Notice of Meeting and Agenda

Local Review Body

Venue: Council Chambers,
Midlothian House, Dalkeith, EH22 1DN
Date: Tuesday, 27 November 2018

Time: 14:00

Director, Resources

Contact:
Clerk Name: Mike Broadway

Clerk Telephone: 0131 271 3160
Clerk Email: mike.broadway@midlothian.gov.uk

Further Information:

This is a meeting which is open to members of the public.

Recording Notice: Please note that this meeting will be recorded. The recording
will be publicly available following the meeting. The Council will comply with its
statutory obligations under the Data Protection Act 1998 and the Freedom of
Information (Scotland) Act 2002.
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Welcome, Introductions and Apologies

2 Order of Business
Including notice of new business submitted as urgent for consideration at the
end of the meeting.
3 Declaration of Interest
Members should declare any financial and non-financial interests they have in
the items of business for consideration, identifying the relevant agenda item
and the nature of their interest.
4 Minute of Previous Meeting
4.1 Minute of Meeting held on 16 October 2018 - For Approval 3-10
5 Public Reports
Decision Notices: -
5.1 Unit 1, 40 Hardengreen Business Park, Dalhousie Road, Dalkeith 11-14
18/00369/DPP.
5.2 Units 7 and 8 Hardengreen Business Park, Dalhousie Road, 15-18
Dalkeith 18/00402/DPP.
Notice of Review Requests Considered for the First Time —
Determination Reports by Director, Education, Communities and
Economy:-
5.3 Land adjoining Meyerling, Howgate, Penicuik 18/00218/DPP. 19 - 62
5.4 20 Pendreich Terrace, Bonnyrigg 18/00566/DPP. 53-78
6 Private Reports
No private reports to be discussed at this meeting.
7 Date of Next Meeting

The next meeting will be held on Monday 14 January 2018 at 1.00 pm.

Plans and papers relating to the applications on this agenda can also be

viewed online at www.midlothian.gov.uk.
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Local Review Body
Tuesday 27 November 2018

Minute of Meeting Item No 4.1

Local Review Body

House, Buccleuch Street,
Dalkeith
Present:

Councillor Imrie (Chair) Councillor Alexander

Councillor Baird Councillor Cassidy

Councillor Curran Councillor Lay-Douglas

Councillor Milligan Councillor Munro

Councillor Smaill
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1 Apologies

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Muirhead

2 Order of Business

The order of business was confirmed as outlined in the agenda that had been
previously circulated.

3 Declarations of interest

No declarations of interest were received.

4 Minutes of Previous Meetings

The Minutes of Meeting of 4 September 2018 was submitted and approved as
a correct record.

5 Reports

Agenda Report Title Presented by:

[\[o)
5.1

Decision Notice — Land South East of the Old | Peter Arnsdorf
School House, Lasswade [18/00180/DPP].

Executive Summary of Report

With reference to paragraph 5.6 of the Minutes of 4 September 2018, there was
submitted a copy of the Local Review Body decision notice upholding a review
request from Mr Stuart Armstrong, 19 Polton Terrace, Lasswade seeking a review
of the decision of the Planning Authority to refuse planning permission
(18/00180/DPP, refused on 24 May 2018) for the erection of dwellinghouse;
erection of fencing and retaining walls; formation of access and associated works
on land south east of the Old School House, School Green, Lasswade and granting
planning permission subject to conditions.

To note the LRB decision notice.

Agenda Report Title Presented by:

[\ [o)

52 Decision Notice — 15 Pendreich Terrace, Peter Arnsdorf
Bonnyrigg [18/00312/DPP].
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Executive Summary of Report

With reference to paragraph 5.7 of the Minutes of 4 September 2018, there was
submitted a copy of the Local Review Body decision notice upholding a review
request from Mr and Mrs J Millar, Bowling Green Cottage, Murderdean Road,
Newtongrange seeking a review of the decision of the Planning Authority to refuse
planning permission (18/00312/DPP, refused on 26 June 2018) for the erection of a
two storey extension at 15 Pendreich Terrace, Bonnyrigg and granting planning
permission.

To note the LRB decision notice.

Eligibility to Participate in Debate

In considering the following items of business, only those LRB Members who had
attended the site visits on Monday 15 October 2018 participated in the review
process, namely Councillors Imrie, Alexander, Baird, Cassidy, Lay-Douglas,
Milligan, Munro and Smaill.

Councillor Curran whilst present during the respective debates had been unable to
attend the site visits and accordingly did not actively participate in the proceedings.

Order of Business

At the invitation of the Chair, the Planning Advisor explained that whilst there were
two review requests before today’s LRB meeting relating to two different planning
applications, they were both by the same applicant, related to properties that were
geographically very close to each other and dealt with similar issues relating to
change of use. Under the circumstances it might be that in conducting the Hearing
for the first Review, Members may find that the similarity in issues meant that
rather than go through the process of hearing the same arguments twice, they
might wish to dispense with the formality of a second Hearing.

The Chair thanked the Planning Advisor for clarifying the position and suggested
that the Committee might want to come to a view on this once they had dealt with
the first review.

Agenda Report Title Presented by:

No

5.3 Notice of Review Request Considered for the | Peter Arnsdorf
First Time — Unit 1, 40 Hardengreen
Business Park, Dalhousie Road, Dalkeith
[18/00369/DPP] — Determination Report by
Head of Communities and Economy
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Executive Summary of Report

There was submitted report dated 9 October 2018 by the Head of Communities
and Economy regarding an application from Mrs Janice Paterson, Premier Pilates
and Fitness Studio Ltd, 40/1 Hardengreen Industrial Estate, Dalhousie Road,
Eskbank seeking a review of the decision of the Planning Authority to refuse
planning permission (18/00369/DPP, refused on 25 July 2018) for the change of
use from office/light industry (class 4) to a fitness studio (class 11) at Unit 1, 40
Hardengreen Business Park, Dalhousie Road, Dalkeith

Accompanying the Notice of Review Form and supporting statement, which were
appended to the report, was a copy of the report of handling thereon.

The Local Review Body had made an accompanied visit to the site on Monday 15
October 2018.

Summary of Discussion

In accordance with the procedures for the Local Review Body, the Planning Advisor
gave a brief overview of the review hearing procedures and outlined the
background to the case.

Thereafter, oral representations were received firstly from the applicant Janice
Paterson, and then from Duncan Robertson, the local authority Planning Officer;
following which they both responded to Members’ questions/comments.

The LRB, in giving consideration to the merits of the case based on all of the
information provided both in writing and in person at the Hearing, discussed the
proposed change of use, in particular the potential impact it would have in terms of
the loss of an office/light industry (class 4) unit. Whilst it was acknowledged that
there were already a wide range of differing uses evident within the Business Park,
concerns were expressed regarding the loss of an office/light industry (class 4) unit,
given the current levels of demand for such units and also regarding issues of
precedent, with the difficulties this could potentially create if other applications for
similar changes of use were received. Notwithstanding these issues, this was an
established local business that was looking to remain in the area and to expand.

After further discussion, Councillor Baird, seconded by Councillor Cassidy, moved
that on balance given the particular circumstance involved in this case, to uphold
the review request, and grant planning permission subject to the proposed
conditions contained in the Head of Communities and Economy’s report.

As an amendment, Councillor Milligan, seconded by Councillor Imrie, moved to
dismiss the review request, and uphold the decision to refuse planning permission
for the reasons detailed in the case officer’s report.

On a vote being taken, two Members voted for the amendment and six for the
motion, which accordingly became the decision of the meeting.

The LRB agreed to grant planning permission for the following reason:
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The proposed Class 11 use is compatible with the existing business park and will
not be detrimental to the neighbouring Class 4 business uses and nearby
residential properties. Furthermore, the LRB wish to support a local business which
is servicing the growing interest and demand for fitness and wellbeing activities and
provides employment. For these reasons the material considerations of the
application outweigh any policy objection to the development. In general terms
Class 11 uses are considered to be appropriate at Hardengreen Business Park.

subject to the following conditions:

1. No amplified music or sound reproduction equipment used in association
with the unit hereby permitted shall be audible at the boundary of any noise
sensitive property (residential dwellinghouse) during the hours of 9.00pm to
7.00am.

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory standard of amenity in nearby residential
properties.

2. The use of the site shall be as a fitness studio and beauty salon only and for
no other purpose unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Planning
Authority. This grant of planning permission does not permit any other use
within Class 11: Assembly and Leisure or Class 2: Financial, Professional or
Other Services respectively of The Town and Country Planning (Use
Classes) (Scotland) Order 1997 or any subsequent amending or
replacement order.

Reason: To enable the Planning Authority to retain effective control over the
future use of the site and to ensure that it is able to assess any such
proposals in terms of their traffic generation, parking requirements and
overall impact on the amenity of the area; the application has been assessed
for this specific use only and no other uses within Classes 11 or 2 of the
above mentioned legislation.

Agenda Report Title Presented by:

No

54 Notice of Review Request Considered for the | Peter Arnsdorf
First Time — Units 7 and 8, 40 Hardengreen
Business Park, Dalhousie Road, Dalkeith
[18/00402/DPP] — Determination Report by
Head of Communities and Economy

Executive Summary of Report

There was submitted report dated 9 October 2018 by the Head of Communities
and Economy regarding an application from Mrs Janice Paterson, Mind Body and
Beauty Ltd, Hardengreen Business Park, 7 Dalhousie Road, Eskbank seeking a
review of the decision of the Planning Authority to refuse planning permission
(18/00402/DPP, refused on 25 July 2018) for the change of use from office (class
4) to a mixed use of fitness studio (class 11) and beauty salon (class 2) at Units 7
and 8, 40 Hardengreen Business Park, Dalhousie Road, Dalkeith.
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Accompanying the Notice of Review Form and supporting statement, which were
appended to the report, was a copy of the report of handling thereon.

The Local Review Body had made an accompanied visit to the site on Monday 15
October 2018.

Summary of Discussion

In accordance with the procedures for the Local Review Body, consideration was
given to advice received from the Planning Advisor earlier, it being agreed that in
view of the similarities between this and the previous Review to dispense with the
need for a Hearing and move straight to a decision.

Thereafter, Councillor Baird, seconded by Councillor Cassidy, moved that on
balance given the particular circumstance involved in this case, to uphold the
review request, and grant planning permission subject to the proposed conditions
contained in the Head of Communities and Economy’s report.

As an amendment, Councillor Milligan, seconded by Councillor Imrie, moved to
dismiss the review request, and uphold the decision to refuse planning permission
for the reasons detailed in the case officer’s report.

On a vote being taken, two Members voted for the amendment and six for the
motion, which accordingly became the decision of the meeting.

The LRB agreed to grant planning permission for the following reason:

The proposed mixed use (Class 11 and Class 2) is compatible with the existing
business park and will not be detrimental to the neighbouring Class 4 business
uses and nearby residential properties. Furthermore, the LRB wish to support a
local business which is servicing the growing interest and demand for fitness and
wellbeing activities and provides employment. For these reasons the material
considerations of the application outweigh any policy objection to the development.
In general terms Class 11 uses are considered to be appropriate at Hardengreen
Business Park.

subject to the following conditions:

1. No amplified music or sound reproduction equipment used in association
with the unit hereby permitted shall be audible at the boundary of any noise
sensitive property (residential dwellinghouse) during the hours of 9.00pm to
7.00am.

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory standard of amenity in nearby residential
properties.

2. The use of the site shall be as a fitness studio and beauty salon only and for
no other purpose unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Planning
Authority. This grant of planning permission does not permit any other use
within Class 11: Assembly and Leisure or Class 2: Financial, Professional or
Other Services respectively of The Town and Country Planning (Use
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Classes) (Scotland) Order 1997 or any subsequent amending or
replacement order.

Reason: To enable the Planning Authority to retain effective control over the
future use of the site and to ensure that it is able to assess any such
proposals in terms of their traffic generation, parking requirements and
overall impact on the amenity of the area; the application has been assessed
for this specific use only and no other uses within Classes 11 or 2 of the
above mentioned legislation.

The meeting terminated at 2.27 pm.
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. . Local Review Body
Grant of Planning Permission Tuesday 27 November 2018

Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997
y 9 ) ltem No 5.1

Local Review Body: Review of Planning Application
Reg. No. 18/00369/DPP

Mrs Janice Paterson

Premier Pilates and Fitness Studio Limited
40/1 Hardengreen Industrial Estate
Dalhousie Road

Eskbank

EH22 3NU

Midlothian Council, as Planning Authority, having considered the review of the
application by Mrs Janice Paterson, 40/1 Hardengreen Industrial Estate, Dalhousie
Road, Eskbank, EH22 3NU which was registered on 9 August 2018 in pursuance of
their powers under the above Act, hereby grant permission to carry out the
following proposed development:

Change of use from office/light industry (class 4) to fitness studio (class 11)
(retrospective) at Unit 1, 40 Hardengreen Business Park, Dalhousie Road,
Dalkeith, in accordance with the application and the following plans:

Drawing Description. Drawing No/Scale Dated
Location Plan, Site Plan 01.06.2018

Subject to the following conditions:

1. No amplified music or sound reproduction equipment used in association with
the unit hereby permitted shall be audible at the boundary of any noise sensitive
property (residential dwellinghouse) during the hours of 9.00pm to 7.00am.

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory standard of amenity in nearby residential
properties.

2. The use of the site shall be as a fitness studio only and for no other purpose
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Planning Authority. This grant of
planning permission does not permit any other use within Class 11: Assembly
and Leisure or Class 2: Financial, Professional or Other Services respectively of
The Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) (Scotland) Order 1997 or any
subsequent amending or replacement order.
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Reason: To enable the Planning Authority to retain effective control over the
future use of the site and to ensure that it is able to assess any such proposals
in terms of their traffic generation, parking requirements and overall impact on
the amenity of the area; the application has been assessed for this specific use
only and no other uses within Classes 11 or 2 of the above mentioned
legislation.

The Local Review Body (LRB) considered the review of the planning application at
its meeting of 16 October 2018. The LRB carried out a site visit on the 15 October
2018.

In reaching its decision the LRB gave consideration to the following development
plan policies and material considerations:

Development Plan Policies:

1. STRAT1 Midlothian Local Development Plan — Committed development

2. DEV2 Midlothian Local Development Plan — Protecting amenity within the
built-up area

3. ECON1 Midlothian Local Development Plan — Existing employment locations

4. ECON3 Midlothian Local Development Plan — Ancillary development on
business parks

Material considerations:

1. The individual circumstances of the site and the application;
2. The need for the business to relocate; and
3. Supporting a local business.

In determining the review the LRB concluded:

The proposed Class 11 use is compatible with the existing business park and will
not be detrimental to the neighbouring Class 4 business uses and nearby residential
properties. Furthermore, the LRB wish to support a local business which is
servicing the growing interest and demand for fitness and wellbeing activities and
provides employment. For these reasons the material considerations of the
application outweigh any policy objection to the development. In general terms
Class 11 uses are considered to be appropriate at Hardengreen Business Park.
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Dated: 16/10/2018

Peter Arnsdorf

Planning Manager (Advisor to the Local Review Body)
Communities and Economy

Midlothian Council

On behalf of:
Councillor R Imrie

Chair of the Local Review Body
Midlothian Council
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SCH EDU LE 2 Regulation 21

NOTICE TO ACCOMPANY REFUSAL ETC.

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997

Notification to be sent to applicant on refusal of planning permission or on
the grant of permission subject to conditions, or

Notification to be sent to applicant on determination by the planning authority
of an application following a review conducted under section 43A(8)

1.

If the applicant is aggrieved by the decision of the planning authority to refuse
permission for or approval required by a condition in respect of the proposed
development, or to grant permission or approval subject to conditions, the
applicant may question the validity of that decision by making an application to
the Court of Session. An application to the Court of Session must be made
within 6 weeks of the date of the decision.

If permission to develop land is refused or granted subject to conditions and the
owner of the land claims that the land has become incapable of reasonably
beneficial use in its existing state and cannot be rendered capable of
reasonably beneficial use by carrying out of any development which has been
or would be permitted, the owner of the land may serve on the planning
authority a purchase notice requiring the purchase of the owner of the land’s
interest in the land in accordance with Part V of the town and Country Planning
(Scotland) Act 1997.

Advisory note:

If you have any questions or enquiries regarding the Local Review Body procedures
or this decision notice please do not hesitate to contact Peter Arnsdorf, Planning
Manager tel: 0131 2713310 or via peter.arnsdorf@midlothian.gov.uk
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, . Local Review Bod
Grant of Planning Permission Tuesday 27 November 018

Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997
Item No 5.2

Local Review Body: Review of Planning Application
Reg. No. 18/00402/DPP

Mrs Janice Paterson

Mind, body and Beauty Limited
40/7 Hardengreen Industrial Estate
Dalhousie Road

Eskbank

EH22 3NU

Midlothian Council, as Planning Authority, having considered the review of the
application by Mrs Janice Paterson, 40/7 Hardengreen Industrial Estate, Dalhousie
Road, Eskbank, EH22 3NU which was registered on 9 August 2018 in pursuance of
their powers under the above Act, hereby grant permission to carry out the
following proposed development:

Change of use from office (class 4) to mixed use of fitness studio (class 11)
and beauty salon (class 2) at Units 7 and 8, 40 Hardengreen Business Park,
Dalhousie Road, Dalkeith, in accordance with the application and the following

plans:

Drawing Description. Drawing No/Scale Dated
Location Plan, Site Plan 11.06.2018

Subject to the following conditions:

1. No amplified music or sound reproduction equipment used in association with
the unit hereby permitted shall be audible at the boundary of any noise sensitive
property (residential dwellinghouse) during the hours of 9.00pm to 7.00am.

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory standard of amenity in nearby residential
properties.

2. The use of the site shall be as a fithess studio and beauty salon only and for no
other purpose unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Planning Authority. This
grant of planning permission does not permit any other use within Class 11:
Assembly and Leisure or Class 2: Financial, Professional or Other Services
respectively of The Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) (Scotland) Order
1997 or any subsequent amending or replacement order.
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Reason: To enable the Planning Authority to retain effective control over the
future use of the site and to ensure that it is able to assess any such proposals
in terms of their traffic generation, parking requirements and overall impact on
the amenity of the area; the application has been assessed for this specific use
only and no other uses within Classes 11 or 2 of the above mentioned
legislation.

The Local Review Body (LRB) considered the review of the planning application at
its meeting of 16 October 2018. The LRB carried out a site visit on the 15 October
2018.

In reaching its decision the LRB gave consideration to the following development
plan policies and material considerations:

Development Plan Policies:

1. STRAT1 Midlothian Local Development Plan — Committed development

2. DEV2 Midlothian Local Development Plan — Protecting amenity within the
built-up area

3. ECON1 Midlothian Local Development Plan — Existing employment locations

4. ECON3 Midlothian Local Development Plan — Ancillary development on
business parks

Material considerations:

1. The individual circumstances of the site and the application;
2. The need for the business to relocate; and
3. Supporting a local business.

In determining the review the LRB concluded:

The proposed mixed use (Class 11 and Class 2) is compatible with the existing
business park and will not be detrimental to the neighbouring Class 4 business uses
and nearby residential properties. Furthermore, the LRB wish to support a local
business which is servicing the growing interest and demand for fithess and
wellbeing activities and provides employment. For these reasons the material
considerations of the application outweigh any policy objection to the development.
In general terms Class 11 uses are considered to be appropriate at Hardengreen
Business Park.
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Dated: 16/10/2018

Peter Arnsdorf

Planning Manager (Advisor to the Local Review Body)
Communities and Economy

Midlothian Council

On behalf of:
Councillor R Imrie

Chair of the Local Review Body
Midlothian Council
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SCHEDU LE 2 Regulation 21

NOTICE TO ACCOMPANY REFUSAL ETC.

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997

Notification to be sent to applicant on refusal of planning permission or on
the grant of permission subject to conditions, or

Notification to be sent to applicant on determination by the planning authority
of an application following a review conducted under section 43A(8)

1.

If the applicant is aggrieved by the decision of the planning authority to refuse
permission for or approval required by a condition in respect of the proposed
development, or to grant permission or approval subject to conditions, the
applicant may question the validity of that decision by making an application to
the Court of Session. An application to the Court of Session must be made
within 6 weeks of the date of the decision.

If permission to develop land is refused or granted subject to conditions and the
owner of the land claims that the land has become incapable of reasonably
beneficial use in its existing state and cannot be rendered capable of
reasonably beneficial use by carrying out of any development which has been
or would be permitted, the owner of the land may serve on the planning
authority a purchase notice requiring the purchase of the owner of the land’s
interest in the land in accordance with Part V of the town and Country Planning
(Scotland) Act 1997.

Advisory note:

If you have any questions or enquiries regarding the Local Review Body procedures
or this decision notice please do not hesitate to contact Peter Arnsdorf, Planning
Manager tel: 0131 2713310 or via peter.arnsdorf@midlothian.gov.uk
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Local Review Body

‘ thl()thlan Tuesday 27 November 2018

Item No 5.3

Notice of Review: Land Adjoining Meyerling, Howgate,
Penicuik

Determination Report

Report by Dr Mary Smith Director, Education, Communities and Economy

1

11

2.1

2.2

3.1

3.2

4.1

Purpose of Report

The purpose of this report is to provide a framework for the Local
Review Body (LRB) to consider a ‘Notice of Review’ for the erection of
four dwellinghouses; formation of access road and associated works at
land adjoining Meyerling, Howgate, Penicuik.

Background

Planning application 18/00218/DPP for the erection of four
dwellinghouses; formation of access road and associated works at land
adjoining Meyerling, Howgate, Penicuik was refused planning
permission on 1 June 2018; a copy of the decision is attached to this
report.

The review has progressed through the following stages:

1 Submission of Notice of Review by the applicant.

2 The Registration and Acknowledgement of the Notice of Review.
3 Carrying out Notification and Consultation.

Supporting Documents

Attached to this report are the following documents:

e Asite location plan (Appendix A);

e A copy of the notice of review form and supporting statement
(Appendix B). Any duplication of information is not attached;

e A copy of the case officer’s report (Appendix C);

e A copy of the decision notice, issued on 1 June 2018 (Appendix D);
and

e A copy of the relevant drawings/plans (Appendix E).

The full planning application case file and the development plan
policies referred to in the case officer’s report can be viewed online via
www.midlothian.gov.uk

Procedures

In accordance with procedures agreed by the LRB, the LRB by
agreement of the Chair:
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4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

5.1

e Have scheduled an accompanied site visit for Monday 26
November 2018; and
e Have determined to progress the review by way of a hearing.

The case officer’s report identified that there was one consultation
response and five representations received. As part of the review
process the interested parties were notified of the review. No additional
comments have been received. All the comments can be viewed
online on the electronic planning application case file.

The next stage in the process is for the LRB to determine the review in

accordance with the agreed procedure:

e |dentify any provisions of the development plan which are relevant
to the decision;

e Interpret them carefully, looking at the aims and objectives of the
plan as well as detailed wording of policies;

e Consider whether or not the proposal accords with the
development plan;

e |dentify and consider relevant material considerations for and
against the proposal,

e Assess whether these considerations warrant a departure from the
development plan; and

e State the reason/s for the decision and state any conditions
required if planning permission is granted.

In reaching a decision on the case the planning advisor can advise on
appropriate phraseology and on appropriate planning reasons for
reaching a decision.

Following the determination of the review the planning advisor will
prepare a decision notice for issuing through the Chair of the LRB. A
copy of the decision notice will be reported to the next LRB for noting.

A copy of the LRB decision will be placed on the planning authority’s
planning register and made available for inspection online.

Conditions

In accordance with the procedures agreed by the LRB at its meeting of
13 June 2017, and without prejudice to the determination of the review,
the following conditions have been prepared for the consideration of
the LRB if it is minded to uphold the review and grant planning
permission.

1. Development shall not begin until a revised scheme of hard and soft
landscaping has been submitted to and approved in writing by the
planning authority. Details of the scheme shall include:

i existing and finished ground levels and floor levels for all
buildings and roads in relation to a fixed datum;

il existing trees, landscaping features and vegetation to be
retained; removed, protected during development and in the
case of damage, restored;

iii  proposed new planting including trees, shrubs, hedging and
grassed areas;
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iv location and design of any proposed walls, fences and gates,
including those surrounding bin stores or any other ancillary
structures;

v schedule of plants to comprise species, plant sizes and
proposed numbers/density;

vi programme for completion and subsequent maintenance of all
soft and hard landscaping. The landscaping shall be completed
prior to the house is occupied; and

vii drainage details and sustainable urban drainage systems to
manage water runoff.

All hard and soft landscaping shall be carried out in accordance
with the scheme approved in writing by the planning authority as
the programme for completion and subsequent maintenance (vi).
Thereafter any trees or shrubs removed, dying, becoming seriously
diseased or damaged within five years of planting shall be replaced
in the following planting season by trees/shrubs of a similar species
to those originally required. Any tree felling or vegetation removal
proposed as part of the landscaping scheme shall take place out
with the bird nesting season (March-August) and bat roosting
period (April — September).

Reason: To ensure the quality of the development is enhanced by
landscaping to reflect its setting in accordance with policies DEV6,
DEV7, RD1, EN7 and ENV11 of the Midlothian Local Development
Plan 2017 and national planning guidance and advice.

. Development shall not begin until samples of materials to be used
on external surfaces of the buildings (natural stone and wet dash
render); hard ground cover surfaces; means of enclosure and
ancillary structures have been submitted to and approved in writing
by the planning authority. Development shall thereafter be carried
out using the approved materials or such alternatives as may be
agreed in writing with the planning authority.

Reason: In the interest of protecting the character and appearance
of the countryside so as to comply with DEV6 and RD1 of the
Midlothian Local Development Plan 2017.

. The buildings permitted shall not be occupied or brought into use
until vehicular access details have been constructed in accordance
with plans to be submitted and approved in writing. The plans shall
include details of construction, visibility, traffic calming measures,
lighting and signage

Reason: To ensure the future users of the buildings have safe and
convenient access to and from the site.

. Development shall not begin until details, including a timetable of
implementation, of high speed fibre broadband have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority.
The details shall include delivery of high speed fibre broadband
prior to the occupation of each dwellinghouse. The delivery of high
speed fibre broadband shall be implemented as per the approved
details.
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5.2

6.1

Date:

Reason: To ensure the quality of the development is enhanced by
the provision of appropriate digital infrastructure in accordance with
the requirements of policy IT1 of the Midlothian Local Development
Plan 2017.

5. Development shall not begin until details of the provision and use of
electric vehicle charging stations throughout the development have
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning
Authority. Development shall thereafter be carried out in
accordance with the approved details or such alternatives as may
be approved in writing by the Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensure the development accords with the
requirements of policy TRANS of the Midlothian Local Development
Plan 2017.

6. Development shall not begin until details of a
sustainability/biodiversity scheme for the site, including the
provision of house bricks and boxes for bats and swifts throughout
the development has been submitted to and approved in writing by
the planning authority. Development shall thereafter be carried out
in accordance with the approved details or such alternatives as
may be approved in writing with the planning authority.

Reason: To ensure the development accords with the
requirements of policy DEV5 of the Midlothian Local Development
Plan 2017.

If the LRB is minded to uphold the review and grant planning
permission for the proposed development it shall be subject to a legal
agreement to secure developer contributions towards education
provision, children’s play provision and public transport (‘ring and go’).
The legal agreement shall be concluded prior to the issuing of the LRB
decision. The legal agreement shall be concluded within 6 months of
the resolution to grant planning permission, if the agreement is not
concluded the review will be reported back to the LRB for
reconsideration.

Recommendations
It is recommended that the LRB:
a) determine the review; and

b) the planning advisor draft and issue the decision of the LRB
through the Chair

15 November 2018

Report Contact:  Peter Arnsdorf, Planning Manager (LRB Advisor)

peter.arnsdorf@midlothian.gov.uk

Tel No: 0131 271 3310
Background Papers:
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Appendix B

Midlothian W

Fairfield House 8 Lothian Road Dalkeith EH22 3ZN Tel: 0131 271 3302 Fax: 0131 271 3537 Email: planning-
applications@midlothian.gov.uk

Applications cannot be validated until all the necessary documentaticn has been submitted and the required fee has been paid.
Thank you for completing this applicalion form:
ONLINE REFERENCE 100129559-001

The online reference is the unique reference for your entine form anly. The Planning Authority will allocate an Application Number when
your form is validated. Please quote this reference if you need {o contact the planning Autherily about this application.

Applicant or Agent Details

Are you an applicant or an agent? * {An agent is an architecl, consultant or someone else acting

an behalf of the applicant in connection with this application) D Applicant IzIAgenl
Agent Details
Please enter Agent details
Company/Organisation: | "ormat Design
Ref. Number: You must enter a Building Name or Number, or bath: *
First Name: * Shona Bullding Name:
Last Name: * Mackay Building Number: | '46
Telephone Number; * 01316617666 g!:‘.::;s: .1 Duddingston Road West
Extension Number: Address 2:
Mobile Number: Towr/City: * ST
Fax Number: Country: * Scotland
Postcode: * EH16 4AP
Email Address: * formatdesign@aol.com

Is the applicant an individual or an organisation/carporate enlity? *

IZI Individual D Organisation/Corporate entity

Page 1of 5
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Applicant Details

Please enter Applicant details

Title: Mr You must enter a Building Name or Number, or both: *
Other Title Building Name: Format Design
First Name: * H Building Number: | 148
Last Name: * Crolta :\Sd'l:::;sj Holyrood Business Park
Company/Organisation Address 2: Duddingston Road West
Telephone Number: * Town/City: * EDINBURGH
Extension Number: Country. * United Kingdom
Mobile Number: Postcode: * EH16 4AP
Fax Number:
Emall Address: * formatdesign@aol.com
Site Address Details
Planning Authority: Midlothian Council
Full postal address of the site {including postcode where available):
Address 1:
Address 2:
Address 3
Address 4:
Address 5§
Town/City/Settlement:
Post Code
. Please identify/describe the location of the site or sites
Land Adjoining Meyerfing, Penicuik
Northing Easting
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Description of Proposal

Please provide a description of your propesal te which your review relates, The description should be the same as given in the
application form, or as amended with the agreement of the planning authority: *
(Max 500 characters)

Ereclion of 4 dwellinghouses; formation of access road and associated works al Land Adjoining Meyeriing, Penicuik

Type of Application

What type of application did you submit to the planning authority? *

Application for planning permission (including householder application but excluding apptication to work minerals}.
|:| Application for planning permission in principle,
O Further application,

D Application for approval of matlers specified in conditions.

What does your review relate o7 *

Refusal Notice.
D Grant of permission with Conditions imposed.

D No decision reached within the prascribed period (two months after validation dale or any agreed extension) — deemed refusal.

Statement of reasons for seeking review

You must state in full, why you are a seeking a review of the planning authority's decision {or failure ta make a decision). Your statement
must set out all matters you consider require to be taken into account in determining your review. If necessary this can be provided as a
separate document in the 'Supporiing Documents’ section: * {Max 500 characters)

Note: you are unlikely to have a further opporiunity 10 add {o your stalement of appeal al a later date, sa i is essential that you produce
all of the information you want the decision-maker to take into account.

You should not however raise any new matter which was nol before the planning authority at the time it decided your application {or at
the time expiry of the period of determination), unless you can demonstrate that the new matter could not have been raised before that
time or that it not being raised before that lime is a consequence of exceptional circumstances.

Please see attached appeal statement

Have you raised any matters which were not before the appoinied officer at the time the D Yes IE No
Determination on your application was made? *

If yes, you should explain in the box below, why you are raising the new matter, why it was not raised with the appointed officer before
your application was determined and why you consider it should be considered in your review: * (Max 500 characters})

Page 3 of 5
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Please provide a list of all supporting documents, materials and evidence which you wish te submit with your notice of review and intend
to rely on in support of your review, You can attach these documents electronically later in the process: * (Max 500 characters)

Appeal Statement

Application Details

Please provide details of the application and decision.

What is the application reference number? * 18/00218/DPP
What date was the application submitied to the planning authority? * 04/04/2018
What date was the decision issued by the planning authority? * 01/06/2018

Review Procedure

The Local Review Body will decide on the pracedure to be used lo determine your review and may at any time during the review
process require that further information or representations be made to enable them to determine the review. Further information may be
required by one or a combination of procedures, such as: writlen submissions; the holding of ene or more hearing sessions and/or
inspecting the land which is the subject of the review case,

Can this review continue o a conclusion, in your opinion, based on a review of the relevant informatian provided by yourself and other
parties only, without any further procedures? For example, writien submissian, hearing sesslon, site inspection. *

D Yes EI No

Please Indicate what procedure (or combination of procedures) you think is most appropriate for the handling of your review. You may
select more than one option if you wish the review to be a combination of precedures,

Please select a further procedure *

Holding one or more hearing sessions on specific matiers

Please explain in detail in your own words why this furiher procedure s required and the matters set out in your statement of appeal it
will deal with? (Max 500 characters)

To allow us to present our client's casa to the Local Review Body

Please select a further procedure *

By means of inspection of the iand to which the review relates

Please explain in detail in your own werds why this further procedure Is required and the matters set out in your statement of appeal it
will deal with? (Max 500 characters)

Ta allow the Local Review Body to view the application site and its environs

In the event that the Local Review Body appointed to consider your application decides to inspect the site, in your opinion:

Can the site be clearly seen from a road or public land? * @ Yes D No
Is it possible for the site to be accessed safely and without barriers to entry? * @ Yes D No
Page 4 of 5
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Checklist — Application for Notice of Review

Please complete the following checklist to make sure you have provided all the necessary information in support of your appeal, Failure
to submit all this information may result in your appeal being deemed invalid.

Have you provided the name and addraess of the applicant?, * Yes D No

Have you provided the date and reference number of the applicalion which is the subject of this |Z| Yes D No
review? *

If you are the agent, acting on behalf of the applicant, have you provided details of your name Yes D No D N/A
and address and indicated whether any notice or comespondence required in connection with the

review should be sent to you or the applicant? *

Have you provided a statement setting out your reasons for reguiring a review and by what Yes D No
procedure (or combination of procedures) you wish the review to be conducted? *

Note: You must state, in full, why you are seeking a review on your application. Your stalement must set out all matters you consider
require to be taken into account in determining your review. You may not have a further opportunity to add to your statement of review
al a later date. It is therefore essential that you submit with your notice of review, all necessary information and evidence that you rely
on and wish the Local Review Bady to consider as part of your review,

Please attach a copy of all documents, material and evidence which you inlend to rely on Yes D No
{e.g. plans and Drawings) which are now the subject of this review *

Note: Where the review relates lo a further application e.g. renewal of planning permission or modification, variation or removal of a
planning condition or where it relates to an application for approval of matters specified in conditions, it Is advisable to provide the
applicalion reference number, approved plans and decision nolice {if any) from the earlier consent.

Declare — Notice of Review
Iiwe the applicant/agent certify that this is an application for review on the grounds stated.
Declaration Name: Mrs Shona Mackay

Declaration Date: 25/07/2018

Page50f 5
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APPEAL TO LOCAL REVIEW BOARD REGARDING THE REFUSAL OF
PLANNING PERMISSION 8/00218/DPP

FOR
THE ERECTION OF 4 DWELLINGHOUSES; FORMATION OF ACCESS
ROAD AND ASSOCIATED WORKS

AT

LAND NORTH OF NETHER MOSS, HOWGATE, MIDLOTHIAN

Format Design

Holyrood Business Park

146 Duddingston Road West

Edinburgh EH16 4AP

Tel: 0131 661 7666 Fax: 0131 659 6033
formatdesign@aol.com

www.formatbuildingdesign.com
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1 Introduction

The proposal is for four dwellinghouses, two semi-detached and two
detached. They are linked by a wall around a central courtyard. The site will
be set amidst a common wildflower meadow with walkway and with
indigenous hedge and tree planting to the south, east and west boundaries. A
right of way would be permitted around the access to the north towards
Milkhall Pond.

It should be noted that some of the boundary planting referred to in the
planning statement was omitted from the submitted site plan.

2 The refusal
The proposal was refused on 01 June 2018 for the following reasons:

1. The proposal for four dwelfinghouses does not comply with the housing
group policy where only one house per five units may be supported.

2. The proposed site does not comply with the establish principles and criteria
for accommodating a new house in a housing group as it is not on a gap site
within the housing group nor is it adjoining two other boundaries of the group.

3. It has not been demonstrated that the proposed dwellinghouses are
required in connection with an established countryside activity and it has not
been justified in connection with policy RD1.

4. For the above reasons the proposed development does not comply with the
terms of policy RD1 of the adopted Midlothian Local Development Plan 2017.

5. The layout of the proposal has a suburban character and is not reflective of
the character of the rural surroundings. Therefore the proposed development
is contrary to policy ENV7 of the adopted Midlothian Local Development Plan
2017.

6. The proposed two storey house is positioned on an elevated area which is
particularly prominent in views from the west and it has not beer
demonstrated that the position and design of this proposed house could
successiully fit into the landscape without having a significant adverse impact
on the character or appearance of the area, nor would it enhance the
character and appearance of the existing group of buildings. Therefore the
proposed development is contrary to policy ENV7 of the adopted Midlothian
Local Development Plan 2017.

7. The proposed vehicular access, and subsequerit potential intensification in
use, would have a significant adverse impact on the safety of road users on
the A6094 by way of its below standard visibility for all vehicles existing the
site and the forward visibility of vehicles travelling behind those turning into
the site, particularly from the southbound carriageway. These concerns have
not been sufficiently allayed by the proposals.
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8. It has not been demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Planning Authority
that the proposed access can be constructed without having a significant
adverse impact on the character and appearance of the surrounding area and
therefore the proposed access is contrary to policies RD1 and ENV7 of the
adopted Midlothian Local Development Plan 2017.

Summary of Objections

Public Access/right of way

Noise and loss of privacy from access way

Privately owned at north end

Low water supply pressure

Possible run-off issues from field into neighbouring garden
Concerns about suitability for a soak-away

Poor internet service, bandwidth may be adversely affected
Access is over third party land

Height of 900 feet leads to adverse weather which may hamper access
Would there be further applications for ancillary buildings
Visibility distances appear incorrect

History of planning refusals and current proposal remains contrary to
policy.

Leadburn junction is 1800 metres not 800 metres.

Sewer connection at Wellington not likely to be practical due to
distance, topography and obstacles

PAN 66 requirements are not achievable

Loss of trees

Sight lines below standards

Unreasonable to impose speed limits on motorists

Ribbon development and visual coalescence

Pedestrian access to main bus route is neither good nor safe.

3 Case in support of approval

A. Response to the reasons for refusal

The refusal notice provided 8 reasons in total that the authority considered
that this application failed to comply with the local development plan. These
are listed in section 2 and they are responded to in order here.

Reason 1: Suggests that the proposal does not comply with the
supplementary guidance on housing groups. The applicant has taken a more
holistic view of the local environment and the need to provide a good
sustainable rural housing stock. Planning policies can never be written to fit
every circumstance with which an authority is presented, and they are at best
a guide. More critical to the acceptability of a development is its impacts upon
the local environment, the amenity of neighbours, public safety and use of
resources (sustainability). If these can be achieved then the failure to comply
with an overly prescriptive policy should not be seen as reason enough for
refusing a planning application.
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Reason 2: This again relates to an overly prescriptive guideline which should
allow for the opportunity for a proposal to be considered on its own merits and
the objectives set out above.

Reason 3: The applicant is not proposing that these houses are required in
connection with a countryside activity in particular. However the simple
provision of housing within the countryside makes it directly available to those
who need to live in the countryside. The only way to enhance access to rural
housing is to provide more rural housing in the right places. As with any
housing in the countryside, old or new, it is open to be used for those not
employed in countryside business or activity, however we need to provide
choice and we need to increase and improve our rural housing stock as well
as our urban housing stock.

Reason 4: Summarises 1 to 3 above.

Reason 5: The layout is not considered to be suburban. In fact it was designed
specifically not to be suburban in character. Materials for walls roofs and
boundaries are not suburban, The removal of kerbs to road edges is not
suburban. It has been the aim to achieve a miniature village green feel and it
was hoped that this would be appreciated in the assessment of the proposal.
Itis argued that this should be taken as a very subjective view.

Reason 6: The two storey house is in a similar position to the single house
previously refused, however it was accepted in principle at a previous LRB,
which was refused on separate grounds relating to the access. The supporting
statement (for the present application) at pages 20 and 21 (figures 15 to 18)
considered this aspect carefully and it was concluded that the site was not
overly visible, but that it could be seen and this would be greatly mitigated by
enhancing the planting on the north west boundary. This would form part of
the proposal, as clearly presented in the statement. It is unfortunate that this
was overlooked on the site plan; however this is very easily remedied.

Reason 7: The access to the site has always been an issue and this can never
be completely remedied due to topographical limitations. It does however
seem to be entirely appropriate to extend the speed limit to a point close to
Mosshouses or even Roseview given the changing nature of the area. The
distance from Roseview o the current edge of the Howgate 30mph restriction
is 1.75 km. If this was reduced to 40 mph it would add 33 seconds at the most
to this part of any journey. At 30 mph it would add 65 seconds. Furthermore,
as the speeds along here are more likely to be below 60 due to the road
layout, the difference is likely to be significantly less than these figures. Itis
therefore very unclear as to why such a move would be resisted.

Reason 8: The design of the access would have little impact upon the
character of the area. The critical hedgerow trees have been previously
removed and have been replanted at a distance behind the former hedgerow,
thereby greatly enhancing site exit visibility. The extra width of the road at the
entrance will have little impact visually and this would be principally to ease
the process of refuse collection without blocking the access road. A situation
that already persists at Cluny House/Venture Fair.

Page 32 of 78



B. Responses to significant statements within the Report of Handling:

[The quotes are in italics and the responses have been indented.)

“This (refusal) has been supported by LRB where previous reviews have been
disrmissed.”

The last full application that was appealed to the LRB was actually
supported in principal. The issue that the LRB had was with regards to
potential noise from vehicles using the proposed access road to the
Milkhall Pond Road. This was considered to be an unacceptable
reason for refusal by the applicant but he appeal decision was final.

“The planning authority has restrictive policies for proposals for new housing
developments within the countryside. These aim to prevent the creeping
suburbanisation of the countryside which are under significant pressure due to
the convenient commuting distance to Edinburgh.”

This proposal is not creeping suburbanisation but a carefully
considered layout of four houses within an enclosed site within a small
rural settlement. There would be no coalescence, it would not be linking
settlements, and it is not suburban in character.

“.. Therefore there are only six houses within the existing group meaning there
may policy support for one house provided this complies with the related
criteria.”

This policy is overly prescriptive and it does not allow for the
consideration of larger schemes where these may be of benefit to the
local housing supply, or where the site conditions can physically
accommodate more units.

“ The position of the two storey house is similar to the house refused in the
most recent applicatior.

This house has been pulled further into the site. It is disputed that it
would be so visible as to raise significant concerns. The applicant is
well aware of the residential development at Roseview where the
exposed nature of the rear of the site has created a very obvious
intrusion to the landscape, however the current application site has a
completely different set of characteristics.

“..the distances between the properiies, appears too large to provide this
courtyard character and would likely result in the appearance of three
separate unrelated buildings positioned at some distance, especially the two
storey unit”

The idea was not to create a steading, more a linked group with some
sense of enclosure set about a small green. The use of metal roofs on
the ancillary buildings and the lack of kerbs on roads were all intended
to give a small village-green feel, not an agricultural setting. It does not
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have the “sprawiing suburbar' style which can more readily be viewed
in Howgate itself.

“..highly visible from the west and northwest."

Itis disputed that it would be highly visible. Visible perhaps, but not to
an extent that would draw your attention significantly. Other
neighbouring houses are already partially visible from the Penicuik road
(A701) but they are not intrusive and are part of the rural landscape.
The supplementary planting to the north west boundary is indeed
proposed but has unfortunately not appeared on the site plan, however
this can be easily remedied. A fully detailed landscape plan would be
an expected requirement.

“..there are some trees in the area, a number have been removed'

This had been proposed as part of the existing site access
improvements a few years ago, with the intention of replanting a short
distance to the rear of the former hedgerow. If one were to inspect the
site it would be noticed that this replacement planting has been carried
out. These trees will take time to fully mature and should be replaced
and maintained as is necessary.

“ The required minimum splays to meet the minimum level of visibility required
for a new junction onto a 60mph road have not been met."

This site is in the unfortunate position of being set between two
obstacles to long distance site access visibility. To the south the road
bends at a distance of around 120 metres and to the north there is a dip
in the road meaning that vehicles lose visibility at around 140 metres.
These features cannot be changed. It seems reasonable that with the
increasing number of dwellings in the area that an extension to the
speed limit zone should be seriously considered. The formation of a
small roundabout would be the only other option, however it is agreed
that this would be out of keeping with the character of the area.

“..public walkway and a right of way’ .

This appears to have been taken to mean that there will be a
pedestrian highway in place here. It would in fact be an informal route
and an alternative, quieter path, and one which would not see heavy
use. General access rights would ensure that people could pass from
the end of the private section and onto the public road without harm to
the amenity or privacy of affected landowners.

“..residential development of the site has been consistently resisted b )y the
Council for over 15 years.”

Itis a fact that previous refusals are not a material consideration in the

consideration of a new planning application. The site's history is
relevant, but not previous planning decisions.
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“The LRB detailed, in its determination of the Review of application
08/00383/0UT, that should the principle of a house at the proposed site be
established, it would require to be of a particularly high qualily design and be
accompanied with a subslantial landscaping scherme to soften its impact on
the surrounding landscape.

1t is considered that this proposal does not meet these points, related policies
or provide sufficient justification to depart from policy.”

The criticism of the design is a very subjective matter. The applicant
has tried to come up with a design which respects the rural character of
the area and if it has failed then perhaps there has been a
misunderstanding of the rural character that would be acceptable, and
in this respect further advice would be appreciated and heeded. A
strong landscaping scheme has been proposed, albeit not yet drawn to
the required detail and specification that will be achieved once a
landscape architect has been appointed. It appears that the north west
boundary planting has been omitted from the outline plan and this is a
genuine error.

C. Response to public comment on other issues:

With regards to facts and figures first, it is confirmed that the distance from the
access road to Leadburn Junction is around 1750 metres. The height of the
site is around 270 metres.

With regards to access, the path to the Milkhall Pond road, this is not
expected to be a busy route. It would be an option. Walkers would be highly
unlikely to create disturbance, and access to the countryside should not be
seen as an appropriate reason for refusal or a reason to remove that aspect of
the proposal.

With regards to water and drainage issues, these are matters that can be
resolved through detail, and in discussion with the relevant authorities. An
enhanced water supply will be required. Surface water management
proposals will need to be incorporated into the development. This may
incorporate a surface water feature or storage beneath the access road and/or
proposed hard surfaces. It is likely that the surface water management could
in fact be improved, and it would become the responsibility of the developer.
Foul water treatment would be designed into this and would involve a private
waste treatment plant and not a simple septic tank draining to soak-away.

Site visibility distances have been checked and are correct. As this has been
done using desktop methods then a physical onsite survey may carried out if
deemed necessary.

4 Summary

The proposed development maintains the character of the surrounding area
which contains low density housing within a landscape of improved pasture
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with shelterbelts. It is not prime agricultural land and is not within a special
landscape character area.

The design of the buildings has carefully considered the setting and has
incorporated appropriate architecture layout and materials.

The houses will provide a valuable contribution to the rural housing stock
providing opportunities for rural tenants and permitting the sustainable
increase in the rural population.

With a reduced speed limit through this section of the A6094 the site will have
good visibility in both directions and will also lead to significant improvement
to existing properties and to the public road junction adjacent to the former
Howgate Restaurant.

The houses can all be readily serviced in terms of power, communications
drainage and water supply.

It is not a location that could be deemed to be remote, and it is within a
definable cluster of buildings with a public transport service available within a
reasonable distance from the site.

Whilst the countryside policies do not directly support the proposal, when
taken in the context of the site, and the critical issues of the environmental
impacts are considered, the proposal would have no greater impact in this
location than it would in an urban environment. it will enhance the rural
housing supply and enhance the opportunities for living and working in the
countryside.

The development will contribute towards a sustainable, economically active
rural area, which is more likely to attract investment and which will encourage
vibrant, growing communities. [t achieves this whilst maintaining local
landscape character.

5 Conclusion

The proposed development conflicts with certain local development plan
policies, however it is in principle in keeping with national planning policy
objectives of ensuring that Scotland is a successful sustainable place; a low
carbon place; a natural resilient place; and a connected place.

The benefits of the development are not outweighed by its impacts. It is a well
contained site and subject to landscaping and traffic proposals the site can
make a very useful contribution to community and local housing.

It is therefore presented to the Local Review Body that the development be
supported in principle.
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Appendix C

MIDLOTHIAN COUNCIL

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT
PLANNING APPLICATION DELEGATED WORKSHEET:

Planning Application Reference: 18/00218/DPP
Site Address: Land adjoining Meyerling.

Site Description: The application site comprises part of a field used for grazing
horses and an overgrown strip of land running along the side and rear of a
dwellinghouse (Ardroig) and the rear of another house (Meyerling). The site sits on
a ridge making it highly visible from views from the west and northwest. There are
some trees along the northern boundary. There is a stable to the west and open
fields to the other boundaries with the above-mentioned houses to the northeast.
The site lies to the south of Howgate, with the A6094 along the eastern boundary.

Proposed Development: Erection of 4 dwellinghouses; formation of access road
and associated works.

Proposed Development Details: Two semi-detached and twe detached houses are
proposed. The semi-detached houses are single storey with accommodation in the
roofspace served by rooflights and dormer windows, with one detached house
matching this design. The other detached house is two storey. All have porches,
and garages connected by glazed links. The two storey house has stone walls and
the others wet dash render with stone copes with timber framed windows and doors.
All roofs are slate with the garage roofs corrugated metal.

The existing field access is to be improved to provide vehicular access to the A6094
with six parking spaces proposed. The land to the rear of the houses to the north will
be a pedestrian access and public right of way/walkway. The areas around the
proposed gardens are to be a wildflower meadow and pathway. The stable will be
retained. A stone wall will link all properties. The application form states the houses
will connect to the public drainage and water supply, however the supporting
statement notes a private sewerage treatment system will likely be required.

There is a discrepancy between the plans. The site pian states the semi-detached
properties are housetype C but the detailed plans show these as housetype B. The
application is assessed as per the detailed plans as these appear more accurate.

The agent has submitted a supporting statement, stating the houses will benefit the
local community through the provision of smaller, more affordable housing for people
who wish to live in the countryside without a link to a proposed rural business or
conversions of non-residential buildings. The speed limit on the A60894 will be
dropped from 60mph to either 30 or 40mph, the road will be widened to allow a layby
for bin collection and ensure that vehicles waiting to enter the site from the north
would not obstruct traffic travelling south, as well as the potential for a small
roundabout. Each property would retain a portion of the land, separate from their
garden, which could be used for keeping horses or livestock. No further details of
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this has been submitted. They state the MLDP and related Supplementary
Guidance for Development in the Countryside and Green Belt is less prescriptive
than the previous SPG and consider that as there are 17 houses in the area, there
could be support for an additional 3 or 4 houses within this group.

Background (Previous Applications, Supporting Documents, Development
Briefs): Application site

15/00291/DPP Erection of dwellinghouse and formation of access road. Refused —
no justification for house; not form part of group; prominent views from west having
adverse impact on the surrounding area; access result in loss of amenity for existing
houses; no SUDs or sustainable building design; contrary RP1, DP1 and RP?7.
15/00286/DPP Alterations to existing access and formation of hardstanding.
Refused - significant adverse impact on road safety for A6094; not demonstrated
can be done without adverse landscape impact; contrary RP1 and RP7.
11/00203/DPP Planning permission in principle for the erection of dweliinghouse and
formation of access road. Refused — access safety concerns; impact of loss of trees
and [andscaping to form visibility splays. Subsequent review dismissed by LRB — for
the same reasons.

08/00383/0OUT Outline application for erection of dwellinghouse including new
access road. Refused - prominent views from west having adverse impact on the
surrounding area; does not fit with group; access issues having impact on residential
amenity; no potable water. Subsequent review dismissed by LRB - access issues
having impact on residential amenity.

07/00417/0OUT Outline application for the erection of dwellinghouse, offices, seven
stables, tack room and creation of two paddocks. Withdrawn.

04/00890/0CUT Outline application for the construction of an equestrian centre/riding
school and associated dwellinghouse. Refused — inadequate justification; sporadic
residential development in rural area; access issues; prominent views from west
having adverse impact on the surrounding area; and potential impact on residential
amenity.

03/00188/0UT Outline application for the erection of one dwellinghouse. Refused —
contrary to Local Plan and National policies; sporadic residential development in
rural area; access issues having impact on residential amenity; prominent views from
west having adverse impact on the surrounding area.

02/00395/0UT Outline application for the erection of one dwellinghouse. Refused
contrary to Local Plan and National policies; sporadic residential development in
rural area; access issues; prominent views from west having adverse impact on the
surrounding area.

Consultations:

The Policy and Road Safety Manager recommends refusal as the applicant is
unable to meet the minimum level of visibility required for a new junction onto a
60mph road. The proposal is reliant on the existing speed limit of the A6094 being
reduced to 30 or 40mph to meet the achievable leve! of visibility. This section of the
A6094 is an unlit 60mph rural road with a narrow footpath along one side. The road
has sections of limited forward visibility with overtaking manoeuvres restricted by
solid centre lines. The road operates as a rural 60mph road with very little urban
frontage to indicate to drivers that they should be driving at a lower, more urban
speed. This section of road would not be a suitable candidate for a reduction in the
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current 60mph speed limit and it is highly unlikely that the erection of warning or
speed limit signs would result in any meaningful change in driver behaviour.

Representations: Five letters of objection have been received on the following
grounds;

- The proposal is contrary to policy ENV3 of the Edinburgh and Lothian
Structure Plan 2015 and policies RP1 and DP1 of the Midlothian Local Plan;

- The proposal is ribbon development creating visual coalescence;

- The two storey house will be prominent in the area and spoil the rural
character of the skyline;

- Impact on privacy of the adjoining properties as a result of the proposed
houses and the right of way;

- Planning permission has been approved for a house within the group as per
the related policies so there is no support through this policy;

- Numerous similar proposals have been refused at the site with no significant
changes to date with the exception of tree felling;

- Road safety concerns due to poor visibility at the site entrance;

- Although some trees have been removed fo improve driver visibility, the
replacement planting will be a problem in the future;

- The proposed road widening can only be achieved on the south of the access;

- The visibility splays are not accurate;

- The applicant does not own the land to the north within the visibility splay;

- Poor visibility for approaching cars if vehicles are waiting to turn right into the
site due to the topography of the area;

- Reducing the speed limit will have litile effect as cars will still speed;

- The proposed roundabout to accommodate the increased numbers of
vehicles would not work as it is too close to a blind bend and summit of a hill;

- The suggestion that it is possible to walk to regular public transport services is
debatable as this is along a narrow twisting road which is not illuminated and
would be dangerous to use in the dark or in poor weather;

- The access could be affected by bad weather which could affect access by
emergency vehicles;

- The proposed access road is owned by a third party who is unlikely to sell the
land to permit the creation of the access road;

- The access strip should not become a right of way as other properties pay for
the maintenance of this area and do not wish for further footfall on their
properties. This will also have a detrimental impact on the riverbank, wildlife
and serenity of the woodland as well as potential for litter;

- The applicant does not own the field adjacent to the site so how can this
access be a right of way;

- The waste and drainage works are vague and could impact on the
neighbouring property and there is concern over the location of a soakaway
as there have been issues with water run off from the site affecting
neighbouring properties. It is debatable if a SUDs system will address these
drainage issues;

- A sewer connection is not possible at the site and the related pipe work would
need to be either through the road or on land owned by other residents which
would have to accommodate a steep gradient;

Page 39 of 78



- The mains water supply is inadequate for the surrounding properties and four
additional homes will diminish this further where there is no private usable
water supply in the area;

- Internet reception in the area is poor and there is a concern that more houses
would detrimentally affect this;

- Queries over where the allocated paddocks are to be located and if there be
subsequent applications for stables and livestock shelters?; and

- The location of the Leadburn junction is 1800 metres, not 800 metres.

Relevant Planning Policies: The relevant policies of the 2017 Midlothian Local
Development Plan are;

DEVS Sustainability in New Development states it will be expected that development
proposals will have regard to the following principles of sustainability: building in
harmony with the site including optimising on orientation and relationships to contours,
provision of shelter and utilising natural features; fostering and maintaining biodiversity:
treating and conserving water on site in line with best practice and guidance on
sustainable urban drainage; addressing sustainable energy in line with other MLDP
policies; recycling of construction materials and minimising the use of non-renewable
resources; facilitating accessibility and adaptability; providing for waste recycling in
accordance with standards which will be set out in guidance on waste separation,
collection and recycling requirements for new developments; and incorporating high
speed broadband connections and other digital technologies in line with MLDP policy;
DEVE Layout and Design of New Development states good design and high quality
architecture are required in the overall layout of development proposals. This provides
guidance on design principles for development, materials, access, passive energy gain,
positioning of buildings, open and private amenity space provision and parking;

DEV7 Landscaping in New Development states development proposals will be
required to be accompanied by a comprehensive scheme of landscaping. This should:
complement the existing landscape within and in the vicinity of the site; create
landmarks in the development layout and use the landscape to emphasise these;
TRANS Electric Vehicle Charging states that the Council will support and promote
the development of a network of electric vehicle charging stations by requiring
provision to be considered as an integral part of any new development or
redevelopment proposals;

iT1 Digital Infrastructure supports the incorporation of high speed broadband
connections and other digital technologies into new homes;

RD1 Development in the Countryside states development in the countryside will
only be permitted if: it is required for the furtherance of agriculture, including farm
related diversification, horticulture, forestry, countryside recreation or tourism: it
accords with other named policies; or it accords with the Council's Supplementary
Guidance on Development in the Countryside and Green Belt. All such development
will need to be: of a scale and character appropriate to the rural area and well
integrated into the rural landscape; capable of being serviced with an adequate and
appropriate access, capable of being provided with drainage and a public water
supply at reasonable cost, or an acceptable private water supply, avoiding
unacceptable discharge to watercourses; and accessible by public transport and
services to a prescripted level.

In the case of businesses, these should not be primarily of a retail nature and not
harm the amenity of nearby residents through unacceptable levels of noise, light or
traffic;
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ENV7 Landscape Character states development will not be permitted where it may
significantly and adversely affect local landscape character. Where development is
acceptable, it should respect such character and be compatible in terms of scale, siting
and design;

ENV11 Woodland, Trees and Hedges states development will not be permitted
where it could lead directly or indirectly to the loss of, or damage to, woodland,
groups of trees and hedges which have particular amenity, nature conservation,
biodiversity, recreation, landscape, shelter or historical value or other importance;
NRG6 Community Heating seeks to ensure developments deliver, contribute
towards or enable the provision of community heating schemes;

IMP1 New Development advises that planning conditions will be applied and, where
appropriate, legal agreements sought to ensure that, where new development gives
rise to a need, appropriate provision is made for necessary infrastructure, community
facilities and services (see list in local development plan); and

IMP2 Essential Infrastructure Required to Enable New Development to Take
Place aims to ensure that development does not proceed until adequate provision
(related to the scale and impact of the proposed development) has been agreed for
the infrastructure, environmental and community facility requirements identified in the
Local Development Plan and other relevant policies.

Planning Issues: The main planning issue to be considered is whether or not the
proposal complies with the development plan policies and, if not, whether there are
any material planning considerations which would otherwise justify approval.

As detailed in the Background section, numerous planning applications for housing
at this site have been refused since 2002. The planning authority has consistently
considered that the development of the site for housing is contrary to planning policy
and cannot be supported. Recent applications have been submitted with the agent
stating these comply with the housing group section of the related policy. However
the planning authority does not consider that this site meets the criteria of this policy
or forms an acceptable plot for development within this housing group. This has
been supported by LRB where previous reviews have been dismissed.

The planning authority has restrictive policies for proposals for new housing
developments within the countryside. These aim to prevent the creeping
suburbanisation of the countryside which are under significant pressure due to the
convenient commuting distance to Edinburgh. However, there are enabling policies,
within the adopted Midlothian Local Plan, which support residential developments
within the countryside. Policy RD1 of the local pian contains several sections were
houses could be acceptable in the couniryside.

The proposed houses are not required for the furtherance of an established
countryside activity. The proposal is not for a replacement house or for the
conversion or redevelopment of existing redundant farm buildings or other non-
residential buildings. The proposal is not an enabling development where it is clearly
shown that this is the only means of preventing the loss of a heritage asset and
securing its long term future.

Policy RD1 provides some support for houses in groups where 1 new dwelling is
permitted during the plan period where there are 5 existing units. Although the
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applicant states houses to the west and south are within the group bringing the
number of houses within the group to 17, the planning authority considers it is clear
the group extends to the houses to the north of the site only. The other houses are
visually separate from the group and so do not form part of a larger group within this
policy. Therefore there are only six houses within the existing group meaning there
may policy support for one house provided this complies with the related criteria.

The position of the two storey house is similar to the house refused in the most
recent application. It was considered that the site did not form part of the group as it
was not a gap site or adjoin two other boundaries within the group, nor did it comply
with the detailed criteria relating to the design and scale of the house in respect of
the group. Although the MLDP is not as prescriptive as the previous plan, the ethos
of this remains meaning that the site is still not considered to meet the criteria of a
suitable plot for a house within this group.

It is clear that there is no policy support for housing at this site. However, the agent
states that the related polices are too restrictive to allow smaller more affordable
houses in the countryside for people who wish to live in these areas without a link to
proposed businesses or conversions of non-residential buildings. As detailed above,
the policies aim to protect the character of rural areas from sporadic developments
which result in suburbanisation of the countryside, but there are a number of criteria
which can be met where housing in the countryside is appropriate and acceptable.
These criteria do not dictate that these houses have to be large or unaffordable,
thereby providing opportunities for a range of housetypes provided they meet policy
requirements. The agent'’s justification for four houses in this area is not materially
significant to result in a decision which would depart from the adopted policy.

Notwithstanding the lack of policy support, the details of the proposed scheme must
also be considered.

The design and layout of the proposal is for largely traditional buildings facing into a
central courtyard area. These houses are connected by a wall to create a courtyard,
which is an approach which can work successfully in the countryside to replicate a
farm steading arrangement, where the buildings are interlinked. However, in this
instance the site, and the distances between the properties, appears too large to
provide this courtyard character and would likely result in the appearance of three
separate unrelated buildings positioned at some distance, especially the two storey
unit which is some 40 metres from the linked house. In addition, the design of the
garages, appearing detached from the houses and linked by a glazed link set back
from the building line, further weakens the courtyard design approach. The layout
appears more of a sprawling suburban development rather than a considered design
solution for this rural location.

The design and materials of the houses are generally traditional with modern
detailing in the links to the garages. These housetypes appear generally acceptable.

Adequate garden ground is provided for the houses. There is to be a large area of
meadow and a path around the house plots. The agent states that each house will
be provided with a small paddock area, however there are no details of where these
areas are within the site and to what extent. Should permission be granted, further
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details of this and any proposed structures in these areas would be required to
assess the impact on the area.

The two storey house is the only proposed house which may have an adverse
impact on the privacy of the existing houses. However the layout means the garage
would be approximately 15 metres from the boundary which is sufficient distance
from a boundary to limit overlooking. There are no windows on this elevation and so
it is considered that there will not be a significant adverse impact on the privacy on
the occupants of the existing property.

The site is close to the top of a slope down to the west, making it highly visible from
the west and northwest. By virtue of their position and their height the proposed
single storey buildings are unlikely to be visible despite this elevated site and
therefore will not have a significant detrimental impact on the area. However, the two
storey house is positioned close to the western and elevated area. Thereis a
broken line of trees along this boundary which may screen part of this house and the
agent makes reference to tree planting and hedgerow, however there are no
landscaping details showing how this would help integrate this house in to the site
and surrounding landscape. As such this house would be a very prominent feature
in the landscape to the significant detriment of the surrounding area.

The existing access is recessed slightly from the A6094 with a gate. Although there
are some frees in the area, a number have been removed. Although this did not
require planning permission, their loss has had a detrimental impact on the
landscape character of the area. This removal appears to be connected to providing
adequate visibility and accommodation for the required visibility splays for the
vehicular access. It is regrettable that these have been removed as these enhanced
the landscape of the area, however as these were not protected the planning
authority had no control over these works.

The required minimum splays to meet the minimum level of visibility required for a
new junction onto a 60mph road have not been met. The land te the north of the
access is not under the control of the applicant. The agent has suggested a number
of mitigation measures to address this, including the existing speed limit of the
AB094 being reduced to 30 or 40mph to meet the achievable level of visibility, as
well as the potential for a small roundabout and the increase in the width of the road
to allow a separate lane for cars turning right into the site.

This section of the A6094 is an unlit 60mph rural road with a narrow footpath along
one side and the road has sections of limited forward visibility with overtaking
manoeuvres restricted by solid centre lines. The road operates as a rural 60mph
road with very little urban frontage to indicate to drivers that they should be driving at
a lower, more urban speed. This section of road would not be suitable for a
reduction in the current 60mph speed limit and it is highly unlikely that the erection of
warning or speed limit signs would result in any meaningful change in driver
behaviour. The formation of a roundabout at this area would not appear to address
the road safety concerns and would be out of keeping with the surrounding rural area
with very little development surrounding.
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Although the agent has suggested a number of ways in an attempt to provide the
access to the site, these do not appear to address the significant road safety
concerns to a standard where this could be considered acceptable. Road safety
issues have been included in the reasons for refusing previous applications here and
are applicable in this application.

The strip of land from the site to the rear of the existing properties to the north to
access onto Milkhall Road is to be used as a public walkway and a right of way.
From the comments made by objectors, it appears that they do not have right of
access to connect to Milkhall Road. This would be a private legal matter between
the landowners. If the land were currently kept in better condition this could provide
access by members of the public which would be no different than the proposed
situation. Should planning permission be granted, adequate boundary treatments
could be in place along this area to protect the amenity of the existing and proposed
residents. [t is not clear how this path would have a detrimental impact on the
riverbank, wildlife and the woodland. Any litter issues are not a material planning
consideration in this case.

No details of the private sewage treatment system and site drainage have been
submitted as yet but if permission is granted these would be required. The objectors’
comments about potential impact on their amenity and flooding would be addressed
at this stage. Scottish Water have no objection to the proposal but highlights
potential issues and recommends the applicant contact them to ensure deliverability.

Should planning permission be granted, developer contributions would be required,
including education.

Any issues of ownership of land are not a material planning consideration but would
be a private legal matter between the relevant parties. Should planning permission
be granted, a condition would be attached to ensure the properties supplied with
broadband and electric vehicle charging points.

In summary it appears that the argument presented along with this proposal is the
latest attempt in a long line for housing at this site, where residential development of
the site has been consistently resisted by the Council for over 15 years. If refused
permission this will be the seventh time that planning permission has been refused
for housing on this site since 2002. The Local Review Body has also dismissed
requests for reviews on two occasions. The proposal to develop housing here is not
supported by current planning policy; the site does not have an adequate access
which could serve dwellings; development of this scale on the site will have a
significant adverse impact on the appearance of the area; the design and scale of
the proposed houses is not appropriate in this location; and, this development will
adversely impact on the amenity of neighbouring residents. The applicant is strongly
advised to give serious consideration to these points before submitting any further
application.

The LRB detailed, in its determination of the Review of application 08/00383/0UT,
that should the principle of a house at the proposed site be established, it would
require to be of a particularly high quality design and be accompanied with a
substantial landscaping scheme to soften its impact on the surrounding landscape.
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It is considered that this proposal does not meet these points, related policies or
provide sufficient justification to depart from policy.

Recommendation: Refuse planning permission.
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Appendix D
A4

Refusal of Planning Permission
Town and Country Planning {Scotland) Act 1997

Reg. No. 18/00218/DPP

Format Design

146 Duddingston Road West
Edinburgh

EH16 4AP

Midlothian Council, as Planning Authority, having considered the application by Mr V Crolla,
Format Design, Holyrood Business Park, 146 Duddingston Road West, Edinburgh, EH16
4AP, which was registered on 4 April 2018 in pursuance of their powers under the above
Acts, hereby refuse permission to carry out the following proposed development:

Erection of 4 dwellinghouses; formation of access road and associated works at
Land Adjoining Meyerling, Penicuik

In accordance with the application and the following documents/drawings:

Document/Drawing. Drawing No/Scale Dated

Location Plan 10141-03-05 1:2500 04.04.2018
Site Plan 10141-03-04 1:500 04.04.2018
Floor Plan, Elevation and Cross Sections 10141 03 01 1:100 04.04.2018
Floor Plan, Elevation and Cross Sections 10141 03 02 1:100 04.04.2018
Floor Plan, Elevation and Cross Sections 10141 03 03 1:100 04.04.2018

The reasons for the Council's decision are set out below:

1. The proposal for four dwellinghouses does not comply with the housing group policy
where only one house per five units may be supported.

2. The proposed site does not comply with the establish principles and criteria for
accommodating a new house in a housing group as it is not on a gap site within the
housing group nor is it adjoining two other boundaries of the group.

3. it has not been demonstrated that the proposed dwellinghouses are required in
conneclion with an established countryside activity and it has not been justified in
connection with policy RD1.

4. For the above reasons the proposed development does not comply with the terms of
policy RD1 of the adopted Midlothian Local Development Flan 2017.

5. The layout of the proposal has a suburban character and is not reflective of the

character of the rural surroundings. Therefore the proposed development is
contrary to policy ENV7 of the adopted Midlothian Local Development Plan 2017.

Page 46 of 78



6.

Dated

The proposed two storey house is positioned on an elevated area which is
particularly prominent in views from the west and it has not been demonstrated that
the position and design of this proposed house could successfully fit into the
landscape without having a significant adverse impact on the character or
appearance of the area, nor would it enhance the character and appearance of the
existing group of buildings. Therefore the proposed development is contrary to
policy ENV7 of the adopted Midlothian Local Development Plan 2017,

The proposed vehicular access, and subsequent potential intensification in use,
would have a significant adverse impact on the safety of road users on the A6094
by way of its below standard visibility for all vehicles existing the site and the forward
visibility of vehicles travelling behind those turning into the site, particularly from the
southbound carriageway. These concerns have not been sufficiently aflayed by the
proposals.

It has not been demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Planning Authority that the
proposed access can be constructed without having a significant adverse impact on
the character and appearance of the surrounding area and therefore the proposed
access Is contrary to policies RD1 and ENV?7 of the adopted Midlothian Local
Development Plan 2017.

1/672018

e

Duncan Robertson
Lead Officer — Local Developments
Fairfield House, 8 Lothian Road, Dalkeith, EH22 3ZN

Page 47 of 78



AVMHLYD 03N

d¥¥ 91} NBINAUIRT 108 M PEDY NaI40UIPARG ArL viwg 8 SR UIING POOIAFON EYE TP YErepe— T
oy U sobuppngituogy mwa guy FapU SOYOYY WVl GI20 anY WOl AR 21E MO 2\ QL OWY $33 v
ey TOMMYHT DNDNZN BON0N
HE 610 u"“-’ Lant. =u-g- ““Eh =_ BHOUYINY LNVHEYM DN I WOk A0 Lynucd
PERL 199 100 WL SHOLLYINAJY DNqans aalsn Eagiigag’gﬂgg.—ggg
L? : 5 2] SO YN Lddv DALY
7 vy [[Ypp— o LNOHIM 200t tow L
k oy - SIOMLS AArEREYId "LNGYLLEY 430 DMNNY 1 3HIL BOONY TOUINGS
LE».NIH A T SLNYEWISNOD DI i.!ﬂ’ﬂzugtabauﬂggngggg
. SATAHNS IEHNEY I
bl Ll DI SIONES VUG s ¥ ¥ T3t 3800
J ACH4 d Hi YIVUIEAID A WY ONY NOHS ST
E ol | (5 prodilg e Basag DAY L4 WO/ONY IGHINGD DALV HYLEO 1 OFe3ed SYM DNIMYA SHL l fiad - ol Bl — - -
. Iun Pl 005/ ajeag %-
e, uely ang pasodoy,
d SHAINO LS —— F s Id |15 pa e 1
n . .
GNYIOOOM BN LY OMLSIG . L
(b} tradi ~ flem auols pasodoly
- Toh
p DHUNY D 3301 03504080 [l L3
p @ F i g 8dA) asnoH
a . -
A $STFIY NVINISITTd OMLSIXD

QWP HONOUHL .
EYA DES Qd0Hd

VIHY NIFHO TyNOILYIY Tk

MOGYIN W
mWe—D..EnJSanumgmn .

SONMEMT
HOJ SYIBY NWYI 03$0d0ud

T3NIYEIH STIBVLE ONILSIND

avoy [
S$II0Y ¥ SNIYISUNYT GHYH

i
80ueJjUS 1BnJIYan pasodord

uono8s|jo3
u|q Joj umop 1as pue AqAe) pasodory

abeso)s uig pasodoly

2 8dA} asnoH

llem auo)s pasodory
pauie)a) sajqels bunsixg
v adA) esnop
SROVWIAMOGVIN HIM0 1 O

HLYON



AYY DIHT UOIARNIPT 1NN FOOn aBLEERIDRNG R¥L 1Iv4 TORRIIRG DAdIIEH
i WSl ey ann gy Py SOV SHNY M 0330

ﬂ.rr%qw_.—p = =} E—ﬂwﬂ ﬁ“—-he -:E-ui!-un!nﬂﬂh.._:uag ST ONY AS 241 NO QAIIA 39 0L INOISHIING ONY £30T TIY
B B nzﬂﬁcg!uﬁhﬂ Weisad ANOHLM 4Y 3L NOU4 AUVIADA 01 LON NOLIVILNGD
iy ume] [—— R géﬂgﬁﬂainiﬁag
BTtz e Y200 e g T i bdoeihd i U1 WOIY WOUS OIS0 Y 10 LA BL DA VT ALTEVT £330 78U
1GCD 101 ou Burm ey vy wWitua g eSeon sen ool = “NDIS30 DMGTINE 1 YWA04 WOud HUM ¥ £¥ 03N A AW
1w ey ol rency - Emean Yumd K1 poncosy e Bt {ERHI 53PS ek Cocat b i) AT OWIG S | —

ey splaws seaar .
AT RN DY RN § 0N SORPAS LW S5 RO s

AT XOHALY & ISHOHEYS
ATBOLS Z 0FE0S0H 30 YIHY HOO W

LIS TYUNLYH SYHUYTLD YanD .

A00U AN OILYONYHOD .

SHOLS IVENLYH _ _
wern ]

SEHNOEHNS MDAHIA
T BN DRI IHOLETHYS

[ECE) ]

Page 49 of 78




----------------------------------------------------------

o padtiaracy STMMY G DNINATI HONCH on NOQ AR IS O a3 oy I Tie
FERFEIE0 5 K3isia -“Ehe ENOU VN daY LNVIRJYM, DledTENE
SRR P SNOUYINlidY DIOENE U313 TOrE I 1VVIN0 S DHIFNO S LOHLIM ML wou, ON NOLIVHLINGS
d LODHIW IWOLIONE
[rrpp— mu
— BOMLE ALTWET Y. “LNINLLAY 43 S
TROMLE 4
Vi T0i e RO R Wy SINVLMTENGD DAINNT I THL BOGHY WRLLNGD DMTRAS ROWS NOUEIF ¥ 30 LaZIIY FHL WO SONT AEFREVIT L3240 iz
. . SAINTE aFUNTYIN
ZORD k3t o By LAy wicaua "a sy i gol “WOrSad Deea e ¥ £¥ 031N 38 A W0
- 8 iy ey TR TAN WL iy Proday 0] Bavep g.as WY ONY NCISSIRYId BAINNY 1 MDY HIVLBO OL TRV 4344 SWA DMMYHT SHL

[co)
N~
Y—
(@)
o
Yo
(&)
(@)]
©
o




........................................................
- .y SNVTI4 03
luslsi!ntﬂ- 2!..593- SDNM V0 ONDG I WONTN UUNLIVABTI CHY YOLITULAD AD AT NO O SRMIA 30 04 SNAIIGrA aNY $328 TIV
e HOISI0 JRUIIQJ | oo s
vl SR VLAY a0 END OIS WOre3Q 1YWpo4 L ACYS ANAS0 OL 10N LALTVRLD
o SNOUvCRLY ORSIVRd LosIMe 424 39 0L 30N 51 DAMYYO TR
L 0“ Gmumy ven nugj
..ﬁﬂ...u O o a0 -E«-—wﬂ:-:!uEg. AL P vorany ¥ 30 143 SU NOW SONT ATV £3IN40 DU
£0€0 1710} ou Bamenf g wania4 ‘agfiecy %3 df : ¥ 6V Q3311 39 AWO
. ) - xﬁggg;ggﬂ!.se TV $T SV OMMYEA SHL
wd ..J O Ml saney - QEREANS WRY g prExialy W) BaneD NN U8 q o ® w| & oo o

#00H Tve 3 0 ¥YONUHOD .

DNIG40D FHNOLE

.q f
S T 7 LA 2
0400 |

Page 51 of 78



Page 52 of 78



Local Review Body

‘ N[ldl()thlaﬂ Tuesday 27 November 2018

Item No 5.4

Notice of Review: 20 Pendreich Terrace, Bonnyrigg
Determination Report

Report by Dr Mary Smith Director, Education, Communities and Economy
1 Purpose of Report

1.1 The purpose of this report is to provide a framework for the Local
Review Body (LRB) to consider a ‘Notice of Review’ for the erection of
single storey extension and front and rear dormer extensions at 20
Pendreich Terrace, Bonnyrigg.

2 Background

2.1  Planning application 18/00566/DPP for the erection of single storey
extension and front and rear dormer extensions at 20 Pendreich
Terrace, Bonnyrigg was refused planning permission on 10 September
2018; a copy of the decision is attached to this report.

2.2 The review has progressed through the following stages:
1 Submission of Notice of Review by the applicant.
2 The Registration and Acknowledgement of the Notice of Review.
3 Carrying out Notification and Consultation.

3 Supporting Documents

3.1 Attached to this report are the following documents:

e Asite location plan (Appendix A);

e A copy of the notice of review form and supporting statement
(Appendix B). Any duplication of information is not attached;

e A copy of the case officer’s report (Appendix C);

e A copy of the decision notice, issued on 10 September 2018
(Appendix D); and

e A copy of the relevant drawings/plans (Appendix E).

3.2  The full planning application case file and the development plan
policies referred to in the case officer’s report can be viewed online via
www.midlothian.gov.uk

4 Procedures

4.1  In accordance with procedures agreed by the LRB, the LRB by
agreement of the Chair:
e Have scheduled an unaccompanied site visit for Monday 26
November 2018; and
e Have determined to progress the review by way of written
submissions.
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4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

5.1

The case officer’s report identified that there were no consultations
required and no representations received.

The next stage in the process is for the LRB to determine the review in

accordance with the agreed procedure:

e |dentify any provisions of the development plan which are relevant
to the decision;

e Interpret them carefully, looking at the aims and objectives of the
plan as well as detailed wording of policies;

e Consider whether or not the proposal accords with the
development plan;

e |dentify and consider relevant material considerations for and
against the proposal;

e Assess whether these considerations warrant a departure from the
development plan; and

e State the reason/s for the decision and state any conditions
required if planning permission is granted.

In reaching a decision on the case the planning advisor can advise on
appropriate phraseology and on appropriate planning reasons for
reaching a decision.

Following the determination of the review the planning advisor will
prepare a decision notice for issuing through the Chair of the LRB. A
copy of the decision notice will be reported to the next LRB for noting.

A copy of the LRB decision will be placed on the planning authority’s
planning register and made available for inspection online.

Conditions

In accordance with the procedures agreed by the LRB at its meeting of
13 June 2017, and without prejudice to the determination of the review,
the following conditions have been prepared for the consideration of
the LRB if it is minded to uphold the review and grant planning
permission.

1. The colour of the tiles on the dormers shall match the colour of the
roof tiles on the existing building.

Reason: To help integrate the dormers with the existing building in
order to reduce their impact on the character of the house and
visual amenity of the surrounding area.

2. The window on the west elevation of the extension shall be glazed
with obscure glass which thereafter shall not be replaced with clear
glass.

Reason: In order to minimise overlooking and protect the privacy of
the occupants of the adjoining property.
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6 Recommendations

6.1 Itis recommended that the LRB:
a) determine the review; and
b) the planning advisor draft and issue the decision of the LRB
through the Chair

Date: 15 November 2018
Report Contact:  Peter Arnsdorf, Planning Manager (LRB Advisor)
peter.arnsdorf@midlothian.gov.uk

Tel No: 0131 271 3310
Background Papers:
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Appendix B

Midlothian

Fairfield House 8 Lothian Road Dalkeith EH22 3ZN Tel: 0131 271 3302 Fax: 0131 271 3537 Email: planning-
applications@midlothian.gov.uk

Applications cannot be validated until all the necessary documentation has been submilied and the required fee has been paid.
Thank you for completing this application form
ONLINE REFERENCE 100130672-002

The online reference is the unique reference for your online form only. The Planning Authorily will allocate an Application Number when
your form is validated. Please quole this reference if you need lo confact the planning Authorily about this application.

Applicant or Agent Details

Are you an applicant or an agent? * (An agent is an architect, consultant or someane else acting
on behalf of the applicant in connection with this application) D Applicant Agent

Agent Details

Please enter Agent details

Company/Organisation; | ©-E-M Building Design
Ref. Number: You must enter a Building Name or Number, or both: *
First Name: * Douglas Building Name:
Last Name: * Mack Building Number: | &
Telephone Number: * 07966201209 ?Sﬂ?;:f)s: § Plantain Grove
Extenstan Number: Address 2 Lenzie
Mobile Number: Town/City: * Glasgow
Fax Number: Country; * Scotland
Postcode: * 66 3NE
Email Address: * douglas@femdesign.co.uk

Is the applicant an individual or an organisation/corporate enlity? *

Individual D Organisation/Corporate entity
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Applicant Details

Please enter Applicant details

Titte: S You must enter a Building Name or Number, or both: *
Other Title: Mr & Mrs Building Name:

First Name: * Keith & Nicola Building Number: L

Last Name: * Toles ?;?;Z;s: ] Pendreich Terrace
Company/Organisation Address 2.

Telephone Number; * Town/City: * Bonnyrigg
Exiension Number; Couniry: * Scotland
Mobile Number: Posicode: * EM19 2DS
Fax Number:

Email Address: *

Site Address Details

Planning Authority: Midlothian Ceuncil

Full postal address of the site (including postcode where available):

Address 1- 20 PENDREICH TERRACE

Address 2:

Address 3:

Address 4:

Address 5:

Town/City/Settlement: BONNYRIGG

Post Code: EH19 2DS

Please identify/describe the localion of the site or sites

Northing LALEl Easting 331260
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Description of Proposal

Please provide a description of your proposal to which your review relates. The description should be the same as given in the
application form, or as amended with the agreement of the planning authority: *
(Max 500 characters)

Single storey extension lo dwellinghouse and construclion of front and rear dormers

Type of Application

What type of application did you submit to the planning authority? *

Application for planning permission (including househaolder application but excluding application to work minerals).
D Application for planning permission in principle.
D Further application.

D Application for approval of matters specified in conditions.

What does your review relate to? *

Refusal Notice.
D Grant of permission with Conditions imposed.

D No decision reached within the prescribed peried (twe manths after validation date or any agreed exiension) — deemed refusal.

Statement of reasons for seeking review

You must state in full, why you are a seeking a review of the planning authority's decision {or failure to make a decision). Your stalement
must set out all matters you consider require to be taken inte account in determining your review, If necessary this can be provided as a
separate document in the *Supporting Documents’ section: * {Max 500 characilers}

Mote: you are unlikely o have a furlher opportunity lo add to your stalement of appeal at a later date, so it is essential that you produce
all of the information you want the decision-maker to take into account.

You should not however raise any new matter which was not before the planning authority at the time it decided your application (or at
the time expiry of the period of determination), unless you can demonsirate that the new matler could not have been raised before that
time or that it not being raised before that time is a consequence of exceptional circumstances.

We are seeking a review of the Planning Authority’s decision to refuse Planning as it is our opinion that a precedence has been
set by similar developments in the immediate surrounding area and that the development will nat detract from the character or
amenity of the built up area,

Have you raised any matiers which were not before the appointed officer at the time the EI Yes D No
Determination on your application was made? *

If yes, you should explain in the box below, why you are raising the new matter, why it was nol raised with the appointed officer before
your application was determined and why you consider it should be considered in your review. * {Max 500 characlers)

We have now undertaken an assessment of the developments carried out in the immediate vicinity and this is not something that
we would normally do as part of a Planning application.
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Please provide a list of all supporing documents, materials and evidence which you wish to submit with your notice of review and intend
to rely on in support of your review. You can afiach these documents electronically later in the process: * {Max 500 characters)

Appeal Statement, Photos 1,2,3,4,5,6,7, 2no. Drawings, Overshadowing drawing, Appeal Statement

Application Details

Please provide details of the application and decision,

What is the application reference number? * 18/00565DPP
What date was the application submitted to the planning authority? * 08/08/2018
What date was the decision issued by the planning authority? * 10/09/2018

Review Procedure

The Local Review Body will decide on the procedure to be used to delermine your review and may at any time during the review
process require that further information or representations be made to enable them 1o determine the review. Further information may be
required by one or a combination of procedures, such as: written submissions: the holding of ane or more hearing sessions and/or
inspecting the land which is the subject of the review case.

Can this review continue to a conclusion, in your opinion, based on a review of the relevant information provided by yourself and other
parties only, without any further procedures? For example, writlen submission, hearing session, site inspeclion, *

Yes D No

In the event that the Local Review Body appointed to consider your application decides to inspect the site, in your opinion:

Can the site be clearly seen from a road or public land? * Yes D No
Is it possible for the site lo be accessed safely and without barriers to entry? * Yes D No

Checklist — Application for Notice of Review

Please complete the following checklist to make sure you have provided all the necessary infarmation in support of your appeal. Failure
to submit all this information may result in your appeal being deemed invalid.

Have you provided the name and address of the applicant?. * Yes D No

Have you provided the date and reference number of the applicalion which is the subject of this IZl Yes D No

review? "

If you are the agent, acting on behalf of the applicant, have you provided details of your name Yes D No D NfA

and address and indicated whether any notice or correspondence required in connection with the
review should be sent 1o you or the applicant? ¢

Have you provided a stalement setling out your reasons for requiring a review and by what Yes D No
procedure (or combination of procedures) you wish the review to be conducted? *

Note: You must state, in full, why you are seeking a review on your application. Your statement must set out all matters you consider
require to be taken into account in determining your review. You may not have a further opporiunity to add to your statement of review
at a later date, It is therefore essential that you submit with your notice of review, all necessary infarmation and evidence that you rely
on and wish the Local Review Body to consider as part of your review.

Please attach a copy of all documents, material and evidence which you intend to rely on Yes D No
{e.0. plans and Drawings) which are now the subject of this review *

Note: Where the review relales to a further application e.g. renewal of planning permission ar modification, variation or removal of a
planning candition or where it relales to an application for approval of matters specified in conditions, it is advisable to provide the
application reference number, approved plans and decision notice (if any) from the earlier consent.
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Declare ~ Notice of Review

I/'We the applicant/agent certify that this is an application for review on the grounds stated.

Declaration Name: Mr Douglas Mack

Declaralion Date: 04/10/2018
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The reason we are seeking a review of the refusal of Planning Permission at 20 Pendreich
Terrace, Bonnyrigg, is that the reasons for refusal, are in our opinion unsubstantiated.
Numerous extremely large rear extensions to properties have been approved both in the
immediate Bonnyrigg locale, and of course, the town of Bonnyrigg and Midlothian as a
whole. We would also suggest that a precedence has been set with numerous front and rear
dormer roof extensions in the immediate vicinity of 20 Pendreich Terrace. We would
therefore request that the Local Review Body share the opinion that our proposals will not
have a detrimental effect on the property or is surrounding environment.

The reasoning that the proposed extension is ‘out of character with and unsympathetic to the
character of the existing building’ would seem to contradict recent Planning approvals which
have been issued in the immediate area. The property at 24 Pendreich Terrace, two doors
from our property has recently completed a very large extension which was, in fact an
addition to a substantial previous extension. This has created an extremely large flat roof
extension to the rear and side of the semi detached dwelling which is clearly visible from the
street (see photographs 4 & 5 provided). The property on the opposite side of the street at 13
Pendreich Terrace has a recently completed large rear extension, wrapping around the side of
the house forming a new entrance. This extension is a substantial size, connecting onto the
existing garage and is of a contemporary design with a ‘gull wing’ zinc roof to the rear and a
timber clad frontage which can be clearly seen from the street (see photograph 2 provided).
The properties at 10 Pendreich Terrace and 12 Pendreich Terrace both have had extremely
large extensions to the rear, both visible from the street.

The four aforementioned properties 1 have indicated in the previous paragraph are all within
40 yards of our property at 20 Pendreich Terrace, clearly indicating that large rear and side
extension to the properties in the immediate vicinity have been approved previously by
Midlothian Council Planning Authority. We would also suggest that the extension proposed
will not dominate or seriously detract from the character and appearance of the original house
any more than those previously completed, two of which (numbers 13 & 24) were approved
only recently. Therefore a recent precedence has been set.

I have included as part of this appeal a rear elevation drawing indicating a 45degree angle
from the highest part of our proposed extension roof and its relationship with the window in
the rear elevation of the adjoining semi detached house. You will see that the 45degree line
does not pass through the central point of the neighbours rear window.

The comment that the ‘rear dormer extension, on account of its size and design would appear
overly bulky and would be an unduly dominant feature at roof level” would appear to be
irrelevant due to the property at 11 Pendreich Terrace (see photol provided), directly across
the street from no. 20 having a full length dormer to the rear elevation. This dormer is very
similar to the one which we propose, both in its shape and form and most importantly in the
fact that its roof level is at the same level as the ridge line of the original house. The top part
of this rear dormer can be partly seen from the street whereas the one we propose will not be
able to be viewed in any part from the street. We are therefore of the opinion that the
comment that the ‘rear dormer will detract from the visual amenity of the surrounding area’
is not a relevant comment in these particular case. Again, we would strongly suggest that a
precedence has been set in the same street. We acknowledge that the proposed rear dormer
may be capable of being designed in a more sympathetic manner and are looking to provide
more windows to the rear elevation to accommodate this.
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We would disagree that the proposed front dormers ‘on account of their size and design
wonld appear overly bulky and would be unduly dominant features at roof level’. Also, we
would refute that the proposal will *detract from character and appearance of the principal
elevation of the property’. There are numerous front elevation roof dormers in Pendreich
Terrace and also Pendreich Drive, the road providing access to Pendreich Terrace (see photo
7)- These front dormers range in design and scale but are a prominent feature of the
properties of this period and in the surrounding area. An example of a large front dormer
taken to existing ridge level to a semi detached bungalow in the immediate vicinity is that
indicated in Photo 6 (provided), a property in Golf Coursc Road, Bonnyrigg. We would
suggest that the proposed front dormers are of a scale and design that will not detract from
the character of the existing house or area. The fact that the property (o which this application
relates is a semi-detached house should not have any influence on any proposed development
to it as it does not appear to have had any influence on the previous extensions and attic
conversions carried out within the streets around Pendreich Terrace, Bonnyrigg.

20 Pendreich Terrace is not a Listed Building or within a conservation area and therefore the
proposed extension would not have any detrimental effect on the surrounding area or
buildings. The fact that Planning Permission for various extenstons and alterations have
previously been approved would also suggest that there are limited restrictions on
development in the immediate vicinity. The property is restricted at present to a 2 bedroom
house and does not lend itself to a house {or modern family living. The desirable area of
Bonnyrigg with its excellent amenities, schools and location is always going to attract
families to live in this area and we believe the proposed extension and attic conversion will
create a comfortable family home for both my client and future occupants.

To summarise, it is our opinion that our proposed rear extension and dormer altic conversion
would cause no greater impact on the character or amenity of 20 Pendreich Terrace and the
immediate surrounding area than that which is existing. This is due to both the properties
relatively secluded location within Pendreich Terrace and also to the previous developments
which have been undertaken to numerous dwellinghouses within the immediate location. We
would request that you consider our appeal in a manner which lends to a favourable outcome
for my client.
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Appendix C

MIDLOTHIAN COUNCIL

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT
PLANNING APPLICATION DELEGATED WORKSHEET:

Planning Application Reference:18/00566 /dpp
Site Address: 20 Pendreich Terrace, Bonnyrigg

Site Description:

The application property comprises a semi-detached single story dwelligthouse. It is
finished externally in drydash render with brick and reconstituted stone feature
panels at the front with white upvc framed windows and brown/grey weathered
contoured concrete roof tiles. There is an existing 3.4m deep flat roof extension at
the rear of the house and a garage within the back garden.

Proposed Development:
Single storey extension to dwellinghouse and construction of front and rear dormers

Proposed Development Details:

It is proposed to take down the existing rear extension and erect a 10m wide and 6m
deep single storey extension with a very shallow pitched roof at the rear of the house
and a pitched roof extension measuring 2.4m wide and 4.8m deep at the side of the
house. Apart from the roof of the rear extension external materials are to match
existing.

It is also proposed to form a 6m wide dormer window at the rear of the house and
two 2.7m wide dormers at the front of the house. The dormers are to be clad in
rosemary tiles with white upvc framed windows.

Background {Previous Applications, Supporting Documents, Development
Briefs):

History sheet checked.

Consultations:
None required.

Representations:
None received.

Relevant Planning Policies:
The relevant policy of the Midlothian Local Development Plan 2017 is;

DEV2 - Protecting amenity within the built-up area - seeks to protect the character
and amenity of the built-up area.

It is noted that policy DP6 House Extensions, from the now superseded 2008

Midlothian Local Plan, set out design guidance for new extensions requiring that they
are well designed in order to maintain or enhance the appearance of the house and
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the locality. The policy guidelines contained in DP6 also relate to size of extensions,
materials, impact on neighbours and remaining garden area. It also states that front
porches to detached or semi-detached houses are usually acceptable provided they
project less than two metres out from the front of the house. Policy DP6 also
provides specific guidance with respect to dormer extensions. In particular, dormers
should not extend, other than to a limited extent beyond the glazed area, i.e. they
should be dormer windows rather than box dormers, and should not occupy a
predominant proportion of the existing roof area. It also allowed for novel
architectural solutions. The guidance set out within this policy has been successfully
applied to development proposals throughout Midlothian and will be reflected within
the Council's Supplementary Guidance on Quality of Place which is currently being
drafted.

Supplementary Planning Guidance — Dormer Extensions - This was prepared in part
due to a growing concern regarding the increasing size of dormers and the impact of
large box dormer extensions on the character of the original building and on the
visual amenity of the surrounding area.

Planning Issues:

The main planning issue to be considered is whether or not the proposal complies
with the development plan policies and, if not, whether there are any material
planning considerations which would otherwise justify approval.

It is acknowledged that there is an existing flat roof extension at the rear of the house
however at 6m deep the proposed extension will be a more prominent feature and
dominate the rear elevation. The essentially flat roof design of the rear extension is
out of character with the conventional pitched roof form of the existing building. The
design of the rear extension is unsympathetic to the character of the existing building
and neither does it constitute a high quality example of contemporary design. The
extension is not well designed and neither maintains or enhances but will detract
from the characler of the original house.

Sufficient garden area would remain after the erection of the extension.

There are single dormers at the fronts of nos 15, 19 and 21 Pendriech Terrace
nearby. According to Council records these predate 1975 since which time there
has been increased emphasis on good design. The dormers at nos 15 and 21 are
predominantly glazed at the front with a larger area of solid wall underneath the
window at no. 19.

Extending from ridge level over their full width the proposed dormers would weaken
the ridge line detracting from the form of the roof of the existing building.

At 6m wide and 2.2m high the proposed dormer at the rear would occupy a large
proportion of the roof area and appear as a bulky dominant feature at roof level
exacerbaled by the area of solid wall. The large box-like design is out of keeping
and unsympathetic to and would detract from the conventional pitched roof form of
the original building.
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Whilst narrower in width the front dormers wiil also appear as bulky dominant
features at roof level again exacerbated by the area of solid wall surrounding the
windows. The large box-like design is out of keeping and unsympathetic to and
would detract from the conventional pitched roof form of the original building and
the principal elevation of the house and the semi-detached pair of houses of which it
forms one half.

The dormers do not relate satisfactorily to the design of the original building and
would have a detrimental effect on the visual amenity of the surrounding residential
environment.

The proposals will not have a significant impact on the amenity of the properties to
the rear of the application site.

No 18 next door has a 5m deep flat roof extension, however not covering the full
width of the house. It has a large garden. The proposals at no 20 will not be
overbearing to the garden of no. 18. The nearest window on the rear elevation of no.
18 serves a bedroom. On balance the proposed extension will not have a significant
impact on the outlook from this window. The rear extension will not have a
significant impact on daylight or sunlight to this window — satisfies vertical sky
component daylight and sunlight availability tests.

No. 22 has a monopitch roof extension at the rear of the house, however not
covering the full width of the house. The extension will not have a significant impact
on the amenity of the rear garden of no.22. There is a window on the side of no. 22
facing the side of no. 20 which serves a kitchen. The proposals will not be
overbearing to the outiook of this window as compared to existing. The proposals
will not have a significant impact on daylight or sunlight to this window —satisfies
vertical sky component and sunlight availability tests. The window on the side of the
extension will look towards the kitchen window of no 22. Any impact of overlooking
could be reduced by the installation of obscure glazing to this window.

Overshadowing of neighbouring properties will not be significant.

Recommendation:
Refuse planning permission
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Refusal of Planning Permission
Town and Country Planning {Scotland) Act 1997

Reg. No. 18/00566/DPP

F.E.M Building Design
8 Plantain Grove
Lenzie

G66 3NE

Midlothian Council, as Planning Authority, having considered the application by Mr Keith
and Mrs Nicola Toles, 20 Pendreich Terrace, Bonnyrigg, EH19 2DS, which was registered
on 8 August 2018 in pursuance of their powers under the above Acts, hereby refuse
permission to carry out the following proposed development:

Single storey extension to dwellinghouse and construction of front and rear dormers
at 20 Pendreich Terrace, Bonnyrigg, EH19 2DS

In accordance with the application and the following documents/drawings:

Document/Drawing. Drawing No/Scale Dated
Location Plan 1:1250 08.08.2018
Elevations, Floor Plan and Cross Sections  18/Toles/BWP/001 (-) 08.08.2018

1:1250 1:100 1:50
Elevations, Floor Plan and Cross Sections  18/Toles/BWF/002 (-) 1:50  08.08.2018
Site Plan 18/Toles/BWP/004 (-) 1:200 08.08.2018

The reasons for the Council's decision are set out below:

1. The design of the extension is out of character with and unsympathetic to the
character and form of the existing building. It will dominate and seriously detract
from the character and appearance of the original hotise.

2. The proposed rear dormer extension, on account of its size and design, would
appear overly bulky and would be an unduly dominant feature at roof level.

3. The design of the rear dormer is unsympathetic to, and would detract from the form
of the roof of the existing building and would detract from the character and
appearance of the property and the visual amenity of the surrounding area.

4, The proposed front dormer extensions, on account of their size and design, would
appear overly bulky and would be unduly dominant features at roof level.,

5. The design of the front dormers is unsympathetic to, and would detract from the
form of the roof of the existing building, the character and appearance of the
principal efevation of the application property and the semi-detached pair of houses
of which it forms one half and the visual amenity of the surrounding area.

6. For the above reasons the proposal is contrary to policy DEV 2 of the adopted

Midlothian Local Development Plan 2017 which seeks fo protect the character and
amenity of the built-up area.
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Dated 10/9/2018
e

Duncan Robertson
Lead Officer — Local Developments
Fairfield House, 8 Lothian Road, Dalkeith, EH22 3ZN
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