

Operating Costs 

Staffing Cost £476, 823 

Reactive Maintenance Costs £35,346 

Void Repair Costs 4@£350/unit £60,200 

Power Costs £44,000 

Debt Charges £25,500 

Void Income Loss £64,541 

                                                           
2 Does not take account of void periods – which are higher in HMO accommodation due to the short stay nature of 

accommodation of this type. The cost of renting a 2 bed new build flat is used in this example. Actual rents would vary 

depending on the housing mix.  It should be noted that maintenance costs would be far higher for Pentland House 

than a new build development – because the building is not new and because the nature of the client group would 

mean a higher level of wear and tear.  
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Annual Furnishing Cost £11,000 

Ground Maintenance £3,870 

Total Operating Costs £721,280 

Revenues Generated 

Rental Income £218,741 

Service Charges £415,493 

Electricity Charge £11,180 

Total Revenues Generated £645,414 

Total  -£75,866 

 

8  Report Implications 
 
8.1 Resources 
 
There is a cost to the Council of both vacant buildings. At Pentland House, the 
cost of securing this building is £1,163 per week. 
 
It is unusual for the Council to have this opportunity of two existing buildings 
which are surplus to requirements, located in areas of high need for temporary 
accommodation and which will not require large amounts of investment.  
 
The cost of purchasing and renovating these buildings would be funded through 
Housing Revenue Account (HRA), current financial modelling suggests that this 
project would not have a negative impact on the affordability on the current 
approved HRA Capital Plan the costs and the impact on the HRA and General 
Services is broken down in the tables below. 
 

 
One – Off Capital Renovation Works  

Housing Revenue Account Capital 
Works 

Midfield 
(Appendix 
2) 

Pentland 
(Appendix 3) 

Total 

Renovation Works £32,664 £321,410 £354,074 

Furniture Required to Bring Property 
into Use 

£7,102 £21,961 £29,063 

Total One – Off Capital Costs £39,766 £343,371 £383,137 

 
On- Going Revenue Running Costs 

Expense Type HRA Homelessness 
(Furniture)  

Total 

Midfield (Table 4)    

Operating Costs  £116,109 £3,551 £119,660 

Rental/Service Charge/Utilities Income £221,579 £3,551 £225,130 

Midfield Net Operating 
(Costs)/Income 

£105,470 £0 £105,470 

Pentland (Table 8)    

Operating Costs £710,280 £11,000 £721,280 
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Rental/Service Charge/Utilities Income £634,414 £11,000 £645,414 

Pentland Net Operating 
(Cost)/Income 

£(75,866) £0 £(75,866) 

Combined Operating (Cost)/Income £29,604 £0 £29,604 

 
 
Homelessness Budget Saving from Reduced Bed & Breakfast Spend 

Expense Type Bed & 
Breakfast 
Budget 

Housing 
Benefit 
Claim 
Income 
Budget 

Net 
Savings 
Effect 

Approved Bed & Breakfast Budget 
2014/15 (82 Spaces) 

£1,047,550 £459,395 £588,155 

Less  Midfield (13 Spaces) £166,075 £77,000 £89,075 

Less Pentland (35 Spaces) £447,125 £207,395 £239,730 

Revised Bed & Breakfast Budget 
2014/15 (34 Spaces) 

£434,350 £175,000 £259,380 

 
.  

8.2 Risk  
 

                      It is important to note that cost savings will only be realised if the level of bed   
                      and breakfast accommodation is capped, otherwise there is a risk there will   
                      be no noticeable cost saving arising, although the capacity of temporary   
                      accommodation units would increase. 
 

8.3 Policy  
 
8.3.1 Strategy 
Housing need is high in Penicuik and three new build developments have 
already been completed as part of the Council’s new build programme, with 
a further 3 sites in Penicuik having received planning permission and 2 more 
sites being considered. This includes Cowan Court, the recently completed 
extra care housing development, and an approved Complex Care 
development. Consequently, it is evident that there has been a significant 
level of new build affordable housing in Penicuik, and therefore not using this 
site for development would allow another community to benefit from housing 
investment at an alternative site in Midlothian.  

 
                  9. Single Midlothian Plan and Business Transformation 
                  9.1 Key Priorities within the Single Midlothian Plan  
                  Midlothian Council and its Community Planning Partners have made a  
                  commitment to treat the following areas as key priorities under the Single   
                  Midlothian Plan: 
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                  This report impacts on the delivery of the Single Midlothian Plan outcome   
                  measures in homelessness. Early intervention and tackling inequalities are key   
                  priorities for Midlothian Council and the Community Planning Partnership and   
                  these proposals meet those objectives.  
 
 
                    Community safety 
                    x  Adult health, care and housing 
                    x  Getting it right for every Midlothian child  
                    Improving opportunities in Midlothian  
                    Sustainable growth 
                    Business transformation and Best Value 
                    None of the above 
 
                   9.2 Adopting a Preventative Approach 
                    Addressing the needs of homeless clients will assist in moving the balance of   
                    services and resources into preventing the need for longer term or crisis   
                    support. Early intervention and tackling inequalities are key priorities for   
                    Midlothian Council and the Community Planning Partnership. 
 
                    9.3 Involving Communities and Other Stakeholders 
                     Internal consultation has taken place with Finance, Planning and Building   
                     Control services. Consultation has also taken place with the Welfare   
                     Reform Officers Group. 
 
                     A community consultation process has also been carried out as detailed in     
                     this report.  
 
 
                     9.4 Ensuring Equalities 
                      An Equality Impact Assessment has been undertaken to take account of   
                      the needs of equality groups in relation to homelessness. 
 
                     9.5 Supporting Sustainable Development 
                     There are no issues in this report in relation to Sustainable Development.  
                     9.6 IT Issues 
                      There are no IT issues associated with this report. 
                   10. Summary 
                   In 2004 the Scottish Parliament decided that children and expectant mothers   
                   should not be living in B&B accommodation and set a legislative standard  
                   that  would prevent this. Poor quality temporary accommodation is equally   
                   unsuitable for any homeless household whether it is technically classified  
                   as a B&B/hostel or not, and some temporary accommodation can be damp,   
                   dangerous and in disrepair but still be deemed ‘suitable’ under existing   
                   provisions. 
 
                    Midlothian Council’s new build social housing programme has delivered 940   
                    houses since 2006 over 19 sites and it remains vital to increase the provision   
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                    of socially rented housing to meet the increasing demand. We know that there   
                    are thousands of people on the waiting lists for social housing, along with   
                    those required to make a homeless application. With the impacts of welfare   
                    reform, people are struggling to manage very limited household budgets and   
                    some are being forced to move home, with restricted housing choices. 
 
                    These proposals for an additional HMO provision by the Council will  
                    demonstrate that Midlothian Council are committed to making sure   
                    temporary accommodation in Midlothian is of a good quality, and that people   
                    get the help and support they need during this time, with accommodation   
                    supplied in an area of demand. The report reflects best practice in the   
                    provision of temporary accommodation focusing on:  
 

 physical standards  

 location standards  

 service standards  

 management standards  
 

          These proposals are intended to be realistic and achievable, yet meaningful   
          to ensure a standardised level of quality. The aim is to make a difference to                   
          people’s experience of temporary accommodation and ensure that they have   
          the information and support required, and are ready to take on and sustain a   
          permanent tenancy. For the Council, the additional HMO provision will ensure   
          the higher standards should provide efficiency savings through a reduction in   
          repeat homelessness and more sustainable tenancies. 

 
                      10. Recommendation 
                     Cabinet is recommended to 
 

a) agree to carry out the feasible mitigation actions noted in the report 
following the wider community and stakeholder consultation exercise, and 
 

b) to approve the proposals for the use of both Pentland House and Midfield   
                          House as temporary accommodation options for homeless household            
                          that will provide positive outcomes in an improved environment, and 
 

c) note that the proposals also prevent significant spend on Bed & Breakfast                  
provision, and  

 
d) note that these proposals are dependent on compliance with the 

necessary Planning permissions, Building Standards requirements and 
HMO licensing requirements for Pentland House and Midfield House.  

 
 
Date: 24 October, 2014 
Report Contact: 
Name : Kevin Anderson, Head of Customer & Housing Services 
Tel No: 0131 271 6690 
 email: kevin.anderson@midlothian.gov.uk 

mailto:kevin.anderson@midlothian.gov.uk
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Appendix 1  
 
Feedback from Annual Midlothian Tenant’s Day,  
Friday 27th June, Dalkeith Arts Centre 
Presentation 2-Temporary Accommodation in Midlothian 
Stephen Clark, Housing Planning & Performance Manager and Simon Bain, Housing 
Services Manager, spoke about temporary accommodation, the demand for it and the 
different types; the cost for using this type of accommodation and ways to reduce the use 
of bed and breakfast accommodation.   Following this presentation, the group of 37 
tenants split into two groups to discuss this issue in greater detail. 
Feedback from Stephen’s Group 
Stephen then asked some questions to gather the group’s views. 

 The group agreed that the use of bed and breakfast needs to reduce and were 

supportive of ways that the Council could reduce the time homeless people spend 

in this accommodation. 

 One tenant asked if the Council were re-furbishing Pentland House and Midfield 

Housing which are potential buildings that could be used to provide temporary 

accommodation. Stephen Clark agreed that the buildings would require upgrading 

to ensure they were of a good standard. 

 One tenant had spent some time in a bed and breakfast and had found the 

experience to be a very negative one.  She felt that once she was there she was 

forgot about, her thoughts were that “once the Council put a roof over your head 

they leave us” and said that we give priority to drug addicts and alcoholics.  The 

tenant felt that she would have preferred to stay in accommodation like Pentland or 

Midfield House as she could speak to staff on site about any queries she might 

have.  She also felt that the quality of bed and breakfast was not good enough for 

homeless households in a difficult situation. 

 The group did not have any concerns about using Council buildings as HMO’s there 

was however a suggestion made that rather than having HMO’s with a mixture of 

tenants who require support and tenant’s who don’t would be to have one for 

people who require support and one for tenants who don’t. This was suggested by 

two tenants of the group and agreed by all in the group. 

Feedback from Simon’s Group 
The group discussed the potential to use existing Council buildings as HMO’s. Points 
included: 

 All tenants were supportive of the aim to reduce use of bed and breakfast 

accommodation and some were surprised to learn about the high cost of this 

accommodation.   

 One tenant was concerned about how the Council could control the behaviour of 

the tenants.  Simon reassured the group that there would be a number of strategies 
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put in place i.e. individual support plans for residents; CCTV on site; occupancy 

agreements highlighting the expectations of tenants together with a high ratio of 

staff compared to residents. 

 One tenant asked if the communities get to know about offenders that may be 

placed into these properties. It was discussed that risk assessments are carried out 

when looking at housing options for ex-offenders but it was pointed out that neither 

Pentland House nor Midfield House was to be intended for accommodating ex 

offenders.  

 One tenant asked if buildings outwith busy communities could be used. Simon 

noted that the buildings being considered where in different locations which also 

needed to be accessible for homeless households. 

 One tenant asked that the Council should be building 1 bedroom properties for 

current Council tenants, Simon acknowledged that a significant number of new 

council properties would be 1 bedroom to meet the need for smaller properties to 

match need on the waiting list.   
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Appendix 2 

 
Consultation on Additional Council HMO (House of Multiple Occupation) 

accommodation proposed at Midfield House and Pentland House 
 

 

Background 

To ensure a wider response from the local community to proposals to use Midfield House 

(former Young Persons Centre), Poltonhall and Pentland House, Penicuik (former Care 

Home) it was agreed to conduct a series of ‘drop in’ events close to the location of the 

building in each area.  Table 1, below, indicates where and when they took place, together 

with the estimated number of attendees during the consultation events.  It was agreed to 

run 3 events in Penicuik due to more attention being paid to the use of this building 

compared to that of Midfield House (Young Persons Centre) and due to it being 

surrounded by a larger number of properties and commercial premises.  These events 

were publicised through Midlothian News, the local press/social media sites and through 

leaflets posted to properties in the immediate vicinity of both buildings and posters 

displayed within the neighbourhood.   

 

Who Attended? 

Council staff were present to talk to attendees in detail about the proposed plans.  Those 

attending some or all of the events included Senior Housing Managers, Temporary 

Accommodation Officers, the Housing Options Officer, and the Tenant Participation 

Officer.  In addition one member of TAPTAG (Tenants and Prospective Tenants Action 

Group) volunteered to assist the Council at the Lasswade Library events.  At one Pentland 

House event a former homeless person attended to talk about his experiences in using 

temporary accommodation in Midlothian.  

 

As shown below, approximately 16 households attended the two drop in events at 

Lasswade Library whilst 33 attended Pentland House drop in events.  In both cases the 

majority of residents who attended lived in the local community (Penicuik and 

Bonnyrigg/Poltonhall). 
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Building Venue Dates and Times Estimated 
Total 

Attendees 

Midfield House (Young 
Persons Centre) 
Consultation Events 

Lasswade Library 24/09/14 10am – 12pm 
25/09/14 5pm – 7pm 

 
16 

Pentland House 
Consultation Events 

Pentland House 29/09/14 10am – 1pm 
1/10/14    4pm – 7pm 
2/10/14    2pm – 5pm 

 
33 

 

Information Provided to Attendees 

Attendees were welcomed and provided with a briefing note which explained the 

accommodation proposals. They were then asked to look around the meeting space and 

consider some information, which included the challenges the Council faces in meeting the 

demand for temporary accommodation and the current reliance on the use of bed and 

breakfast accommodation. Information boards were set up with proposed layouts for the 

buildings, a short film was also presented showing some information about homelessness 

in Midlothian, with video interviews of households who have experienced homelessness.  

Staff were able to answer questions and all attendees were encouraged to provide their 

feedback via paper feedback forms on the day or via letter or email subsequent to the 

event. Feedback forms and comments received by the Council by 16th October 2014 have 

been analysed with comments being considered by Council Officers in Appendix 3 and 4. 

 

Figure 1: Example of Briefing Note for Consultees attending Pentland House 

 

Figure 2 and 3: Pictures from the Consultation Events 
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Members of staff were able to discuss in detail with members of the public what sort of 

experience homeless households face and the challenges that the Council faces in 

meeting their housing needs. They were also able to provide attendees with the reasons 

behind use of the buildings for this purpose. This included: 

 Making use of empty buildings to reduce the spend on Bed and Breakfast 

accommodation by over £400,000 every year. 

 The restrictions the Council face in housing homeless people aged under 35 years, 

as a result of welfare reform. 

 Providing emergency accommodation to local people as there is a shortage of 

temporary accommodation units in both Bonnyrigg/Poltonhall and Penicuik 

compared to other areas in Midlothian as shown in Figure 4, below. 

Figure 4: Temporary Accommodation Units in Midlothian 

 Area 
No. of 

Temporary 
Properties 

No of HMO 
Bedspaces 

No. of Total 
Households 

in Temp 
Accom 

% of Total 
Households 

in Temp 
Accom 

Homeless 
Applicant 

Area 
Preferences 

Dalkeith 112 20 132 25% 10% 

Gorebridge 71 28 99 18% 11% 

Bonnyrigg 68 8 76 14% 18% 

Penicuik 53 21 74 14% 19% 

Mayfield 52 7 59 11% 8% 

Loanhead 24 25 49 9% 7% 

Newtongrange 20 0 20 4% 9% 

Roslin 7 12 19 4% 5% 

Rosewell 5 0 5 1% 4% 

Danderhall 4 0 4 1% 5% 

Pathhead 1 0 1 0% 4% 

Total 417 121 538 100% 100% 

Common Responses from Attendees 

 



22 

 

1. A significant number of attendees were not previously aware of the scale of 

homelessness within their own community. 

2. The overriding concern of most attendees who were opposed to the proposal was 

that households would bring crime, noise, vandalism and nuisances to their area.  It 

was clear that most residents would be more comfortable with the proposals as long 

as households living in the accommodation were not leading chaotic lifestyles and 

the accommodation was well managed. Some were reassured that any resident 

who was having a negative impact within the community would be removed within 

24 hours in accordance with the Occupancy Agreement terms. 

3. In the case of Pentland House it was pointed out that the building had been subject 

to vandalism recently with windows broken and litter around the premises. It was 

suggested that a well managed, appropriately supervised building would actually 

reduce loitering and risk of anti social behaviour.  In the case of Midfield Young 

People’s Centre some residents had problems with young people who previously  

lived in the property and worried they might experience similar problems. 

4. Many attendees felt that all homeless households had become homeless due to 

drugs/alcohol/criminal behaviour and staff were able to explain that homelessness 

could happen to anyone for a variety of reasons, from a fire or flood to a relationship 

breakdown or financial circumstances, etc. 

5. Some attendees did not think that shared toilets/kitchen/bathrooms were 

appropriate for households. However it was explained that a significant number of 

homeless households at present were using accommodation with shared facilities 

which cost the Council significantly more money to provide in bed and breakfast 

accommodation than it would in a Council-owned HMO.  It was also explained that 

this accommodation was provided on an emergency basis for short term use. 

6. Residents who lived very close by to both buildings were concerned about the value 

of their property being affected, and also about the boundary fencing/foliage that 

they wished to see addressed as part of their security.  A significant number of 

these concerns would be relevant regardless of what purpose the buildings would 

be used for. 
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Recommendations 

If taking forward the proposals for use of these buildings as HMOs, the following actions 

would be able to mitigate some of the concerns of residents: 

 

Midfield House (Young Persons Centre) 

1. Appropriate management and supervision of the accommodation by a team of 

experienced staff members. 

2. Accommodation being provided to households being assessed as having either no 

low support needs, or no history of criminal behaviour or substance dependency. 

3. CCTV and lighting to ensure the safety of the households living in the proposed 

HMO property and the surrounding neighbourhood. 

4. Consideration being given to traffic calming measures around the entrance to 

Midfield House Young Person’s Centre.   

5. Consider additional boundary fencing to avoid residents crossing through other 

owner’s property. 

6. Consider changing the name of the building to differentiate it from the neighbouring 

property. 

 

 Pentland House 

1. Appropriate management and supervision of the accommodation by a team of 

experienced staff. 

2. Accommodation being provided to households with no history of criminal behaviour 

or substance dependency. 

3. Supervision of the building and surrounding neighbourhood to avoid concerns about 

the safety of local residents and to address anti social behaviour currently occurring 

in the area.   

4. Appropriate consultation with neighbours about the ongoing use of paths around the 

building and plans for adequate boundary fencing. 
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Appendix 3  

Midfield House proposals – attendee responses 
As part of the consultation process for the proposal to use Midfield House as temporary accommodation, the department held two drop-in sessions during which attendees 

were asked for their written feedback.  

In total 9 feedback forms were received which contained 33 different comments and responses.  

 4 Responses were positive 

 12 Responses were negative  

 17 Responses were neutral. These included questions and suggested improvements for the proposals.  

All positive and negative responses were categorised by subject with the volumes for each category shown in tables 1 and 2 below.  

Table 1: Overview of positive and negative responses 

Positive Comments Negative Comments 

Support the proposals generally 4 Don’t support the proposals generally 4 

Concerns relating to security/the management of the building and 

the surrounding area 

8 

Total 4 Total 12 

 

This report will review and provide a response to the comments received in each category.  

 

 

 

 

Response Category Individual Response Council Response/Recommendation 

Support the proposals generally Good to be able to discuss with council employees Noted. 

Useful finding out about the security staff at night and CCTV and 

that these will not be offenders but low support. I had expected 

then to be families due to use of 'households' description 

Noted. 

After hearing the proposals I have no adverse comments. I would 

rather the building was used than left unoccupied. 

Noted. 

Interesting learning about homelessness and the amount of young 

people who become homeless 

Noted. 

The session was informative. Noted. 
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Response Category Individual Response Council Response/Recommendation 

Don’t support the proposals generally 1. Quite shocked that 15 possible families could be 
housed here. 

As the property has mainly single bedrooms with only 2 or 

3 suitable double rooms it is unlikely that more than 18 

residents would be resident here at any time. 

2. Midfield House is 1.5 miles from the centre of 
Bonnyrigg it is in a rural location not in an urban 
setting, there are no facilities nearby, the nearest 
shops in Rosewell and Polton are1 mile away 
and banks, the post office, schools, doctors 
pharmacies etc are all in the centre of Bonnyrigg. 
 
Midfield House is isolated (even if it is on a bus 
route) there are no facilities within easy walking 
distance and will isolate people living there from 
their family, friends and the community.  

 

Google maps estimates that it is an 18 minute walk to the 

nearest local amenities.  The property is a few minutes 

walk from a bus stop. This supports the Number 49 

Lothian Bus service into Bonnyrigg.  

As there is a lack of HMO accommodation in 

Bonnyrigg/Poltonhall/Lasswade homeless applicants 

currently are likely to be provided with accommodation in 

another area of Midlothian which has the potential to 

isolate them from friends/family and amenities that they 

use such as their own doctors surgery. 

In addition. any homeless applicants who are car users 

could be selected for this accommodation to avoid all 

households being reliant on public transport services.   

3. No facilities for homeless people at this place! The accommodation provided would have facilities within 

the building including access to a shared lounge, kitchen, 

toilets and shower-rooms. There would also be laundry 

facilities.   

As noted above there are accessible external community 

facilities. 

 4.   
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Response Category Individual Response Council Response/Recommendation 

Concerns relating to security/the management of 

the building and the surrounding area 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Concerns relating to security/the management of 

the building and the surrounding area 

5. Security, privacy, value of my home are all major 
concerns. 

There is no evidence to indicate that the use of this 

building for this purpose would impact negatively on 

house prices. 

The building has been a long established location for 

providing residential accommodation to children and there 

are currently people living in the accommodation as 

Property Guardians to avoid the building being vandalised.  

The proposal does not intend to make additions to the 

property, just to use an existing building to provide secure, 

safe, comfortable accommodation to homeless households 

who would otherwise be required to live in Bed and 

Breakfast accommodation. 

6. I live in the part of the lodge next to the driveway 
at the exit to the main road and I feel particularly 
vulnerable living alone, my husband died at the 
end of September this year. 

The use of this accommodation would be supervised by 

staff during the night and CCTV would also be in 

operation to ensure the safety of proposed HMO occupants 

and neighbouring areas. 

7. The driveway/road from Midfield House exits onto 
the main road at Polton Road West. It is a difficult 
junction with very poor sightlines, directly onto 
main road with a 40mph limit which is regularly 
exceeded, there have been accidents.  
 
There is no pavement on the Midfield side and you 
must cross the road on the bad bend to reach the 
bus stop and pavement on the other side of the 
road. A dangerous crossing particularly for anyone 
with a child/buggy. 

 

This issue could be mitigated for example by considering a 

reduction in the speed limit to ensure the safety of all 

residents who live locally and may currently be at risk. 

It is recommended that use of the building be for single 

people and couples only to avoid parents having to walk 

longer distances with children to access local facilities. 

8. Completely object to the proposals on the grounds 
of personal safety, security of myself and my 
property. Not satisfied with answers on definitions 
of those to be housed there and still believe this is 
a fait accompli. Insulting to have my property 

This accommodation is intended for households with low 

support needs that do not have a history of criminal or 

antisocial behaviour. In the event of an occupant causing 

negative impact either within the property or within the 

neighbouring community they would be removed from the 

accommodation within 24 hours based on the legal terms 

of occupancy.  
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named as proposed homeless accommodation Midfield House Young Persons Centre shares a similar 

name to the adjacent property, Midfield House. It is 

recommended that a change of name for the building is 

proposed in order to avoid confusion/upset to residents of 

the neighbouring property. 

9. I have huge concerns about living next to this 
homeless accommodation given that the Council 
didn't manage the young people previously living in 
the YPC with children running away and frequent 
police attending. 

This accommodation is intended for households with low 

support needs that do not have a history of criminal or 

antisocial behaviour. In the event of an occupant causing 

negative impact either within the property or within the 

neighbouring community they would be removed from the 

accommodation within 24 hours based on the legal terms 

of occupancy.  

10. It is a VERY quiet, isolated area and I am nervous 
about coming home alone in the dark. There is a 
youth antisocial aspect at Rosewell I believe, and 
that makes me nervous. 

This accommodation is intended for households with low 

support needs that do not have a history of criminal or 

antisocial behaviour. In the event of an occupant causing 

negative impact either within the property or within the 

neighbouring community they would be removed from the 

accommodation within 24 hours based on the legal terms 

of occupancy.  

11. This driveway/road runs within feet of my front 
door, everyone going to and from Midfield House 
must pass it, as a retired person living alone I am in 
a vulnerable position and feel that my person, 
house and car could easily become a handy target 
for anyone, resident or indeed visitor to Midfield 
House, with a grievance. 

 

This accommodation is intended for households with low 

support needs that do not have a history of criminal or 

antisocial behaviour. In the event of an occupant causing 

negative impact either within the property or within the 

neighbouring community they would be removed from the 

accommodation within 24 hours based on the legal terms 

of occupancy.  

Midfield House Young Persons Centre shares a similar 

name to the adjacent property, Midfield House. It is 

recommended that a change of name for the building is 

proposed in order to avoid confusion/upset to residents of 

the neighbouring property. 
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12. I am sure with some objective reflection you can 
appreciate how this was never likely to be good 
news for residents of this area of Midlothian no 
matter how positive the contribution to humanity 
offered by a facility of this nature when 
appropriately located. Key to this is the fact that 
people choose to invest by moving to this area 
because it is so quiet, rural, and peaceful. What 
you and your colleagues propose is certainly very 
likely to significantly transform this area from its 
current characteristics into something far less 
desirable by any potential neighbouring residents 
standards. 

 

The building has been a long established location for 

providing residential accommodation to children and there 

are currently young people living in the accommodation to 

avoid the building being vandalised.  The proposal does 

not intend to make additions to the property, just to use an 

existing building to provide secure, safe, comfortable 

accommodation to homeless households who would 

otherwise be required to live in Bed and Breakfast 

accommodation. 

 

Response Category Individual Response Council Response/Recommendation 

Neutral Responses 13. Are B&Bs still used for homeless people? Yes.  During August 2014, a total of 113 homeless 

households had to be accommodated within privately 

owned Bed and Breakfast accommodation.  Compared to 

other local authorities this is higher than average.  In 2013, 

Midlothian had the fifth highest use of Bed and Breakfast 

accommodation in Scotland.  A key target for the 

Council’s Local Housing Strategy 2013 – 2017 is to reduce 

the use of this accomodation by 50%. 

14. Are these types of hostels the new way forward to 
eliminate B&Bs? 

Council Officers believe that well managed HMO 

accommodation provides more suitable emergency 

accommodation for homeless households and is also a less 

expensive option. 

15. Is homelessness a big issue in Midlothian? In Midlothian, there were 533 households assessed as 

being homeless in 2013/14.  Midlothian Council provided 

398 lets during the same period, so cannot meet this 

demand for housing, despite progressing with new council 

housing development.  

Homelessness is still a big issue across Scotland. In 

2013/14 29,326 households were assessed as being 

homeless.   

16. What is 'move on' accommodation? Midfield House would be used as “move on” 
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accommodation as it would not provide permanent 

accommodation for households but would be providing 

short term accommodation to households who are assessed 

as homeless until they can be provided with a suitable 

temporary let of housing, such as a Council-owned 

temporary accommodation property or a private let.  

 

 

Response Category Individual Response Council Response/Recommendation 

Neutral Responses 17. What if a resident causes problems in the 
hostel/neighbourhood? 

This accommodation is intended for households with low 

support needs that do not have a history of criminal or 

antisocial behaviour. In the event of an occupant causing 

negative impact either within the property or within the 

neighbouring community they would be removed from the 

accommodation within 24 hours based on the legal terms 

of occupancy.  

18. You state 3 months (how long someone will remain 
in temp on average), where will tenants be moved on 
to? 

Midfield House would be used as “move on” 

accommodation as it would not provide permanent 

accommodation for households but would be providing 

short term accommodation to households who are assessed 

as homeless until they can be provided with a suitable 

temporary let of housing, such as a Council-owned 

temporary accommodation property or a private let. 

 

19. Who is the external support provider? The Council currently works with Places for People who 

provide support services in current Council HMO 

accommodation on its behalf. These services are subject to 

external inspection. 

20. Poor lighting along the main road. It is noted that this is a small settlement with little external 

lighting at present. Some residents felt that their 

community as a whole would benefit from improved street 

lighting. 

21. Bus stop right outside Midfield House obvious cut 
through for those living at the accommodation 
through our homes. 

Residents would be made aware of the appropriate route to 

their accommodation.  If this did become an issue there 

would be the potential to consider improved fencing 

between the properties to deter residents making a 

shortcut. 

22. Interested to find out how the accommodation will 
be managed. 

This accommodation would be managed with overnight 

supervision with staff visiting during the day to meet with 



31 

 

individual residents. Similar models of Council HMO 

Accommodation exist in Midlothian and staff were on 

hand during the day to discuss specific details of how 

accommodation is managed.  The Housing Services 

Manager can also be contacted to discuss any other queries 

relating to this accommodation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response Category Individual Response Council Response/Recommendation 

Neutral Responses 23. I would like the fencing/hedges between the 
properties much more secure. 

Residents would be made aware of the appropriate route to 

their accommodation.  If this did become an issue there 

would be the potential to consider improved fencing 

between the properties to deter residents making a 

shortcut. 

24. Use another name - not Midfield House Agreed to take this forward. 

25. My original concern that it was the 'old' Midfield 
House building which was going to be affected - and I 
did not relish this being radically altered (or 
demolished). I was reassured by learning it was the 
'modern unit' that was affected. 

Noted. 
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Appendix 4 
 

Pentland House proposals – attendee responses 

As part of the consultation process for the proposal to use Pentland House as temporary accommodation, the department held three drop-in sessions during which attendees 

were asked for their written feedback.  

In total 16 feedback forms were received which contained 32 different comments and responses.  

 5 Responses were positive 

 15 Responses were negative (10 of these were from one person) 

 12 Responses were neutral. These included suggested improvements for the proposals.  

All positive and negative responses were categorised by subject with the volumes for each category shown in tables 1 and 2 below.  

Table 1: Overview of positive and negative responses 

Positive Comments Negative Comments 

Support the proposals generally 4 Don’t support the proposals generally 1 

The proposals would be good for homeless people 1 Unhappy about the categories of people believed to use temporary 

accommodation 

3 

The building should be used for something else/facilities are not 

suited to proposals 

11 

Total 5 Total 16 

 

This report will review and provide a response to the comments received in each category.  

 

Response Category Individual Response Council Response/Recommendation 

Support the proposals generally 1. The talking heads video helps to bring a human 
element to the statistics. It was also helpful to 
speak to officers present. Thank you for making this 
opportunity present. 

Noted. 

2. Most of the items were very interesting. Everyone 
was most helpful. 

Noted. 

3. Lots of information on display giving clear idea of 
proposal. Council staff on hand were very 
approachable, informative and extremely capable 
of giving clear insight into the development and use 
of the building 

Noted. 
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4. Proposed plans/photos interesting. As a local 
resident, I enthusiastically support this proposal for 
many reasons. Should this project go ahead I would 
hope that it would be sufficiently funded and 
staffed to prevent issues. 

Noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response Category Individual Response Council Response/Recommendation 

The proposals would be good for homeless people 5. I think it's a good idea for homeless families as I 
don't think it's a good idea putting them into bed 
and breakfasts. As long as the families are vetted. 

Noted. 

 

Response Category Individual Response Council Response/Recommendation 

Don’t support the proposals generally 6. Unhappy with the situation but was reassured that 
the premises will be supported 24 hours a day if 
this is actually the truth 

The proposals recommend 24 hour staff presence, with a 

total of 12 members working on a rota to ensure 

continuous supervision. 

 

Response Category Individual Response Council Response/Recommendation 
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Unhappy about the categories of people believed to 

use temporary accommodation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7. My main concerns are people with drug problems 
etc hanging around my garden as I have had 
problems with this in the past and have had the 
council involved. I have a son whose safety comes 
first. I don't like the idea of it being a homeless unit 
and I know the problems the other homeless units 
in Midlothian have had and think it’s a bit too close 
for me. 

Pentland House would not be used for households with 

high support needs who require support to address 

drug/alcohol dependency issues. 

In the event of an occupant causing negative impact either 

within the property or within the neighbouring community 

they would be removed from the accommodation within 

24 hours based on the legal terms of occupancy. 

8. Shared food/fridge? Cross contamination by drug 
users etc - NOT ON! 

It is not proposed that food is provided to occupants. 

Several other homeless HMOs and bed and breakfast 

establishments require occupants to share a fridge along 

with shared cooking facilities.  If a homeless household in 

any form of temporary accommodation requires to store 

prescribed medication for a diagnosed condition in a 

fridge, they would be provided with their own fridge in 

their room.   

It would cost approximately £4000 to provide fridges in 

every room in Pentland House – this option could be 

considered if there are issues for residents in sharing fridge 

space. 

9. The surrounding area is reasonably quiet 'now' 
after years of police/ASBO team intervention and 
good neighbourhood fighting against junkies/alkies, 
unsocial tenants and the odd paedophile - SO WHY 
CHANGE A PEACEFUL AREA. It makes no sense. 

It is not proposed that Pentland House would be used for 

people leaving prison, or as a “bail hostel”, or a 

rehabilitation facility. 

This accommodation is intended for households with low –

medium  support needs that do not have a history of 

criminal or antisocial behaviour. In the event of an 

occupant causing negative impact either within the 

property or within the neighbouring community they 

would be removed from the accommodation within 24 

hours based on the legal terms of occupancy.  

 

 

 

Response Category Individual Response Council Response/Recommendation 
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The building should be used for something 

else/facilities are not suited to proposals 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10. Would be more useful to build one bedroom flats 
in the area. There is a huge demand for them. 

Midlothian Council has planned for the development of 

new Council Housing on six sites in Penicuik.  A 

significant proportion of properties being built will be one 

bedroom properties. 

 

11. General opinion and concerns centre on the age 
group mix and sex mix inside the building and 
change of use from an old folks housing area. 

Homelessness affects households of all ages.  The Local 

Housing Strategy 2013 – 2017 analysed recent trends and 

reported that 38% of homeless households were aged 

between 16 and 24, 60% between 25 and 59, with the 

remainder being over the age of 60. 

The building is suitable for a range of household ages and 

gender.  It is proposed that the building be segregated with 

specific groups being allocated their own “flat” within the 

building, such as accommodation for single men over the 

age of 40, or accommodation for young women aged 16 – 

24.  Households would not have unauthorised access to 

other flatted areas of the building. 

 

Response Category 

 

Individual Response 

 

Council Response/Recommendation 

The building should be used for something 

else/facilities are not suited to proposals 

 

12. Shared toilets? With children and strangers moving 
about building - NOT ON! 

A number of homeless households in Midlothian are 

currently required to use shared bathroom and toilet 

facilities in bed and breakfast accommodation and HMO 

accommodation. It is very unlikely that children would be 

accommodated within the building for more than a short 

stay until suitable accommodation is located. 

The building is suitable for a range of household ages and 

gender.  It is proposed that the building be segregated with 

specific groups being allocated their own “flat” within the 

building, such as accommodation for single men over the 

age of 40, or accommodation for young women aged 16 – 

24.  Households would not have unauthorised access to 

other flatted areas of the building. 

Homelessness affects households of all ages.  The Local 

Housing Strategy 2013 – 2017 analysed recent trends and 

reported that 38% of homeless households were aged 

between 16 and 24, 60% between 25 and 59, with the 
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remainder being over the age of 60.   

 

 

13. No en-suite for family groups, whether single 
mum/dad etc.  NOT ON! 

A number of homeless households in Midlothian are 

currently required to use shared bathroom and toilet 

facilities in bed and breakfast accommodation and HMO 

accommodation.  It is very unlikely that children would be 

accommodated within the building for more than a short 

stay until suitable accommodation is located. 

The building is suitable for a range of household ages and 

gender.  It is proposed that the building be segregated with 

specific groups being allocated their own “flat” within the 

building, such as accommodation for single men over the 

age of 40, or accommodation for young women aged 16 – 

24.  Households would not have unauthorised access to 

other flatted areas of the building. 

Homelessness affects households of all ages.  The Local 

Housing Strategy 2013 – 2017 analysed recent trends and 

reported that 38% of homeless households were aged 

between 16 and 24, 60% between 25 and 59, with the 

remainder being over the age of 60.   

14. Single men or other men in nearby rooms and in 
same building - NOT ON! 

A number of homeless households in Midlothian are 

currently required to use shared bathroom and toilet 

facilities in bed and breakfast accommodation and HMO 

accommodation.  It is very unlikely that children would be 

accommodated within the building for more than a short 

stay until suitable accommodation is located. 

The building is suitable for a range of household ages and 

gender.  It is proposed that the building be segregated with 

specific groups being allocated their own “flat” within the 

building, such as accommodation for single men over the 

age of 40, or accommodation for young women aged 16 – 

24.  Households would not have unauthorised access to 

other flatted areas of the building. 

Homelessness affects households of all ages.  The Local 

Housing Strategy 2013 – 2017 analysed recent trends and 
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reported that 38% of homeless households were aged 

between 16 and 24, 60% between 25 and 59, with the 

remainder being over the age of 60.   

15. Children especially young ones go to sleep early - 
noise level from other adults in the building? 

Residents within the building would be required to adhere 

to requirements of their occupancy agreement, including 

keeping noise to a minimum, particularly at night. 

 

16. Retain building as it was planned for as an area for 
'old folk' and/or disability housing needs, our 
requirement - after all we are told of increasing 
age longevity, so we need to demolish and build 
ground floor housing to meet increasing demand. 

The Council recently completed Cowan Court which 

provides extra care housing to older people and is close by. 

Midlothian Council has planned for the development of 

new Council Housing on six sites in Penicuik.  A 

significant proportion of properties being built will be one 

bedroom properties. 

17. The central location is not suitable for this 
homeless unit. 

This location is suitable for homeless households who 

would want to have easy access to local facilities in the 

area including shops, public transport. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response Category Individual Response Council Response/Recommendation 

The building should be used for something 

else/facilities are not suited to proposals 

 

18. This is like putting good money after bad. Yes 
people who are homeless need somewhere 
permanent to live.  This proposal seems to be 
more for single people. 

This building is not new but it does not require substantial 

renovation to make it fit for the proposed re-use purpose.  

It is proposed that households are accommodated here for 

a number of months until they can be matched with more 

suitable longer term accommodation. 

19. We have drug problems here and this will mean it 
is even more. We think it should be pulled down 
and houses or flats built for permanent housing. 
Not in favour. 

This accommodation is intended for households with low 

support needs that do not have a history of criminal or 

antisocial behaviour. In the event of an occupant causing 

negative impact either within the property or within the 

neighbouring community they would be removed from the 

accommodation within 24 hours based on the legal terms 

of occupancy.  

Midlothian Council has planned for the development of 



38 

 

new Council Housing on six sites in Penicuik.  A 

significant proportion of properties being built will be one 

bedroom properties. 

20. Generally talking about the proposed use of the 
building looking at the pros and cons and social 
impact on the area, it is wise not to be blinkered by 
a quick fix.  Penicuik Shopping Centre is a good 
example of a bad decision. 

Use of existing buildings by Midlothian Council is just one 

action that is being considered as part of a range of 

activities to services to homeless or those at risk of 

homelessness.  For example, the Youth Homelessness 

Prevention Team is successful in working with young 

people and their families to prevent young people 

becoming homelessness which has led to a reduction in the 

level of homelessness.  There is also a greater focus on 

looking at wider housing options for those at risk of 

homelessness. 

The proposal is not for a new building in the location but 

making best use of an existing asset.  The building has 

been empty for some time and could be used to provide 

good quality emergency  accommodation. 
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Response Category Individual Response Council Response/Recommendation 

Neutral - Planning of Consultation Events 21. The staff were helpful however publicity, especially 
locally, was poor. The information was also helpful, 
but why was the public library not used or town 
hall to help Penicuik people be informed; even it 
was just to show the proposed plans? Only Dykes 
Road received consultation leaflet on times? No 
local businesses were informed - I asked them! 
Local library in central Penicuik had no 
information? Town Hall had no information? Most 
importantly, from when the leaflet was distributed 
on Thursday 25th September (before the 
weekend) till last consultation date Thursday 2nd 
October it was a very small window of opportunity 
for people to come along.   
 
Only one night till 7pm. Propose another 
consultation event at public library and public 
meeting will be proposed at next community 
council meeting 13 October 2014. We hope after 
our own consultation of the community council, to 
invite councillors and Mr Kevin Anderson along to 
the public meeting chaired by TBA. Also local 
councillors should be involved and listen to views 
for and against Pentland House proposals. 

Residents were made aware of consultation plans in the 

local press;  Midlothian News and the Penicuik Cuckoo 

and also social networking websites. 

Homes in the immediate vicinity were made aware of the 

consultation dates by leaflet and posters were displayed in 

the neighbourhood and close to the Tesco store.  Council 

Officers have offered to attend a further meeting of 

Penicuik & District Community Council to discuss the 

findings of the consultation and the proposals. 

Local businesses along Edinburgh Road were visited on 

Monday 29 September. They were given information on 

the proposals and invited to the consultation events. 

Three consultation events were arranged during the week 

commencing 29th September. The times varied to give 

people with different work/social life patterns the 

opportunity to attend. Times included 10am – 1pm, 2pm – 

5pm and 4pm – 7.30pm. 

 

 

 

Response Category Individual Response Council Response/Recommendation 

Neutral 22. Why has it taken 18 months to come to this 
proposal? Why not sooner? 

This site was on the Council’s list of potential sites for 

council housing but it was recognised that, rather than 

demolish this building, it may be useful to retain this for 

use as temporary accommodation.  It was necessary to wait 

until all potential housing sites in Penciuik were reviewed 

until we could decide whether or not we could retain 
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Pentland House.  

Five other sites have now been identified for council 

housing in Penicuik.  We then had to undertake a 

feasibility study and report our findings to the Council’s 

Cabinet in April, 2014, who then requested we consult 

with the community on this proposal. 

23. Why hasn’t the Foyer Model been outlined in the 
proposal? 

To clarify – this is not a Foyer Model of accommodation. 

It is to use as an alternative to bed and breakfast 

accommodation which will be both cheaper for the council 

and provides a more suitable standard of temporary 

accommodation for homeless households.  Foyer 

accommodation is generally targeted for young people 

aged 16 – 25 and tenants living in a foyer who might stay 

there for a longer period of time.  

Our proposal intends that most service users would stay in 

this accommodation for a few months and the age range 

would not focus solely on young people. However, with 

the level of staff we intend to have on site in the building 

there is scope to provide support to people that occupants 

in a foyer would receive, such as basic household skills 

e.g. Cooking, household budgeting, energy efficiency 

advice; employability skills and training. 

Response Category Individual Response Council Response/Recommendation 

Neutral 24. Why have no conditions been outlined in the 
proposal? 

Respondent was contacted for clarification in relation to 

this comment. No response. 

25. Is there opportunity for career advisers, 
rehabilitation, community integration? 

The on- site support workers would discuss employability 

and training with households. In terms of 

rehabilitation/community integration this accommodation 

is not proposed to be used for people who require 

rehabilitation/community integration, we have 

accommodation elsewhere to support households with 

these needs. 

26. Will the council be conducting a Feasibility study? 
 

We have undertaken a feasibility proposal which was 

provided to elected members which gave details on 

renovation costs, building running costs and the revenues 

that this building would generate if used for temporary 

accommodation.  
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27. How soon from this date will the proposal go to 
planning ( if successful)? And will there be an more 
detailed proposal prior to then? I would ask that 
you don't take these questions as a criticism I am 
considering writing a wee article on this to give to 
the community from an architectural point of view. 
I feel this would help in assuring and focusing there 
attention on what I feel to be key areas. I feel very 
passionately about this proposal, it shows amazing 
potential to be an exemplary solution to the 
Homeless problem. I will give my full opinion 
shortly once I have had an opportunity to analyse 
further information. 

We expect to report our findings from consultation to 

Cabinet by the end of the year.  If successful we would be 

required to obtain planning permission to change the use 

of the building and we would have to obtain a House in 

Multiple Occupation License.  We would do this by the 

spring of 2015. 

 

Response Category Individual Response Council Response/Recommendation 

Neutral 28. I have no objections to the use of the building but 
my main concern is the boundary as my garden 
(address supplied) is used as a short cut (behind 
the building) for antisocial behaviour and this 
enables them to get away from the police. 

If the proposal for use of Pentland House as an HMO is 

approved then new fencing would be put in place to 

resolve this issue and also to ensure the privacy of 

residents within the building. 

29. Was concerned about what problems would come 
out of this project. 

This accommodation is intended for households with low 

support needs that do not have a history of criminal or 

antisocial behaviour. In the event of an occupant causing 

negative impact either within the property or within the 

neighbouring community they would be removed from the 

accommodation within 24 hours based on the legal terms 

of occupancy.  

30. Fencing all round like Noble's showroom 
forecourt? Secure gates. No public through road? 
Will there be toilets/bathrooms per flat? 

If the proposal for use of Pentland House as an HMO is 

approved then new fencing would be put in place to 

resolve this issue and also to ensure the privacy of 

residents within the building. 

It is noted that there is a footpath at the side of the building 

– there is also an alternative footpath route very close by. 

It may be possible to shut this footpath off to the public to 

ensure the privacy of occupants and to avoid young people 

congregating in this area. There is currently evidence of 
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vandalism to the building in this area.  There are shared 

toilets and bathrooms in each of the separate areas of the 

building. 

31. Planning permission - I asked Kevin Anderson if 
'change of use' from an old folk’s home to a 
'hostel' homeless unity, is to be discussed as part 
of the change over - NOT YET! 

Planning permission for a change of use to the building 

would be sought if elected members approve this proposal. 

32. Plans interesting. It will be staffed 24/7. Yes this has been confirmed. 
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Appendix 5 
Objection response received from Alison Duncan, 5 Midfield House  
From: Kevin Anderson 
Sent: 23 October 2014 16:33 
To: 'Alison Duncan'; Simon Bain 
Cc: Owen Thompson; Derek Milligan; Bob Constable; Jim Bryant; Adam Montgomery; 
Ian Baxter; Derek Rosie; Margot Russell; Alex Bennett; Andrew Coventry; Russell Imrie; 
Catherine Johnstone; Jim Muirhead; Bryan Pottinger; Joe Wallace 
 
Subject: RE: MYPC homeless accommodation objections 

Dear Ms Duncan, 

I acknowledge receipt of your email and apologise for the delay in response as I have been out of the 

office most of this week. Thank you for your contributions to the public consultation on the HMO 

proposals for Midfield House YPC, which was a useful exercise to take to elected members on the 

feedback received.  I can confirm that your submission will be included in the report to Midlothian 

Council Cabinet, in November, to detail that and any mitigation actions or reassurance on the issues 

raised. 

In response to your specific questions: 

1. Information leaflets state that the homeless accommodation will be 'low level 
support'. There has been no assurance that, change of use once established, it will 
not in future be used for residents needing a high level of support. Can councillors – 
or the council's officers - state unequivocally that this will not be the case?  

                I can confirm that the planned provision for homeless households at Midfield YPC is 
for low level   
                support. The staffing model, building configuration and control measures reflect 
that and shall be   
                detailed in the Cabinet report, which will be publicly available. There is no intention 
to change that   
                provision for a significantly different client group, as the existing proposals do not 
 support that   
                requirement, which we provide in appropriate accommodation available elsewhere 
in Midlothian.  

 
2. Does the council have an obligation to house anyone who is homeless as a result of 

being evicted from a council property due  to anti-social behaviour?  
             The local authority has a duty to assess any household presenting as homeless to 
determine if this   
              results from actions they have taken, or failed to take to prevent becoming 
homeless. Where there   
              is a determination that the household is intentionally homeless as a consequence, 
the Council does   
              not have a duty to provide accommodation beyond a maximum 28 day period to 
allow them to      
              make their own alternative arrangements. 
 

3. If so, would such a homeless person be classed as 'low support'?  
                It is not necessarily the case that support is required. The local authority is required 
to assess each   
               Homeless household for any support requirement, which ranges from those who do 
not   
               necessarily require any support, to supporting individuals who require help with 
 independent   
              living skills such as budgeting, dealing with official correspondence, managing 
appointments and   
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                relationships with third parties and generally managing their tenancy or home. 
 Any support              
                exceeding that level requires specific provision. 
 

4. What is the legal definition of 'low support' in the context of council homeless provision?  

I detail the legal definition extracted from the Housing Support Services (Homelessness) 

(Scotland) Regulations 2012. 

               Prescribed housing support services 

          2.  (1)  For the purposes of section 32B(1) (whether a person may be in need of prescribed 

housing support   

          services) of the Housing (Scotland) Act 1987 the following housing support services are 

prescribed—  

              (a)advising or assisting a person with personal budgeting, debt counselling or in dealing with 

welfare benefit   

               claims;  

              (b)assisting a person to engage with individuals, professionals or other bodies with an interest 

in that person’s   

                 welfare;  

              (c)advising or assisting a person in understanding and managing their tenancy rights and 

responsibilities,   

               including assisting a person in disputes about those rights and responsibilities;  

              (d)advising or assisting a person in settling into a new tenancy.  

              (2) For the purposes of paragraph (1), housing support services are prescribed only insofar as 
they are relevant   
              to enabling that person to occupy, or to continue to occupy, residential accommodation as that 
person’s   
             sole or main residence. 

 

regards 

Kevin Anderson 
Head of Customer and Housing Services 
Community Safety, Housing Services, Revenues Services,  
Customer & Library Services. 
Midlothian Council  
Buccleuch House 
1 White Hart Street 
Dalkeith 
Midlothian 
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From: Alison Duncan  Sent: 17 October 2014 11:45 
To: Kevin Anderson; Simon Bain 

Cc: Owen Thompson; Derek Milligan; Bob Constable; Jim Bryant; Adam Montgomery; Ian 

Baxter; Derek Rosie; Margot Russell; Alex Bennett; Andrew Coventry; Russell Imrie; 
Catherine Johnstone; Jim Muirhead; Bryan Pottinger; Joe Wallace 

Subject: MYPC homeless accomodation objections 

 
For attn Midlothian councillors & Mr Kevin Anderson, Head of Housing / Mr Simon Bain, Housing 

Services Manager 

 

Dear Mr Anderson, 

I spoke to you recently at an information session held by Midlothian Council regarding proposals to 

turn the former Midfield Young People's Centre into accommodation for homeless households. On that 

occasion you noted that comments on the proposals would be accepted to mid-October - I would be 

grateful if you would acknowledge this mail, and confirm that the following points will be taken into 

consideration during decision-making.  

I have several questions and significant associated concerns regarding these proposals, not least that the 

council is simply seeking a cheap, 'out of sight, out of mind' solution to what are often complex needs 

of people who have become homeless for a variety of reasons. Please could you answer the following 

queries, or forward them to the appropriate person for reply?  

Questions 

5. Information leaflets state that the homeless accommodation will be 'low level support'. There 

has been no assurance that, change of use once established, it will not in future be used for 

residents needing a high level of support. Can councillors - or the council's officers - state 

unequivocally that this will not be the case?  

6. Does the council have an obligation to house anyone who is homeless as a result of being 

evicted from a council property due to anti-social behaviour?  

7. If so, would such a homeless person be classed as 'low support'? 

8. What is the legal definition of 'low support' in the context of council homeless provision?  

Associated concerns 

1. MYPC is a rundown building which was deemed no longer fit to house young people. No 

mention was made in the information session of any practical improvements to the present 

accommodation. I do not see that the accommodation can now be regarded as fit for people 

who are homeless - some of whom may be little older than the former residents.  

2. MYPC is isolated from community facilities such as schooling, doctor, benefits/employment 

offices, shops, and leisure. To access any of these requires a car, or a minimum £3 round bus 

trip - a significant sum for anyone on a low or borderline income.  

3. At night, anyone using the 31 bus to Polton Cameron Crescent must walk from there to the 

MYPC along a narrow pavement on a road with no streetlighting. The 49 service comes 

further, to the drive of Midfield House, but this still leaves a walk along the unlit road to the 

MYPC. Some bus drivers stop at the MYPC entrance if asked, but this is hardly something on 

which the council should rely where it has a duty of care. Anyone getting off at the entrance to 

Midfield House to go to MYPC would understandably make their way through the lit drive & 

garden of Midfield House. Residents of Midfield House understandably do not want their 

garden to become a late-night public way.  

4. There is no effective garden boundary between MYPC and Midfield House, which has caused 

problems in the past.  

5. Wooded ground to the rear of both properties has in the past been a magnet for groups of 

underage drinkers - underlining again that this property is not suitable for the suggested 

purpose.   

6. The council has  continually failed to distinguish clearly between the two properties in its 

printed and website literature - this needs to be addressed promptly. Some council staff 

officers have been unaware that the MYPC has immediate neighbours - which does not create 

confidence that the effect of these proposals on neighbours has been properly considered.   
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I look forward to hearing from you - thank you. 

Yours sincerely, 

Alison Duncan, 5 Midfield House, EH18 1ED 
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Appendix 6 
Midfield House: Proposed Homeless Accommodation (Objection to the proposal)  

From: Henry Broadhurst 
Sent: 07 October 2014 22:15 

To: Simon Bain 
Cc: Annabelle Broadhurst 

Subject: Midfield House Hostel for Homelessness 

Dear Simon, 

Thank you for your previous email.  

Please find attached from my Mum Annabelle. I am sure with some objective 
reflection you can appreciate how this was never likely to be good news for residents 
of this area of Midlothian no matter how positive the contribution to humanity 
offered by a facility of this nature when appropriately located. Key to this is the fact 
that people choose to invest by moving to this area because it is so quiet, rural, and 
peaceful. What you and your colleagues propose is certainly very likely to 
significantly transform this area from its current characteristics into something far 
less desirable by any potential neighbouring residents standards. 

I suspect you will be fully aware by now that there seems to be a clear majority of 
local residents who are strongly opposed to this proposed development? 

Please find the attached letter that my Mum has asked me to forward to you. 

Thanks, 

Henry 

 

Rationale behind the Proposal 
 
At the information session held at Lasswade Library on Wednesday 24 September a display 
board outlined the case for the Midfield House proposal and stated that homeless people had 
expressed a strong preference for,  " Accommodation in Bonnyrigg" which is entirely rational 
and understandable given that  Bonnyrigg is a sizable community and homeless people living 
there would have: quick and easy access to shops, the Post Office, banking facilities, schools, 
health centre/doctors/dentist surgery, pharmacies and bus routes. They would also be close 
to family, friends and community life. 
 
Midfield House is 1.5 miles from the centre of Bonnyrigg it is in a rural location not in an urban 
setting, there are no facilities nearby, the nearest shops in Rosewell and Polton are1 mile 
away and banks, the post office, schools, doctors pharmacies etc are all in the centre of 
Bonnyrigg. 
Midfield House is isolated (even if it is on a bus route) there are no facilities within easy 
walking distance and will isolate people living there from their family, friends and the 
community.  
 
Impact on the existing Midfield Community 
I speak for myself but I know that my neighbours in Midfield House (the old house divided into 
flats) share many of my misgivings. 
I live in the part of the lodge next to the driveway at the exit to the main road and I feel 
particularly vulnerable living alone, my husband died at the end of September this year. 
When Midfield was used as a Young People’s Centre there were a number of incidents 
directed at us involving vandalism to our property and car, (rocks thrown at the car and at our 
fence, which had to be replaced) and the police were regular visitors to the centre. 
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The driveway/road from Midfield House exits onto the main road at Polton Road West. It is 
a difficult junction with very poor sightlines, directly onto main road with a 40mph limit which is 
regularly exceeded, there have been accidents. There is no pavement on the Midfield side 
and you must cross the road on the bad bend to reach the bus stop (for Bonnyrigg/Dalkeith) 
and pavement on the other side of the road. A dangerous crossing particularly for anyone with 
a child/buggy 
This driveway/road runs within feet of my front door, everyone going to and from Midfield 
House must pass it, as a retired person living alone I am in a vulnerable position and feel that 
my person, house and car could easily become a handy target for anyone, resident or indeed 
visitor to Midfield House, with a grievance. 
 
I urge you not to go ahead with this proposal. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Annabelle Broadhurst 
 

 
 
 
Appendix 7 
Estimated Costs for using Midfield House as HMO Accommodation 

Works Cost 

Electrics for new cooker in main kitchen £150 

1000mm base unit c/w left hand sink 
unit £280 

Alterations to existing kitchen units 
ironmongery and doors £120 

Extra socket to Pantry for Fridge units £65 

Sockets upgraded in 15 bedrooms £3,400 

Alterations to upper kitchen units as 
discussed £1,200 

Fire door and associated hardware £500 

Carpet for hall area £300 

Blank panels for 5 lower bedroom 
windows £400 

CCTV installation including monitor and 
digital recorder and four cameras £3,000 

Alarming of all fire doors £1,500 

Contingency for sundry items £500 

Plumbing for showers, etc £220 

Painting Costs £8,000 

Bat Costs £5,000 

Deep Cleaning £500 

New door entry system £250 

Obtaining Planning Permission, Design 
Fees and Building Warrants £5,000 

Contingencies 7.5% £2,279 

Total £32,664 
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  Furnishing Costs, including 15 beds and 
bedding packs, and wardrobes, living 
area furniture, kitchen appliances, 5 
kitchen packs, lounge furniture. £5,633 

Curtains and Blinds  £869 

Potential flooring  £600 

Total £7,102 

 
 
Appendix 8: Estimated Costs for using Pentland House as HMO 
Accommodation 

Works Cost 

Upgrading electrics throughout including DB’s, ventilation, 
power and lighting all to current IEE Regs 

£110,000 

Refurbishment of toilet facilities 
throughout                                             £50,000 

Repairs to roofing and rainwater 
goods                                           £10,000 

External harling 
repairs                                                                                           £3,000 

Brickwork repairs in several 
areas                                                                              £2,000 

Window and rooflight 
repairs                                                                                     £12,000 

Replacement Windows     £30,000 

Removal of kitchen equipment    £1,000 

Removal of generator plant     £500 

Expanded Kitchen Unit Areas x 2   £5,000 

Fencing         £5,000 

Deep Cleaning for most rooms and hallways £1,000 

Decommission and remove lift £3,500 

Supply and installation of commercial washing machines and 
tumble dryers £7,500 

Construction of stud partition wall on three floors to divide up 
corridoors, including fire door with vision panel and electronic 
door lock £4,200 

New door entry system to front door £250 

Installation of steel palisade fencing and gate to rear boundary 
line £22,500 

Installation of CCTV System, including internal and external 
cameras £22,500 

Obtaining Planning Permission, Design Fees and Building 
Warrants £5,000 

Contingencies 10%       £31,460 

Total £321,410 
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  Furnishing Costs, including 43 beds and bedding packs, and 
wardrobes, living area furniture, kitchen appliances, 5 kitchen 
packs, lounge furniture. £18,271 

Curtains and Blinds -  £2,490 

Carpets - 10 bedrooms, some extra lino in kitchen/lounge 
areas £1,200 

Total £21,961 
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