AGENDA ITEM No.3

EAST RENFREWSHIRE COUNCIL

LOCAL REVIEW BODY

5 February 2014

Report by Deputy Chief Executive

REVIEW/2013/07

ERECTION OF TWO STOREY DETACHED DWELLINGHOUSE

AT LAND AT REAR OF 261 AND 263 FENWICK ROAD, GIFENOCK

PURPOSE OF REPORT

1. The purpose of the report is to present the information currently available to allow a
review of the decision taken by officers, in terms of the Scheme of Delegation made in terms
of Section 43A of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 as amended by the
Planning etc (Scotland) Act 2006 in respect of the application detailed below.

DETAILS OF APPLICATION

2. Application type: Full Planning Permission (Ref No:- 2013/0244/TP)
Applicant: Ms Pauline McFadden
Proposal: Erection of two storey detached dwellinghouse
Location: Land at rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road, Giffnock

Council Area/Ward: Giffnock and Thornliebank (Ward 3)

REASON FOR REQUESTING REVIEW

3. The applicant has requested a review on the grounds that the Council’s appointed
officer refused the application.

RECOMMENDATIONS

4. The Local Review Body is asked to:-

(@) consider whether it has sufficient information to allow it to proceed to
determine the review without further procedure and, if so, that:-

(1) it proceeds to determine whether the decision taken in respect of the
application under review should be upheld, reversed or varied; and

(i) in the event that the decision is reversed or varied, the reasons and
the detailed conditions to be attached to the decision letter are agreed.



(b) In the event that further procedure is required to allow it to determine the
review, consider:-

0] what further information is required, which parties are to be asked to
provide the information and the date by which this is to be provided,;
and/or;

(i) what procedure or combination of procedures are to be followed in
determining the review.

BACKGROUND

5. At the meeting of the Council on 29 April 2009, consideration was given to a report
by the Director of Environment seeking the adoption of a new Scheme of Delegation in terms
of the new Section 43A of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, subject to
approval of the scheme by Scottish Ministers.

6. The report provided details of the new hierarchy of developments that took effect
from 6 April 2009 explaining that the Scheme of Delegation related to those applications
within the “local development” category as set out in the Town and Country Planning
(Hierarchy of Development) (Scotland) Regulations 2009, but would in future be determined
by an “appointed officer”. In the Council’'s case this would be either the Director of
Environment or the Head of Roads, Planning and Transportation Service now designated
the Head of Environment (Planning, Property and Regeneration).

7. The report highlighted that historically appeals against planning decisions were dealt
with by Scottish Ministers. However, following the introduction of the new planning provisions
with came into effect on 3 August 2009, all appeals against decisions made in respect of
local developments under delegated powers would be heard by a Local Review Body. The
Local Review Body would also deal with cases where the appointed officer had failed to
determine an application within two months from the date it was lodged.

DECISION ON NEW MATERIAL

8. At the meeting of the Local Review Body on 8 January 2014, it was decided that:-

(a) consideration of the review case be continued to allow consultation to take
place with the applicant on the terms of a further letter of representation that
had been received;

(b) the new information submitted by the applicant be not considered by the Local
Review Body; The documents that were considered to be new evidence were
listed in the report and included the following:-

(1) Letters of support;
(i) Photomontage with commentary;
(iii) Property photographs with commentaries;

(iv) Schedule of plot sizes and road frontages;

(v) Ordnance survey maps;



(vi) Aerial photograph; and

(vii)  Photographs and commentary on 3A Eastwoodmains Road, Giffnock.
and;

(c) an unaccompanied site visit take place prior to the next meeting.
9. The Local Review Body carried out an unaccompanied site visit on Wednesday, 29
January 2014,
NOTICE OF REVIEW — STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR REQUIRING THE REVIEW
10. The applicant in submitting the review has stated the reasons for requiring the review
of the determination of her application. A copy of the applicant’s Notice of Review and
Statement of Reasons is attached as Appendix 5.
11. The applicant is entitled to state a preference for the procedure (or combination of
procedures) to be followed by the Local Review Body in the determination of the review and
has indicated her stated preferences are further written submissions, one or more hearing
sessions, and/or a site inspection.
12. The Local Review Body will decide what procedure will be used in the consideration
of the review.
INFORMATION AVAILABLE TO ALLOW REVIEW OF APPLICATION
13. Section 43B of the Planning etc (Scotland) Act 2006 restricts the ability of parties to
introduce new material at the review stage. The Local Review Body is advised that the
focus of the review should, therefore, be on the material which was before the officer who

dealt with the application under the Scheme of Delegation.

14. The information detailed below is appended to this report to assist the Local Review
Body in carrying out the review of the decision taken by the appointed officer:-

@) Application for planning permission — Appendix 1 (Pages 6-15);
(b) Copies of comments/representations — Appendix 2 (Pages 16-21);

(© Report of Handling by the planning officer under the Scheme of Delegation -
Appendix 3 (Pages 22-33);

(d) Decision notice and reasons for refusal - Appendix 4 (Pages 34-36); and

(e) Applicant’s Notice of Review and Statement of Reasons - Appendix 5 (Pages
37-115).

15. The applicant has also submitted the drawings listed below (available for inspection
within the Planning Division of the Environment Department prior to the meeting and for
reference at the meeting) and these are attached as Appendix 6 (Pages 116-126):-

(@) Refused - Location plan;

(b) Refused — Floor plans as proposed;

(© Refused — Front north elevation to St. Catherine’s Road as proposed;



(d) Refused — Side west elevation as proposed,;

(e) Refused — Side east elevation as proposed,;

() Refused — Rear south elevation as proposed,

(9) Refused — Contextual north and west elevations as existing and proposed;

(h) Refused — Amended block plan as proposed,;

(1) Cross Section AA; and

)] Cross Section BB.
16. The Local Review Body is advised that initial consultation responses and
representations received if any, relating to the application will be listed in the planning

officer’s Report of Handling.

17. The documents referred to in this report can be viewed online on the Council’s
website at www.eastrenfrewshire.qov.uk .

RECOMMENDATIONS
18. The Local Review Body is asked to:-

(a) consider whether it has sufficient information to allow it to proceed to
determine the review without further procedure and, if so, that:-

(1) it proceeds to determine whether the decision taken in respect of the
application under review should be upheld, reversed or varied; and

(ii) in the event that the decision is reversed or varied, the reasons and
the detailed conditions to be attached to the decision letter are agreed.

(b) In the event that further procedure is required to allow it to determine the
review, consider:-

0] what further information is required, which parties are to be asked to
provide the information and the date by which this is to be provided;
and/or;

(i) what procedure or combination of procedures are to be followed in
determining the review.

Report Author:

Director - Caroline Innes, Deputy Chief Executive
Paul O’Neil, Committee Services Officer

e-mail: paul.o’neil@eastrenfrewshire.gov.uk

Tel: 0141577 3011

Date:- January 2014


http://www.eastrenfrewshire.gov.uk/

KEY WORDS:

A report presenting information to allow the Local Review Body to review the decision taken
by the appointed officer to refuse the application for planning permission in terms of the
scheme of delegation.

Key Words:- Local Review Body, Notice of Review, Statement, Reasons.
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Tel: 0141 577 3001 |
;
1.

Fax: 0141 577 8411

Email: planningapplications@eastrenfrewshire.gov.uk

Applications cannot be validated until all necessary documentation has been submitted and the required fee has been paid.
Thank you for completing this application form:

ONLINE REFERENCE 0C0061577-001

The online ref number is the unigue reference for your onfine form anly. The Planning Authority will allocate an Application Number
when your form is validated. Please quote this reference if you need to contact the Flanning Authority about this application.

Type of Application
What is this application for? Please select one of the following: *

We strongly recommend that you refer to the heip text before you complete this section.

E] Application for Planning Permission (including changes of use and surface mineral working)
D Application for Planning Permission in Principle
D Further Application, {including renewal of planning permission, modification, variation or removal of a planning conditicn etc)

D Application for Approval of Matters specified in conditions

Description of Proposal

Please describe the proposal including any change of use: * {Max 500 characters)

Erection of new two storey dwelling house on land to the rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road, off of St. Catherine’s Road beside
no.2 5t. Catherine’s Road.

. T

Is this a temporary permission? L__| Yes E No

If a change of use is to be included in the propasal has it already taken place?

(Answer ‘N’ if thera is no change of use.)” r__| ves [/] No

Have the works already been started or completed?

E No D Yes - Started D Yes - Completed

Applicant or Agent Details

Are you an applicant, or an agent? * (An agent is an architect, consultant or somecne else acting .
on behalf of the applicant in connection with this application) [] Appticant [/l Agent
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Agent Details

Please enter Agent details

Company/Organisation: inkdesign architecture limited

Ref. Number: '
First Name: * Maurice ]
Last Name: * Hickey

Telaphone Number: * 01416383638

Extension Numbaer:

Maobile Number:

Fax Number:

Email Address: “ info@inkdesign.co.uk

Is the applicant an individual or an organisation/corporata sntity? *

[/ individual [] Organisation/Gormporate entity

chiu1 must enter a Building Nams or Number, or

bot

Building Name:

Building Number: 55

Address 1 {Street): * lﬁhard Park Avenue ‘]
Address 2: Giffnock I
Town/City: ¢ Glasgow

Country: * UK

Postcode: * 546 7BQ

Applicant Details

Please enter Appiicant detaiis

Title: * Ms

Other Title: "
First Name: * Pauling

Last Name: * McFadden

Company/QOrganisation:

Telephone Number:

Extension Number:

Mobile Number:

Fax Number;

Email Address:

You must enter a Building Name or Number, or
both:*

Building Name:

Building Number: 281 1114

|

Fenwiel-Road Aitkenhead Rd

Address 1 {Street). *

Address 2: Gifineek Kingspark T
Town/City: * Glasgow

Country: * Scotland

Posicode: * G46-5dx G44 5SW
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Site Address Details

Planning Authority:

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

East Renfrewshire Council

Address 1: 261 FENWICK ROAD Address 5:

Address 2: GIFFNQCK Town/{City/Settlement: GLASGOW
Address 3: 263 FENWICK ROAD Post Code: G46 6JX
Address 4. GIFENOCK

Please idenlify/describe the location of the site or sites.

Northing 658892 Easting 256256

Pre-Application Discussion

Have you discussed your proposat with the planning authority? *

[Z Yes D No

Pre-Application Discussion Details

in what formal was the feadback given? *

@ Meeting

Please provide a description of
agreement [note 1] is currenily

pravide details of this. (This

D Telephone

D Letter |___| Email

the feedback you were given and the name of the officer who provided this feedback. If a processing
in place or if you are currently discussing a processing agresment with the planning autharity, please

will help the authority to deal with this application more 8 ciently.} * (Max 500 characters)

Proposed house to be in propartion with proposed site.
dweliing houses in proportion and scale. Adequate garden to front and rear. Complimentary choice of external materials.

To respect the building ling of St. Catherin's Road. To respect surrounding

Title:

First Name:

Correspondence Reference
Number:

Note 1. A processing agreement involves setiing oul the key stages involved in delermining a planning application, identifying what
information is required and from whom and setting timescales for the delivery of various stages of the process.

QOther title:

l Last Name:

| Date (de/mmiyyyy):

Mrs

Alison Mitchell

15/03/12 \

Site Area

Please state the sile area:

Please state the measurement type used:

519.00

|

D Hectares (ha} m Square Metres (sq.m)
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Existing Use

Please describe the current or most recent use: (Max 500 characters)

Soft landscaped garden areas,

Access and Parking

Are you proposing a new or altered vehicie access to or from a public road? * [Z] Yes D No

If Yes please describe and show on yaur drawings the position of any existing, altered or new access points, highlighting the changes
you prapose to make. You should alsa show existing footpaths and note if there will ba any impact on these.

Are you proposing any changes to public paths, public rights of way or affecting any public rights of access? * D Yes [z] No

If Yes please show on your drawings the position of any affected areas highlighting the changes you propose to make, including
arrangements for continuing or aiternative public access.

How many vehicle parking spaces (garaging and open parking) currently exist on the application Q
site? *

How many vehicle parking spaces {garaging and open parking) do you propose on the site {i.e. the 2
total of existing and any new spaces or a reduced number of spaces)? *

Please show on your drawings the position of existing and proposed parking spaces and identify if these are for the use of particular
types of vehicles (e.g. parking for disabled peopls, coaches, HGV vehicles, cycle spaces).

Water Supply and Drainage Arrangements

Will your proposal require new or altered water supply or drainage arrangements? * |Z Yes D Na

Are you propasing 1o connect ta the public drainage network {eq. to an oxisting sewer)? *
EZ Yes - connecting to public drainage network
D No - propasing to make private drainage arrangements

D Not Applicable — only arrangements for water supply required

Do your proposals make provision for sustainable drainage of surface water?
{e.g. SUDS arrangements) * D Yeos m No

Note: -
Please include details of SUDS arrangements on your plans

Selecting 'No' to the above question means that you could be in breach of Environmantal lagislation.

Are you proposing to cannect to the public water supply network? *

E] Yes
D No, using a private water supply
D Na connaction required

if No, using a private water supply, please show on plans the supply and all works needed to pravide it (on or off site),
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Assessment of Flood Risk
Is the site within an area of known risk of flooding? * D Yos |Zl No L_..l Don't Know

If the site is wilhin an area of known risk of flooding you may need 1o submit a Flood Risk Assessment before your application can he

determined. You may wish to conlact your Planning Authority or SEPA for advice on what information may be required.

Do you think your proposal may increase the flood risk elsewhere? * D Yes m No D Don't Krow
Trees
Are there any trees on or adjacent to the application site? * Yes D No

If Yes, please mark on your drawings any trees, known protected irees and their canopy spread close to the proposal site and indicate
if any are to be cut back or felled.

Waste Storage and Collection

Do the plans incorporate areas to store and aid the collection of waste (including recycling)? * m Yes D No

If Yes or No, please provide further details:(Max 500 characters)

Standard refuse storage hins and bins for recycling of waste materials such as paper, plastic and glass should be stored adjacent
the rear, utility room door, in accordance with the bins issued by ERC.

Residential Units Including Conversion

Does your propasal include new or agditional houses andfor flats? * E] Yes D No

How many units do you propose in total? * 1

Please provide full details of the number and types of units on the plans. Additional information may be provided in a supporting
statement.

All Types of Non Housing Development - Proposed New Floorspace

Does your proposal alter or create non-residential floorspace? * [ Yes [ Ne

Schedule 3 Development

Daes the proposal involve a form of development listed in Schedule 3 of the Town and Country .
Planning {Development Management Procedure (Scotland) Regulations 2008 * D Yes |Z] No D Don'i Know

I yes, your proposal will additionally have to be advertised in @ newspaper circulating in the area of the development. Your planning
authority will do this on your behalf but will charge you a fee. Please check the planning authority's website for advice on the
additional fee and add this 1o your planning fee.

If you are unsure whether your proposal involves a form of development listed in Schedule 3, please check the Help Text and
Guidance noles before contacting your planning autharity.

Planning Service Employee/Elected Member Interest

Is the applicant, or the applicant's spouse/partner, either a member of siaff within the planning service or an D Y m No
Lelected member of the planning authority? * es
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Certificates and Notices

Certificate and Notice under Regulation 15 8 — Town and Country Planning (General Development Management Procedure) {Scotland)
Order 1992 (GDPO 1592) Reguiations 2008

Qne Certificate must be completed and submitted along with this application form. This is most usually Certificate A, Form 1,
Certificate B, Certificate C or Certificate E,

Are you/the applicant the sole owner of ALL the land ? * E] Yes E No

's any of the [and part of an agriculiural holding? * D Yes [Z No

Certificate Required

The following Land Ownership Certificate is required to complete this section of the propasal:

Certificate A

Land Ownership Certificate

Certificate and Notice under Regufation 15 of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (Scotland)
Regulations 2008 . «ﬂ"‘"\

Certificate A o
| hereby certify that — g :

IR ,%E*.s'
{1} - No person other tha i{sélﬁthe:;applfcé_nlﬂaisaﬁ owner (Any person who, in respact of any part of the land, is the owner or is the

lessee under a lease therpaf of w&iclyﬂotﬂ&?‘than 7 years remain unexpired.) of any payt of the land to which the appiication relates
at the beginning of the pEI!Eg':I oF 2 days ending with the date of the acggqugg'ying application,

] 2 A
Vo 3 y

{2) - None of the land to which the application relates const&_tute!_é‘oﬁ%r_hs ;:iak"l of an agricultural holding.
; ] Yt R ';

Signed: Maurice Hickey Foo
On behalf of: Ms Pauline McFadden __':: . ":
Date: 15/04/2013 BT

EZ] Pleass tick here ta certify this Certificate. *

Checklist - Application for Planning Permission

Town and County Planning {Scotland) Act 1997

The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) {Scofland) Regulations 2008

Please take a few moments to compietae the following checklist in order to ensure that you have provided ail the necessary information
in support of your application. Failure to submit sufficient informatian with your application may result in your application being deamed
invalid. The planning autharity will not start processing your application until it is valid,

a)If thisfirs a further application where there is a variation of conditions attached to a previous consent, have you provided a statement
to that effect? *

D Yes D No fZ’ Not applicable to this application

b) If this is an application for planning permissian, planning permission in principle or a further application and the application is for
development belonging to the categories of national or major developments {other than one under Section 42 of the planning Act),
have you pravided a Pre-Application Consultation Report? «

[1 Yes [T No {] Notapplicable to this application
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Tickonebox
A D mwmm&mmwmmwmnmwwmmum
application

or
B FZ, The applicant has served notice on al parsons listed below who within the 21 days prior to the dete of

mmimﬁmmmypmdﬂnhrdeim.
(YoumustoomphuandmeMon aﬂﬂnpeopieyouhwansbdbebw}

Name of Owriey Address Date Notified

PR: Ao MLk FRAME .

PR sutmt waiarer cster. | 26 1 FERINCK. T\, SififelC 73 Mg, o)
VR RART RN g o TEVEL D LEAAL MV
aX{cHOCY .

Thead AV Smatn 260 Frriaor. Conp . AFRHOCK S Mg Loty
Rev. MUnVEy ATTEH 0ED .

Section 2 - tural hol
Tick one box

A @ mamwwmmmmm‘tmmdmagmmmwn days
prior to the date of this application.
or
B D Tneappﬁaamhassewednoﬁoaonaspersonsliswdbelowwm.mminma21 days prior to the date of
misapplimﬁon,were%enantso!anagﬁuﬂtumlholdingwh%wasonuparto!ﬂwelmdtowﬁcbﬂxis
application relates.
{Ywnnntmwphhandummj_md!hmmhmwm

Name of Owner Address Date Notified

Section 3 - Unable to identify landowner or agricuitural tenant ]
lhavaiTheappiw&mhaszakenreasonab!eswps(speciﬁedbeiow)wmnainmnmmmdaddmdm
mawmmdmmmmmmmmwmm
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Town and County Planning {Scotiand) Act 1997

The Town and Country Planning {Development Management Procedure) {Scotland) Regulations 2008

¢} If this is an application for planningbpermission and the application relates to development belonging to the categaries of national or
major developments and you do not bensfit from exemplion under Regulation 13 of The Town and Country Planning {Development
Management Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2008, have you provided a Design and Access Statement? *

I:l Yes D Neo [.Z] Not applicable to this application

d} If thig is an application far planning permission and relates to develapment belonging to the category of local developments (subject
tso regulatio?n 43, (2} and {3} of the Development Management Procedure (Scotland) Regulations 2008) have you provided a Design
tatement? *

|Zl Yes D No D Not applicable to this application

e} If |:¥our application relates to installation of an antenna to be employed in an electronic communication network, have you provided
an ICNIRP Declaration? *

D Yes D No m Not applicable 1o this application

f) If this is an application for planning permission, planning permission in principie, an application for approval of matters specified in
conditions or an application for mineral development, have you provided any other plans or drawings as necessary.

Site Layout Plan or Black plan.
Elevalions.

Floor plans.

Cross sections.

Roof plan.

Master Plan/Framework Plan.
Landscape plan.

Photographs and/or photomontages.

Other,

OORONNNEEN
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Provide copies of the fellowing documents if applicabie:

A copy of an Environmental Statement. Yes EZ] N/A

A Design Statement or Design and Access Statement. Yes E__I N/A

ves [/] NA

Yes /] N/A

A Flood Risk Assessment, *
A Drainage Impact Assessment {including proposals for Sustainable Drainage Systems), *

Drainage/SUDS layout. * Yes [_,7_] N7A

A Transport Assessment ar Trave] Plan. Yos @ NIA

Contaminated Land Assessment, Yes @ N/A

Habitat Survey. Yes m NiA

A Processing Agreement *

ODO0OD00000 O

Yes [/] NA

Other Statements {please specify). (Max 500 characters)

Declare - For Application to Planning Authority

I the applicant/agent certify that this is an application ta the Planning authority as described in this farm, The atcompanying
plans/drawings and additional information are provided as a part of thig application .

Deciaration Name: Maurice Hickey
Declaration Date: 15/04/2013
Submission Date: 15/04/2013

Payment Details

Created: 15/04/2013 13.00

Fage 8 of 8
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Application Comments for 2013/0244/TP

Application Summary

Application Number: 2013/0244/TP

Address: Land At Rear Of 261 And 263 Fenwick Road Giffnock East Renfrewshire G46 6JX
Proposal: Erection of two storey detached dwellinghouse

Case Officer: Ms Alison Mitchell

Customer Details
Name: Mr Philip Chalmers
Address: 1 Rosslea Drive, Giffnock, East Renfrewshire G46 6JW

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:We would like to understand what views if at all would be on to our house and the
height of the property from our house. We would say that if the house is of similar or lower than
the houses in St Catherines this would be acceptable.

Some point though
Plans say house 1 then house 3 on Rosslea - this is wrong its 1 and 2
also

some plans / views are not available when will this be resolved please
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Head of Environment 265 Fenwick Road
(Planning ,Property and Environment) Giffnock G486 8JX
2 Spiersbridge Way, 1 May 2013

Spiersbridge Business Park,

East Renfrewshire G46 BNG.

Dear Sir,
Erection of two storey dwelling house reference2013/0244TP.

| write in connection with the above planning application and wish to register my
strong objections.

Giffnock is a conservation area and the proposed house does not reflect the current
style of housing in the area

The proposed building would be shoe horned into what is currently a garden space
and the proposed fencing would inhibit adequate maintenance of the existing mature
hedges and | contend that this is an inappropriate development.

There is a history of drainage problems and subsidence in this area and further
housing could well put a strain on existing utilities.

This building would impinge on the privacy of our dwelling and those of several of
our near neighbours,

| should like to stress that neither the medical centre employees nor Mr and Mrs
Smith who own the property at 263 Fenwick Road are resident in the area and
therefore are not affected by these proposals.

A final concern, should this building proceed, is that the pollution and noise leveis
would render local residents gardens unfit for use throughout the construction
process. Also, during school days, there could be a serious danger to children
attending the local primary school.

Neil Kesson.
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REGC:i
02 MAY i
265 Fenwick Road.
T Glasgow, G46.6JX.
1%, May 2013.
Head of Environment
{Planning ,Property and Environment)
2 Spiersbridge Way,
Spiersbridge Business Park,
East Renfrewshire G46BNG.
Dear Sir,

Erection of two storey dwelling house reference2013/0244TP.

I write in connection with the above planning application and wish to have my strong
objections documented.

Giffnock is a conservation area. The proposed building would be shoe horned into the
garden spaces thus overdeveloping the area in an inappropriate way.

The proposed house does not reflect the pattern of development in the area and the
proposed fencing would inhibit adequate maintenance of the existing mature hedges.

There is a history of drainage problems in this area and further housing may put a strain on
existing utilities.

This building would impinge on neighbour’s privacy.

It should be noted that neither the medical centre employees or Mr and Mrs Smith are
resident in the area and therefore not affected by these proposals.

A final concern, should this building proceed, is that the pollution and noise levels would
render local residents gardens unfit for use throughout the process.

Yours faithfulil

Noreen Kesson.
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ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATION






21

265 Fenwick Road.
Glasgow, G46.6JX.
18 December2013. | hl; II ”l \‘,\:{?J |1L_ [j
Head of Environment 23 DEC 2013
(Planning ,Property and Environment)

2 Spiersbridge Way, B e
Spiersbridge Business Park,

East Renfrewshire G46BNG.

Dear Sir,

Erection of two storey dwelling house reference2013/0244TP.

| write in connection with the above planning application and wish to have my strong

objections documented.

These are the objections stated in my letter to you in May 2013.

Yours faithfull







22 APPENDIX 3

REPORT OF HANDLING






REPORT OF HANDLING 23

Reference: 2013/0244/TP Date Registered: 18th April 2013
Application Type: Full Planning Permission This application is a Local Development
Ward: 3 -Giffnock And Thornliebank
Co-ordinates: 256256/:658892
Applicant/Agent: Applicant: Agent:
Ms Pauline McFadden Inkdesign Architecture Limited
c/o 1114 Aitkenhead Road 55 Orchard Park Avenue
Kings Park Giffnock
Glasgow Glasgow
G44 55W G46 7BQ
Proposal: Erection of two storey detached dwellinghouse
Location: Land at Rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road
Giffnock
East Renfrewshire
G46 6JX

CONSULTATIONS/COMMENTS:

East Renfrewshire Council Developer The proposal does not create new or

Contributions Officer exacerbate existing deficiencies in local
infrastructure, facilities or environment to an
extent that would require mitigation through the
provision of a development contribution.

East Renfrewshire Council Roads And No objections subject to conditions.
Transportation Service

PUBLICITY:
03.05.2013 Glasgow and Southside Extra Expiry date 24.05.2013
SITE NOTICES:
Development within a Date posted 03.05.2013 Expiry date 24.05.2013

Conservation Area

SITE HISTORY:

2001/0156/TP Erection of rear Approved subject 09.03.2001
extension and alterations to conditions
and extension to existing
car park (at 261 Fenwick
Road)

2009/0449/TP Erection of two and Refused 26.10.2009
single storey building to
accommodate two dental Subsequent 31.03.2010
surgeries with associated Review/2010/01
car parking (at rear of dismissed
261 Fenwick Road)

2011/0371/MDO Modification of part of Approved subject 01.09.2011

Legal Agreement to conditions
associated with the

planning permission

383/91/TP for the use of

the premises as a

doctors surgery that



requires all of the site 24
and the associated

ground to be used only

as a doctors surgery and

no other purpose (at 261

Fenwick Road)
REPRESENTATIONS:

Three representations have been received from:

Mr Philip Chalmers 1 Rosslea Drive Giffnock East Renfrewshire G46 6JW
Mr. Neil Kesson 265 Fenwick Road Giffnock East Renfrewshire G46 6JX
Ms. Noreen Kesson 265 Fenwick Road Giffnock East Renfrewshire G46 6JX

Representations can be summarised as follows:

Clarification sought on height of proposed house in relation to house at 1 Rosslea Drive
Does not reflect the current style of housing or pattern of development

Shoe-horned into site/overdevelopment

History of drainage problems and subsidence in the area

Affect privacy

The owners of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road do not live in the area

Disturbance during construction

Affect ability to maintain hedges

DEVELOPMENT PLAN & GOVERNMENT GUIDANCE: See Appendix 1
SUPPORTING REPORTS:

Design Statement Assesses the size, scale and design of the proposal in the context of the
area and how the applicant considers the development to be acceptable.

Planning Statement Assesses the proposal against the policies in the adopted Local and
proposed Local Development Plan and how the applicant considers the
proposal accords with the policies and other material
considerations/guidance.

Tree Report The Report surveys 16 trees (one of which is not in the application site)
and 3 have been identified for removal. The trees are a combination of
conifers and broadleaf species. The Report indicates the trees adjacent to
St Catherine's Road are considered to be of medium term potential and
guality. As the majority of trees are low quality, the opportunity should be
taken to replace trees with good quality trees.

ASSESSMENT:

The proposed development is to be located in the Giffnock Conservation Area and comprises two
parcels of ground that are to be co-joined. The larger parcel fronts St Catherine's Road and is ground
at the rear of 261 Fenwick Road which is a doctor's surgery with car parking at the rear accessed from
St Catherine's Road. The smaller parcel is part of the rear garden area of 263 Fenwick Road. This part
of Giffnock Conservation Area is primarily characterised by traditional two storey semi-detached
sandstone houses constructed in the early 1900's.

The proposed site is 519m? in area and is basically rectangular in shape although it is wider at the front
along St Catherine's Road than at the rear (17.5m compared to 15.5m respectively). The larger parcel
of land at the rear of 261 Fenwick Road is level and maintained as a lawn bounded by hedging along
the St Catherine's Road frontage and walls on the east and south boundaries. There is no physical
barrier between the site and the doctor's surgery car park. A smaller parcel of land at the rear of 263
Fenwick Road has been physically separated from the remainder of the garden ground of 263 Fenwick
Road by a 2m high timber fence (which is shown on the submitted tree survey plan - plan 1). It should
be noted the erection of this fence does not have the benefit of planning permission. It should also be
noted that the area of ground that has been fenced off is slightly smaller than the identified application
site. As access to this part of the site has not been retained the area is now overgrown. The majority of



the trees within the application site are located wia§the rear section of the proposed site although
there is a line of trees along the St Catherine's Road frontage.

Planning permission is sought to erect a two storey detached dwelling house within the proposed site
and includes a driveway off St Catherine's Road. The driveway is to be formed adjacent to the
boundary with 2 St Catherine's Road and will require the removal of a section of hedging and one tree.
The house is to be positioned towards the centre of the site and will be set back approximately 8m from
the front boundary line; between approximately 2.6m and 1.5m (from front to back) from the side
boundary with 2 St Catherine's Road and approximately 4.2m from the doctors surgery car park. The
rear elevation of the proposed house is to be approximately 9 metres from the rear boundary of the
site. The footprint of the house is to be approximately 128m?.

The house will be finished in white render on the side and rear elevations, blonde sandstone at the
front and slate on the roof. The house is to have a hipped roof with double height bay windows on the
front elevation and two chimney stacks on each gable elevation that are to be finished in blonde
sandstone as well.

The majority of the front garden area will be formed as driveway/hardstanding although the proposed
surfacing material has not been specified. The submitted drawings also show an area of low decking
on the west elevation to the boundary with the doctor’s surgery car park which is identified as an
external dining area.

The trees at this location are protected by the provisions of the Conservation Area legislation. A tree
survey report has been submitted and refers to 16 trees (15 of which are in the application site) and
recommends three should be removed. The report identifies the row of trees fronting St Catherine's
Road as having medium term potential and also being attractive. The report also suggests that as the
majority of the remaining trees are of low quality and the opportunity could be taken to plant
replacement trees of good quality.

The application requires to be assessed against the Development Plan and any other material planning
considerations.

Adopted East Renfrewshire Local Plan

The proposal is to be assessed against Policies E1, E4, DC1 and DC2.2 of the adopted East
Renfrewshire Local Plan. The site is identified as being within the general urban area and Policy E1
states a presumption against significant new development not compatible with the character and
amenity of the locality. On face value the general principle of the development appears to be
acceptable as this is an application for a house within the existing urban area. However detailed
consideration has to be given to how the principle of the creation of the proposed site relates to this
area; whether the proposed site is capable of accommodating a house; whether the proposed site and
house relates to the pattern of development in the area; whether the siting and design of the proposed
house is appropriate particularly as it is in a Conservation Area and how it relates to the site and
surrounding area. These matters are considered in more detail below.

Policy E4 states that the Council will safeguard the special character of Conservation Areas and that
new development proposals should preserve or enhance its character. The proposed site does not
actually exist at present and has to be formed from two co-joined parcels of ground that are adjacent to
each other. This part of the Conservation Area is characterised by a distinct pattern of development
following a strong street layout. The sandstone buildings on the east side of Fenwick Road in the
immediate vicinity of the proposed development follow a strong building line with the buildings set back
from the front boundary. The front boundary walls and trees/vegetation to the front of the buildings also
forms strong features that contribute to the overall appearance of the Conservation Area. The houses
located along St Catherine's Road, Rosslea Drive and Airdale Avenue follow a rigid street pattern with
each of the houses being in semi-detached blocks. Although the proposed house is to follow the
established building line of the neighbouring houses at 2 and 4 St Catherine's Road the proposal to
build a detached house presents an immediate contrast to the pattern of development and house types
along this street.

On the approaches to the site along St Catherine's Road the existing hedge at the front of the site and
the row of trees behind form a strong feature in the streetscape. The existing gap between 261
Fenwick Road and 2 St Catherine's Road is clearly discernible from this approach. The grouping of
trees at this location also forms a strong visual feature that softens the general appearance of the area.
On the approaches to the site from the north along Academy Road the hedge and row of trees again



forms a strong feature at the end of the street. Existing trees/vegetation further back forms a backdrop
to the hedge and row of trees.

Policy DM1 sets out 14 general development criteria against which all proposals are assessed. In this
case, the relevant criteria are considered to be: 1) not result in a significant loss of character or amenity
to the surrounding area; 2) be of a size, scale and density in keeping with the buildings in the locality to
respect local architecture building form, design and materials; 3) not constitute backland development
without a road frontage; 4) not impact adversely on the landscape character or involve significant loss
of trees and 8) not prejudice the amenity of neighbouring properties by unreasonably restricting
sunlight or privacy.

The immediate area is characterised by semi-detached houses while properties fronting Fenwick Road
are more varied in terms of house types and appearance. The donor property at 261 Fenwick Road
which is a one and a half storey detached villa is one of only 4 detached houses on the east side of
Fenwick Road between Florence Drive and Orchard Drive. St Catherine's Road contains only semi-
detached houses finished in either grey/blonde or red sandstone. The introduction of a large two storey
detached house at this location would contrast with the type of buildings in the immediate area.
Furthermore, the development proposal requires the sub-division of the curtilage of 263 Fenwick Road
and this has an impact of the setting of the original property. The application site does not physically
exist at present and requires taking parts from two different and unrelated curtilages. The net result is
the creation of a new plot which does not follow the established plot configurations and pattern of
development in the surrounding area. The proposal also has the effect of shortening the curtilages of
261 and 263 Fenwick Road which again is at variance with the plot configurations and pattern of
development in the area. There is an outbuilding at the rear of 267 Fenwick Road that was a dairy and
has latterly been used as a store by Giffnock Theatre Players. However this building has been in
existence for many years and is part of the pattern of development in the area. It is not considered that
it sets a precedent for development in this part of the conservation area. The proposal is therefore
considered to conflict with Policies DM1(1) and DM1(2).

The sub-division of the curtilage of 263 Fenwick Road in effect creates a backland area. However this
backland area is not to accommodate development in isolation in a self contained plot that would have
to be accessed through 263 Fenwick Road. The creation of this backland area in itself is at variance
with the terms of Policy DM1(3) however it is part of a larger proposed site.

The submitted tree survey identifies three category B trees (moderate quality and value) which are
recommended for removal. Of the remaining trees surveyed 7 are indicated as category B and 6 as
category C (low quality and value) which the survey indicates would benefit from minor tree works or
removal with appropriate replanting. The majority of the trees affected by the proposal are within the
rear portion of the proposed site. The applicant has indicated that three trees would require to be
removed to facilitate the erection of the house, none of which have been recommended for removal in
the submitted tree report. The removal of the trees is therefore to accommodate the development and
not the development accommodating the trees. The removal of the trees is considered to conflict with
the general terms of Policy DM1(4) and it has to be determined whether the loss of these trees is
justified.

It is considered that the amenity and privacy of neighbouring properties would not be significantly
prejudiced. This is because the upper floor side windows serve bathrooms and/or dressing rooms while
on the upper floor rear elevation, two of the three windows are for bathrooms with obscure glazing
proposed. The plot is orientated on a general north/south axis and given the relationship of the
neighbouring properties, including the donor properties, it is considered that overshadowing will not be
a significant issue. It is considered that the proposal does not conflict with Policy DM1(8).

Policy DM2.2 provides more detailed criteria for the assessment of applications for the sub-division of a
residential plot and the erection of new house. It is acknowledged that 261 Fenwick Road is not
currently in residential use although 263 Fenwick Road is.

It is however considered appropriate to assess the proposed development against Policy DM2.2. This
Policy indicates that the proposed plot should reflect the established pattern of development and
should be of a size, shape and disposition capable of accommodating a dwellinghouse with its own
garden ground. The Policy also indicates that sufficient garden ground should remain for the existing
house, existing building lines respected and the character and amenity of the area should be preserved
and enhanced.

As indicated above the proposed site is being created from two unrelated parcels of land that results in
the reconfiguration of plot boundaries. This does not accord with the rigid pattern and layout of



development in the area. The detached house being proposed immediately contrasts with the semi-
detached houses on this street. It is acknowledged that the siting of the proposed house follows the
front building line of the existing properties on St Catherine's Road. Likewise the garden size
associated with the new house and the setbacks from boundaries meet the minimum requirements set
out in Appendix 1 of the adopted Local Plan. However these matters in isolation do not render the
proposal acceptable.

Being in the Conservation Area the requirement of Policy DM2.2 to enhance and/or preserve the
character of the area becomes more important. The proposal introduces a discordant element in the
streetscene by being a detached house that has a ridge line which is perpendicular to the road rather
than parallel in keeping with existing semi-detached houses. The site that is being created alters
established plot boundaries and is at variance with the pattern and layout of development. It is
considered that the proposal does not preserve or enhance the amenity of the area. Furthermore, the
proposal would result in the removal of trees which would have a detrimental effect on the amenity of
the area. The proposal is not considered to fully comply with Policy DM2.2.

Proposed Local Development Plan

The proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) includes similar policies to the adopted Local Plan. The
LDP is accompanied with Proposed Supplementary Planning Guidance on the Management and
Protection of the Built Heritage (PSPG). A Conservation Area Appraisal has also been produced for
Giffnock. Both of these documents are relevant to the determination of the planning application.

The PSPG provides general guidance for developments in a Conservation Area and requires, inter alia,
that new developments preserve or enhance the character of the Conservation Area. The design,
scale, massing and materials should be appropriate to the Conservation Area and its setting and trees
which contribute to the character of the area should be retained. The Giffnock Conservation Area
Appraisal defines and identifies the special architectural and historic interest of the defined area and
provides guidance for the consideration of new developments.

Six criteria are outlined for the assessment of new proposals of which three are considered relate to
this proposal: 1) new development should follow existing plot ratios with properties in spacious plots; 2)
new development should accord with the prevailing form of historic development, including scale and
massing of buildings and 3) new development should not impinge on the setting of existing buildings.

For reasons indicated above in the assessment of the application it is considered that the proposal is at
variance with the three aforementioned criteria. The proposal also in turn does not accord with the
Policies D1, D2, D11 and D15 of proposed Local Development Plan.

The Development Contributions Supplementary Planning Guidance requires that applications for
residential development (including single houses) to be assessed as to whether there will be an impact
on community facilities, education, open spaces, paths, roads/transportation and local employment that
will in turn require a development contribution from the applicant. The Council's Developer
Contributions has assessed the proposal against the SPG and it is considered that the proposal does
not create new or exacerbate existing deficiencies in local infrastructure, facilities or environment to
such an extent that would require mitigation through the provision of a development contribution

Government Guidance

Scottish Planning Policy on the Historic Environment (SPP) advises that planning permission should
normally be refused for development in a Conservation Area if it fails to preserve or enhance the
character or appearance of the area. A development that would have a neutral effect (i.e. does no
harm) on the character or appearance of a conservation area should be treated as one which
preserves that character or appearance. For reasons stated earlier in the report it is considered that the
proposal conflicts with the established pattern of development in the locality and the design and scale
of the building contrasts with the houses along this street. As such the proposal has an adverse impact
on the Conservation Area rather than a neutral impact. As a consequence the proposal is considered to
be at variance with the SPP.

As the proposal does not accord with the Development Plan, consideration has to be given as to
whether approval would be justified by any other material planning considerations. Material to the
consideration of the application is the planning history of the site and supporting information submitted
by the applicant
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It should be noted that there are no recent planning applications for the area at the rear 263 Fenwick
Road that forms part of the application site.

Planning History

At 261 Fenwick Road planning permission was granted in April 1992 under 383/91/TP for a change of
use from residential to doctor's surgery. In order to control the future use of the site, a legal agreement
(formally section 50 under the 1972 Planning Act now section 75 under the 1997 Planning Act)
accompanied this permission. The agreement applies to the whole of the site and required the site to
use as a doctor's surgery and for no other purpose. If the use as a surgery ceased the use of the site
would revert to residential. In June 2011 an application (2011/0371/MDO) was submitted and
subsequently approved to modify the aforementioned legal agreement in respect of the grassed area at
the rear of the site only which is now part of current application site. Consequently the legal burden
restricting the grass area for purposes associated with the doctor's surgery at 261 Fenwick Road has
been removed. The information submitted with 2011/0371/MDO did not indicate what the intended use
of the grass area was to be.

However the approval of 2011/0371/MDO did not presume that any subsequent development/change
of use would be acceptable and this would have to be judged through the determination of a planning
application.

Planning permission was refused under 2009/0449/TP for a two and single storey building to
accommodate two dental surgeries with associated parking on the site to the rear portion of 261
Fenwick Road which forms part of the current application. The application was refused because it
resulted in overdevelopment of the site; had an adverse effect on the conservation area; did not reflect
the pattern of development in the surrounding area; the scale and design of the building did not relate
to the character of the conservation area. All of these matters were considered to have a detrimental
impact to the Giffnock Conservation Area. In addition the application was refused because of
insufficient car parking and an unacceptable car parking layout.

The Local Review Body dismissed the subsequent review on the grounds that the proposal constituted
overdevelopment of the site which would have an adverse effect on the Conservation Area and lead to
parking problem and the siting did not reflect the pattern of development in the surrounding area.

It is acknowledged that the house now being proposed is a different development. However the
decision on 2009/0449/TP and the subsequent Review show that there have been issues with the
ability of this location to accommodate a proposal which does not conflict with the established pattern
of development and the character of the area.

Supporting Statements

The submitted Design Statement refers to a pre-application meeting at which key design aspects were
highlighted. It should be noted that pre-application discussions, including a meeting with the applicant,
were in respect of a proposal for a two storey house of contemporary design on land to the rear of the
doctor's surgery only. Concerns were raised regarding the suitability of the site for residential
development and to the design of the proposed house. It should also be made clear that no pre-
application discussions were held relating to the proposal which is the subject of this planning
application.

In the Design Statement the applicant refers to the "reuse of existing vacant site within an established
suburban area" and involves "erecting a house on a brownfield infill site". These statements are not
agreed with. A brownfield/infill site is one which has been previously developed or used for some
purpose which has ceased. The proposed site is and always has been garden ground.

In the Design Statement the applicant is of the opinion that the proposal accords with Development
Plan policy and residential amenity will not be prejudiced. However it should be noted that the Design
Statement does not refer how the applicant considers the proposal accords with development plan
policies.

The applicant subsequently submitted a further and a more detailed supporting statement on how the
applicant considers the proposal accords with the development plan and material planning
considerations. In this subsequent statement reference has been made to other applications for the
sub-division of a feu and the erection of a dwellinghouse in support of this application.
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The following applications have been cited as similar examples. It should be noted that the information
in brackets is to clarify the development in question and the site characteristics:

- 2011/0705/TP Titwood Road Newton Mearns (a large side garden area with road frontage).

- 2011/0550/TP Busby Road, Clarkston (alterations to existing dwellinghouse to form two
dwellinghouses).

- 2011/0456/TP Berryhill Drive, Giffnock (large side garden area with road frontage).

- 2010/0415/TP Craigellachie, Capelrig Road, Newton Mearns (large side/rear garden area with
road frontage).

- 2010/0408/TP Cathkin Drive, Clarkston (demolition of existing house and erection of
replacement house).

- 2009/0811/TP Main Street, Neilston (planning permission in principle for house on site with
large side garden area with road frontage).

- 2009/0650/TP off Carmunnock Road, Busby (large rear garden area with frontage onto private
road).

- 2010/0003/TP 3A Eastwoodmains Road, Giffnock (demolition of existing house and erection of
replacement house).

- 2010/0393/TP 5 Eastwoodmains Road, Giffnock (undeveloped plot and large side garden area

~with road frontage). o _ _
Having examined these applications it is not considered that these are directly comparable to the

current application. The sites referred to above with the exception of 2011/0550/TP either contained
large garden areas that were considered capable of being split off from the donor/original property in
order to accommodate a new house or involved the erection of replacement houses. None of these
proposals involved the creation of a site from separate parcels of land like the current application.

The applicant considers that the land to the rear of 261 Fenwick Road "has no use" and the land to the
rear of 263 Fenwick Road is "currently unused". Both statements are not agreed with. As previously
stated the proposed plot does not currently exist and will be created to accommodate the proposed
house, the result of which will be a plot which does not respect the pattern of development in the area
and will require the removal of an original boundary wall and existing trees.

Representations

With regard to the representations that have been received the following comments are made. An
assessment of the impact of the development at this location has been made above and it is not
necessary to repeat this here in terms of the objections that regarding the location and siting of the
development. The residency of employees of the doctor's surgery and 263 Fenwick Road is not a
planning consideration. If approved the construction times can be controlled by a planning condition
and any drainage issues would have to be resolved between the developer and Scottish Water. The
site is in a coal mining area and the Coal Authority has produced standing advice that indicates that
any coal mining feature encountered during development should be reported to them immediately.
Maintenance of hedges is a private matter and is not a material planning consideration.

Overall Conclusion

Taken in isolation the proposed new house has adequate garden ground and does not result in
significant overlooking/overshadowing issues and can provide off-street parking. There are some
aspects of the proposed design and appearance that cause minor concern however these are not
considered to be significant. However the design and position of the house within the proposed site to
be created cannot be divorced from whether the principle of the development is acceptable at this
location.

St Catherine's Drive is comprised wholly of semi-detached houses and the erection of a detached
house would not respect the character and layout of this part of the Giffnock Conservation Area.
Individually the properties in St Catherine's Road may not be considered worthy of becoming listed
buildings but the grouping of the buildings has a particular character and streetscape value. The
positioning of the proposed house will also reduce the gap between 261 Fenwick Road and 2
Catherine's Road. The closing of this will have an adverse visual impact on the streetscape.

The built form along St Catherine's Road is homogeneous and this will be compromised by the
introduction of a detached house on a plot that is considered to be created artificially. This again
conflicts with the established pattern of development and built form. Contrary to the opinion of the
applicant the low number of representations received does not render the proposal acceptable.
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The proposal is considered to conflict with Policies DM1 and DM 2.2 and therefore cannot be fully
supported by Policies E1 and E4 in the adopted Local Plan. The proposal also conflicts with the
Policies, D1, D2, D11 and D15, in the proposed Local Development Plan. The proposal also conflicts
with current government guidance on development within conservation area. Proposals within a
Conservation Area should preserve or enhance the established character. To achieve to this the
proposal should either make a positive contribution to preserve or leave the character or appearance of
the Conservation unharmed. For reasons previously stated the proposal does not do this and detracts
from the visual amenity of the area and creates a discordant element in the streetscene. The proposed
co-joining of land to the rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road would disrupt the established pattern of
houses and plots.

Drawing all the above matters together it is considered that the principle of creating the proposed plot
to accommodate the proposed house is not acceptable because of how it relates to this location. It is
considered that the proposed development will have an adverse impact on the character and
appearance of the conservation area.

It is recommended that the application be refused.
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse
PLANNING OBLIGATIONS: None

REASON(S) FOR REFUSAL:

1. The proposed development is contrary to Policies E1, E4, DM1 and DM2.2 in the adopted East
Renfrewshire Local Plan and Policies D1, D2, D11, and D15 of the proposed Local
Development Plan as the development does not reflect the pattern of development in the
surrounding area and creates a plot that is at variance with the established plot layout in the
surrounding area. The proposed development introduces a building of inappropriate scale and
appearance at this location. These are considered to have an adverse visual effect on the
character of the Conservation Area.

ADDITIONAL NOTES: None
ADDED VALUE: None

BACKGROUND PAPERS:
Further information on background papers can be obtained from Mr Sean McDaid on 0141 577 3339.

Ref. No.: 2013/0244/TP
(SEMC)

DATE: 12th September 2013
DIRECTOR OF ENVIRONMENT

Reference: 2013/0244/TP - Appendix 1
DEVELOPMENT PLAN:

Strategic Development Plan

This proposal raises no strategic issues in terms of the Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Strategic
Development Plan and therefore the East Renfrewshire Local Plan is the relevant policy document

East Renfrewshire Local Plan (Adopted 14" February 2011)

Policy E1
General Urban Areas
Within the general urban area, as shown on the Proposals Map, there will be a presumption against

significant new development or change of use not compatible with the character and amenity of the
locality and its surrounding land uses.

Policy E4
Conservation of the Built Heritage
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The Council will safeguard the special character of Conservation Areas and the area at Netherlee
subject to an Article 4 Direction (identified on the Proposals Map), Listed Buildings and their settings
and properties included on the Inventory of Gardens and Designed Landscapes. Development likely to
prejudice these assets will be resisted.

b) Conservation Areas

Development and demolition within a conservation area or affecting its setting shall preserve or
enhance its character and be consistent with any relevant conservation area appraisal or management
plan that may have been prepared for the area.

The design, materials, scale and siting of any development shall be appropriate to the character of the
conservation area and its setting. Trees which are considered by the planning authority to contribute to
character and appearance shall be preserved. Given the importance of assessing design matters,
outline planning applications will not normally be considered appropriate for developments in
conservation areas.

Schedule E4

Ref
Location

E4.3
Giffnock Conservation Area

Policy DM1
Detailed Guidance for all Development

Where the principle of development is deemed to be acceptable in terms of the other Policies
contained within this
Local Plan, proposals for development will require to conform to the appropriate criteria below:

1. Not result in a significant loss of character or amenity to the surrounding area.

2. Be of a size, scale and density in keeping with the buildings in the locality and
respect local architecture, building form, design, and materials.

3. Not constitute backland development without a road frontage.

4, Not impact adversely on the landscape character, involve a significant loss of

trees or other Important landscape, greenspace or biodiversity features (see
Policies E3 - "Protection of Natural Features", E6 - "Biodiversity" L1 - "Protection
of Important Urban Greenspace", and L2- "Safeguarding the Local Greenspace
Resource".

5. Ensure that landscaping is an integral element in layout design, taking account of
existing physical features (e.qg. trees, hedgerows, walls, etc.). Where appropriate, tree
planting should augment the amenity and appearance of the site.

6. Ensure that the standards for 'Open Space' are satisfied see Policy L4 -
"Open Space Provision in New Developments” and Appendix 1).
7. Meet the parking and access requirements of the Council and provide Appropriate

mitigation to minimise the impact of new development (see Policies T3 - "New
Transport Infrastructure” and T5 -"Other Traffic Management and Calming Measures).

8. Not prejudice the amenity of neighbouring properties by unreasonably restricting
sunlight or privacy.

9. Seek to create safe and secure environments and reduce the scope for anti-social
behaviour and fear of crime.

10. Be designed to meet disability needs and include provision for disabled access
within public areas.

11. Minimise the extent of light pollution caused by street and communal lighting and
any flood lighting forming part of, or associated with, development.

12. Be designed to include provision for the recycling, storage, Collection and composting
of waste materials.

13. Be designed to retain on-site, for use as part of the development, as much as possible

of all waste material arising from construction of the development.
14. Be designed where applicable to take into account the legacy of former mining activity.

Policy DM2.2

Sub-division of the Curtilage of a Dwellinghouse for a New Dwellinghouse and Replacement
of an Existing House with a New House
1. The proposed plot should reflect the established pattern of development and should
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be of a size, shape and disposition capable of accommodating a dwellinghouse and
attached land behind the front building line and surrounded by enclosure that provides
secluded garden ground of a scale and character compatible with the neighbourhood.
A sufficient area of ground for a garden and associated uses for the existing house
must be retained in line with Policy L4 - "Open Space Provision in New
Developments" and Appendix 1.

Existing building lines should be respected.

Proposals should preserve and enhance the character and amenity of the area.

Proposed Local Development Plan

The Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) was issued for consultation on 6" February 2013.
The LDP outlines the Council’s most up to date statement of planning policy.

Policy D1
Detailed Guidance for all Development

Proposals for development should be well designed, sympathetic to the local area and
demonstrate that the following criteria have been considered, and, where appropriate, met.
In some cases, where the criteria have not been met, a written justification will be required
to assist with assessment.

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

The development should not result in a significant loss of character or amenity to the
surrounding area,;

The proposal should be of a size, scale, massing and density that is in keeping with
the buildings in the locality and should respect local architecture, building form,
design, and materials;

The amenity of neighbouring properties should not be adversely affected by
unreasonably restricting their sunlight or privacy. Additional guidance on this

issue is available in the Daylight and Sunlight Design Guide Supplementary
Planning Guidance;

The development should not impact adversely on landscape character or the green
network, involve a significant loss of trees or other important landscape, greenspace
or biodiversity features;

Developments should incorporate green infrastructure including access, water
management, landscaping, greenspace, water management and Sustainable Urban
Drainage Systems at the outset of the design process. Where appropriate, new tree
or shrub planting should be incorporated using native species. The physical area of
any development covered by impermeable surfaces should be kept to a minimum to
assist with flood risk management. Further guidance is contained within the Green
Network Supplementary Planning Guidance;

Development should create safe and secure environments that reduce the scope for
anti-social behaviour and fear of crime;

Developments must be designed to meet disability needs and include provision for
disabled access within public areas;

The Council will not accept ‘backland’ development, that is, development without a
road frontage;

Parking and access requirements of the Council should be met in all development
and appropriate mitigation measures should be introduced to minimise the impact of
new development. Development should take account of the principles set out in
'‘Designing Streets';

Development should minimise the extent of light pollution caused by street and
communal lighting and any floodlighting associated with the development;
Developments should include provision for the recycling, storage, collection and
composting of waste materials;

As much as possible, all waste material arising from construction of the development
should be retained on-site for use as part of the new development;

Where applicable, new development should take into account the legacy of former
mining activity;

Development should enhance the opportunity for and access to sustainable
transportation, particularly walking and cycle opportunities including cycle parking
and provision of facilities such as showers/lockers, where appropriate. The Council
will not support development on railways solums or other development that would
remove opportunities to enhance pedestrian and cycle access unless mitigation
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15. The Council requires the submission of a design statement for national and major
developments. Design statements must also be submitted in cases where a
local development relates to a site within a conservation area or Category A listed
building in line with Planning Advice Note 68: Design Statements.

Policy D2

General Urban Areas

Development will be supported within the general urban areas, as defined on the Proposals
Map, where compatible with the character and amenity of the locality and surrounding land
uses and where it complies with other appropriate policies of the Proposed Plan.

Policy D11
Management and Protection of the Built Heritage

The Council will safeguard the special character of conservation areas and the Netherlee
Article 4 Direction Area ; sites included on the Inventory of Gardens and Designed Landscapes;
scheduled monuments and archaeological sites; and listed buildings and their settings.
Development likely to adversely affect these assets will be resisted.

Further detailed information and guidance is provided in the Management and Protection of
the Built Heritage Supplementary Planning Guidance.

The Council will seek to secure the implementation of the environmental protection projects
shown on the Proposals Map and listed in Schedule 5.

Policy D15
Sub-division of the Curtilage of a Dwellinghouse for a New Dwellinghouse
and Replacement of an Existing House with a New House

-The proposed plot should reflect the established pattern of development and should
be of a size and shape capable of accommodating a dwellinghouse. There should also be
sufficient land to provide garden ground that is of a scale and character compatible with
the locality.
-Any new house must reflect the scale and character of the surrounding residences and the
established pattern of development in the area. It should be designed to contribute to the
visual character of the area.
-Existing building lines should be respected.
-Development should provide safe vehicular access and parking in accordance with the
Council's roads and parking standards.

GOVERNMENT GUIDANCE:

Scottish Planning Policy on conservation areas indicates that the design, materials, scale, and siting of
new development within a conservation area, and development outwith the conservation area that will
impact on its appearance, character or setting, should be appropriate to the character and setting of the
conservation area. Planning permission should normally be refused for development, including
demolition, within a conservation area that fails to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of
the area.

Finalised IM (GMcC) 18/9/13
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TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997
(AS AMENDED BY THE PLANNING ETC (SCOTLAND) ACT 2006)
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PROCEDURE)
(SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2013

REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION

Ref. No. 2013/0244/TP

Applicant: Agent:

Ms Pauline McFadden Inkdesign Architecture Limited
C/o 1114 Aitkenhead Road Mr. Maurice Hickey

Kings Park 55 Orchard Park Avenue
Glasgow Giffnock

G44 55W Glasgow

46 7BQ

With reference to your application which was registered on 18th April 2013 for planning permission
under the abovementioned Act and Regulations for the following development, viz:-

Erection of two storey detached dwellinghouse
at: Land At Rear Of 261 And 263 Fenwick Road Giffnock East Renfrewshire G46 6JX

the Council in exercise of their powers under the abovementioned Act and Regulations hereby
refuse planning permission for the said development.

The reason(s) for the Council's decision are:-

1. The proposed development is contrary to Policies E1, E4, DM1 and DM2.2 in the adopted
East Renfrewshire Local Plan and Policies D1, D2, D11, and D15 of the proposed Local
Development Plan as the development does not reflect the pattern of development in the
surrounding area and creates a plot that is at variance with the established plot layout in
the surrounding area. The proposed development introduces a building of inappropriate
scale and appearance at this location. These are considered to have an adverse visual
effect on the character of the Conservation Area.

Dated 18th September 2013 Director of Environment
East Renfrewshire Council

2 Spiersbridge Way,
Spiersbridge Business Park,

Thornliebank,
G46 BNG
Tel. No. 0141 577 3001

The following drawings/plans have been refused

Plan Description Drawing Number Drawing Version Date on Plan
Location Plan | 12-397-P1.01

Block Plan Proposed 12-397-P1.02 A

Elevations Proposed 12-397-P1.06

Elevations Proposed 12-397-P1.09

Elevations Proposed | 12-397-P1.08

Elevations Proposed 12-397-P1.07

Proposed floor plans 12-397-P1.03

Streetscape | 12-397-P1.10
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GUIDANCE NOTE FOR REFUSAL OF LOCAL DEVELOPMENTS DETERMINED UNDER
DELEGATED POWERS

REVIEW BY EAST RENFREWSHIRE COUNCIL'S LOCAL REVIEW BODY

1. If the applicant is aggrieved by the decision 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 require the planning authority to review
the case under section 43A of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 within
three months from the date of this notice. A notice of review should be addressed to the
Principal Committee Services Officer, Council Headquarters, Eastwood Park, Rouken Glen
Road, Giffnock G46 6UG. Applicants can also ask for a review if the application has not
been determined within the 2 month time period for a decision.

Requests for review must be made on the Notice of Review form which is available to
download from the Council’'s website at www.eastrenfrewshire.qov.uk or alternatively call the
Planning general enquiry lines on 0141 577 3895 or 3878 to request one. Following submission of
the notice, you will receive an acknowledgement letter informing you of the date of the Local
Review Body meeting or whether further information is required.

2, 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 the
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 5 of the Town and Country
Planning (Scotland) Act 1997.

CONTACT DETAILS

East Renfrewshire Council
Development Management Service
2 Spiersbridge Way,

Spiersbridge Business Park,
Thornliebank,

G46 BNG

General Inquiry lines 0141 577 3895 or 0141 577 3878
Email planning@eastrenfrewshire.gov.uk
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Notice of Review

st 7A :
Renfrewshire

NOTICE OF REVIEW

UNDER SECTION 43A{8) OF THE TCWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997

AS AMENDED BY THE PLANNING ETC (SCOTLAND) ACT 2006

THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCHEMES OF DELEGATION AND LOCAL REVIEW PROCEDURE)

(SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2013

THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (APPEALS) (SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2013

IMPORTANT: Please read and follow the guidance notes provided when completing this form.

Faiture to supply all the reievant information could invalidate your notice of review.

Use BLOCK

CAPITALS if completing in manuscript

Applicant(s)

Agent (if any)

Name  [Pauline McFadden | Name [nk Design
Address | c/o 232 Fenwick Road Address | 55 Orchard Park Avenue
Giffnock Giffnock
East Renfrewshire East Renfrewshire
Postcode G46 6UQ Postcode G486 7BQ

Contact Telephone 1
Contact Telephone 2

Fax No

Contact Telephone 1 | 0141 552 2729
Contact Telephone 2 | 07798 064240
Fax No

E-maif* _j E-mail* | info@inkdesign.co.uk |

Mark this box to confirm all contact should be

through this represemative: |:|
Yes No

* Do you agree to correspondence regarding your review being sent by e-mail? []

Planning authority | East Renfrewshire Council |

Planning authority’s application reference number [2013/0244/TP |

Site address

Description of proposed Erection of two storey detached dwelling house

development

Land at Rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road, Giffnock, East Renfrewshire, G46 6JX

Date of application | 18th April 2013 | Date of decision (if any) [ 18th September 2013 |

Page 10of5
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Notice of Review
Note. This notice must be served on the planning authority within three manths of the date of the decision
notice or from the date of expiry of the period allowed for determining the application.

Nature of application

1. Application for planning permission (including householder application)
2. Application for planning permission in principle |:|

3. Further appiication (including development that has not yet commenced and where a time limit
has been imposed; renewal of planning permissicn; and/or modification, variation or removal of
a planning condition)
4. Application for approval of matters specified in conditions D

Reasons for seeking review

1. Refusal of application by appointed officer

2. Failure by appointed cfficer to determine the application within the period allowed for
determination of the application

3. Conditions imposed on consent by appointed officer

Hin.

Review procedure

The Local Review Body will decide on the procedure to be used to 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: written submissions; the hoiding of one or more hearing sessions and/or inspecting the land
which is the subject of the review case.

Please indicate what procedure (or combination of procedures) you think is most appropriate for the
handling of your review. You may tick more than one box if you wish the review to be conducted by a
combination of procedures. However, please note that the Local Review Body is not bound to accede to
your request(s) and wilt decide what procedure wilt be used to determine your review.

1. Further written submissions
2. One or more hearing sessions
3. Site inspection
4  Assessment of review documents only, with no further procedure D

If you have marked box 1 or 2, please explain here which of the matters (as set out in your statement
below) you believe cught to be subject of that procedure, and why you consider further submissions or a
hearing are necessary:

Consideration of the Planning Departments reasons for refusal - written subrmission and hearing
Review of Commentary on Reasons for Refusal, Drawings and Photographs - written submission and hearing
Review of MPs/MSPs/Coungillors Letters of Support - written submission and hearing

Site inspection

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

Yes No
1. Can the site be viewed entirely from public iand? |:|
2 Isit possible for the site to be accessed safely, and without batriers to entry? []

Page 2 of b
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Notice of Review

If there are reasons why you think the Local Review Body would be unable to undertake an
unaccompanied site inspection, please explain here:

The site can be accessed safely and without barrier subject only to 2-3 days notice s¢ that this can be arranged with
the current occupiers of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road. Subject to such notice the Review Body could, at any time,
undertake an unaccompanied site inspection

Statement

You must state, in full, why you are seeking a review on your application. Your statement must set out ali
matters you consider require 1o be taken into account in determining your review. Note: you may not have
a further opportunity 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 information and evidence that you rely on and wish the
Local Review Body to consider as part of your review.

If the Local Review Body issues a natice requesting further information from any other person or body,
you will have a period of 14 days in which to comment on any additional matter which has been raised by

that person or body.

State here the reasons for your notice of review and all matters you wish to raise. If necessary, this can
be continued or provided in full in a separate document. You may ailso submit additional documentation

with this form.

Please refer to separate submission:

TrATZ G

] N TS T I T
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Notice of Review

Have you raised any matters which were not hefore the appointed officer at the time the Yes No
determination on your application was made? []

if yes, you should explain in the box below, why you are raising new material, why it was not raised with
the appointed officer before your application was determined and why you consider it should now be

considered in your review.

In fact the submissions now made are not really new but are rather clarifications and amplifications of information
already dealt with as part of the original application. All, and any, 'new' material raised is in response to the
statements and judgements made, positions adopted, conclusion reached and refusal issued, by the Planning
Department. So any ‘new' information/submissions could not have been raised prior to the Refusal. The basis of
Refusal is not accepted by the Applicant and as a result these further submissions are necessary. However, the
additional information is of utmost impertance and therefore the applicant would request, and appreciate, the Boards
full consideration of these further submissions.

List of documents and evidence

Please provide a list of all supporiing documents, materials and evidence which you wish to submit with
your notice of review and intend to rely on in support of your review.

New Material Original Application

Review Statement Application Form
Response to Report of Handling Design Statement
Response to Reasons for Refusal Supporting Statement

A1 Photomontage - St Catherines Road Proposai Drawings
Property Photographs - 5t Catherines Road Tree Report, Survey & Flan
Property Photegraph - 3A Eastwoodmains Road Roads Department Report

Schedule of Plot Sizes/Configurations
Ordnance Survey Maps - Part 1 & 2
Aerial Photoegraph

Letters of Support

Note. The planning authority will make a copy of the notice of review, the review documents and any
notice of the procedure of the review available for inspection at an office of the planning autharity. 1t may
alsc be available on the planning authority website.

Checklist

Piease mark the appropriate boxes to confirm you have provided aii supporting documents and evidence
relevant to your review:

Full completion of all parts of this form
[] Statement of your reasons for requiring a review

All documents, materials and evidence which you intend to rely on (e.g. plans and drawings
or other documents) which are now the subject of this review.

Paged4of 5
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Notice of Review

Note. Where the review relates to a further application e.g. renewal of planning permission or
maodification, 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 application reference number, approved
plans and decision notice from that earlier consent.

Declaration

| the applicant/™¥§¥KK [delete as appropriate] hereby serve notice on the planning authority to
review the application as set out on this form and in the supporting documents.

Data Protection Act 1998

East Renfrewshire Council is the Data Controller for the purposes of the Data Protection Act 1998. Please
note that the information provided with this application will appear in the public register of applications and
will also be published on the Council's website. Personal details such as signatures, personal phone
numbers and personal email addresses wili not be published on-line. If you wish any further personal
information to be excluded from publication, please request this in writing and the Council will consider
your request.

Your completed notice of review should now be returned to: East Renfrewshire Council, Head of
Environment {Planning, Property and Regeneration), 2 Spiersbridge Way, Spiersbridge Business
Park, Thornliebank, East Renfrewshire G486 8NG. Alternatively, you can e-mail your notice of
review te planning@eastrenfrewshire.qov.uk

Page 50of 5
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STATEMENT
Summary

The Applicant requests this review as it is felt that the decision reached by the Planning
Department is unjustified, based on subjective and inappropriate criteria and not consistent
with other decisions made, even recently, within the Giffnock Conservation Area. In essence
the decision reached by the Department is incorrect.

The Applicant acknowledges that there is a significant amount of information provided
within this review application and understands the time commitment that is required by the
Board to fully evaluate all of this information — however there has been a genuine attempt
to rationalise, as far as possible, the documentation submitted and the content has been
reduced to the minimum possible. The Applicant would:

a/ request a full evaluation by the Board,

b/ thank the Board in anticipation for this full evaluation and

¢/ ask the Board to bear in mind that the information presented is not
exhaustive, but hopefully sufficiently indicative, in support of the contention
that the Planning Department arrived at the wrong decision in this matter.

In particular the Applicant would draw the Boards attention to the Letters/Communications
of support from the following Local Representatives

Rt Hon Jim Murphy MP, East Renfrewshire

Ken Macintosh MSP, Eastwood

Councillor James Fletcher, Giffnock & Thornliebank, Ward 3
Councillor Vincent Waters, Giffnock & Thornliebank, Ward 3

In summary the Applicant would request that the Board reverse the decision made by the
Pianning Authority and grant approval for the proposed development.

Outline Information
The Planning Departments ‘Reason for Refusal’ is stated as follows:

‘The proposed development is contrary to Policies E1, E4, DM1 and DM2in the adopted East
Renfrewshire Local Plan and Policies D1, D2, D11 and D15 of the proposed Local
Development Plan as the development does not reflect the pattern of development in the
surrounding area and creates a plot that is at variance with the established plot layout in the
surrounding area. The proposed development introduces a building of inappropriate scale
and appearance at this location. These are considered to have an adverse visual effect on
the character of the Conservation Area’.

Page 1
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The matters that led the Planning Department to the recommend Refusal on the above
grounds are fully documented within the ‘Report of Handling’ that has been prepared in
respect of the proposed development. The Applicant, with the advice of the Project Design
Team, has prepared a full rebuttal of the matters contained within this report — this has
been done by way of appending comments to the Report (highlighted in red for ease of
reference). The Applicant would request that the Board review this document which is
attached as part of this submission -~ -~ v o 5

The Applicant and the locally respected (not to mention locally based) and very professional
Design Team for the Project are of the clear and well founded opinion that the proposed
development is appropriate in every way for the area. Moreover, the layout, general design
and specific detailing of the proposed property have been tailored to ensure that it remains
appropriate within the context of the Conservation Area.

The Applicant would suggest that the Review Board, in viewing the proposed development
in a pragmatic and realistic, albeit discerning, manner, will reach the same conclusion as the
Applicant and the Project Design Team. It is worth noting that this position is impliedly
supported by the local community, who overwhelmingly stayed silent on the application (in
an area where local residents are well known for their fierce defence of the local area), and
it is expressly supported by the several Councillors, MSP’s and MP’s who have been happy
to formally register their support for the development {having been fully appraised of its
location, nature, style etc).

The Applicant believes that the Planning Departments assessment of the application has
been prejudiced by a/ a closed mind to development on a site that has been created, albeit
legitimately, b/ an expressed, but clearly unfounded, fear that approval of this scheme
would set some kind of precedent, ¢/ the fact that the applicant registered a formal
complaint in respect of the application and the Department’s handling of it.

Whilst some of the points raised immediately above may seem hard to justify, it is worth
noting that, as directly confirmed to the Applicant, when an MP approached the Planning
Department on behalf of the residents of No 265 Fenwick Road {(who made representations)
he was advised that there was no need for him to make formal representations as the
application ‘was going to be refused anyway’ — and this before the Planning department
should even have started their assessment of the proposal.

However, the Applicant does not wish to dwell on any contentious or negative aspects of
the process but would rather commend the proposed development to the Review Board on
the basis of it’s clear and self-evident merits — and would ask the Review Board to grant
permission for this modest, conservative and high gquality self-build Home for a resident
with current and progressive disability needs.

Page 2
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Conclusion

In light of the above and attached written submissions and supporting documentation it is
requested that the local review Board:

1. Conclude that there is a variety of development types within the immediate and
more general surrounding areas and that the proposed development sits well
relative to, and within, these areas of existing development

2. Conclude that thereis in fact no rigid plot layout within the area and that plot sizes,
shapes and configurations vary extensively — even between neighbouring properties
— and that the proposed development plot is in keeping with this variation

3. Conclude that the proposed development is of a scale, appearance and quality that
would complement and enhance its neighbouring properties and the wider area
generally

4. Conclude that although the Planning Department are of the opinion that the
proposed development would have an adverse visual effect on the character of the
Conservation Area, accept that they provide not one tangible example of what this
‘adverse’ effect is. Conclude that, in fact, the proposed development would have at
worst a neutral, and at best a positive, impact on the visual amenity of the area.

5. Determine that subject to accepting the points made at 1 — 4 above, the proposed
development is not in fact contrary to the relevant Policies noted and further
determine that this being the case the proposed development is fully compliant with
all of the relevant and pertinent Policies that such an application should have been
considered against.

Having reached the above conclusions and determinations the Applicant would request that

the Local Review Board reverse the decision of the Planning Department in this instance and
grant approval of the proposed development.
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(1) Policy Considerations

The overarching reason given for refusal by the Planning Authority is that the proposed
development:

‘...is contrary to Policies E1, E4, DM1 and DM2.2 in the adopted East Renfrewshire
Local Plan and Policies D1, D2, D11 and D15 of the proposed Local development Plan...”. (1)

The Planning Department reasoning continues that the proposed development is contrary
to the aforementioned policies because:

’

...it does not reflect the pattern of development in the surrounding area’ (2)

f

...it is at variance with the established plot layout in the surrounding area’ (3)

s

...it introduces a building of inappropriate scale and appearance at this location” (4)

’

...it is considered to have an adverse visual effect on the character of the
Conservation Area’ (5)

Each of these contentions is dealt with separately below.

Each is denied by the Applicant and information is provided which supports the Applicants
position,

We would request that the Board fully review the information provided and, in coming to
agree with the position of the Applicant, reject the Planning Departments view that the
proposed development fails to satisfy the requirements of the aforementioned Policies.
We would note that the Planning Department, in their ‘Report of Handling’, clearly state
that in all other material respects the proposed development satisfies the required Policies.

For example:

‘The proposal does not create new, or exacerbate existing, deficiencies in local
infrastructure, facilities or environment...”

Roads and Transportation Services have ‘No objections subject to conditions’

‘On face value...appears to be acceptable as this is an application for a house within
the existing urban area.’

It is considered that the amenity and privacy of neighbouring properties would not
be significantly prejudiced.”
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(2) Pattern of Development Considerations

The first underlying reason given for refusal by the Planning Authority is that the proposed
development:

‘...does not reflect the pattern of development in the surrounding area’.
We would request that the Review Board consider the attached documentation:
Al Photomontage of St Catherines Road
Individual Photographs of Existing Properties on St Catherines Road
Photographs of Development at 3A Eastwoodmains Road

The photomontage of St Catherines Road clearly shows that the property types are
extremely varied. The only thing they have in common is that they are all of a semi-
detached form. However, as can be seen from the Al montage provided, or from site
inspection, there are three very distinct property styles — and these also vary in size, scale
and general mass. The Ordnance Survey maps enclosed elsewhere in this submission clearly
show that the properties on the North side of the road are of significantly greater scale and
mass than those on the South Side — and then to add further variation the last two
properties on the North side of the road are completely different yet again, with a much
lower eaves/roof line and completely different general construction style.

As if this variation were not sufficient to refute the Planning Departments assertion that
there is a singular style, size and scale of development pattern, then add to this the fact that
the finishes of the properties are completely different — with a combination of Red and
Blonde sandstone, roughcast and render finishes.

So even from a traditional perspective this relatively short road, comprising only 9 Blocks of
houses, had a very varied built form. Add to this the following extensions/alterations which
have been permitted over the years {(many very recently) and it is clear that to suggest there
is a general pattern of development is nonsensical:

s Roofs re-tiled as opposed to incorporating slate finishes

* Roughcast/rendered areas being painted in an array of different colours/shades

¢ A combination of modern and traditional garage extensions, some of a prefabricated
concrete nature

e Almost every property having been extended/altered in one or a combination of
ways — to the sides and rear

o Almost half of all properties having added some combination of large front and side
dormer extensions
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The above additions, extensions and alterations are clearly recorded in the individual
property photographic recards attached as part of this submission. The effect that they have
on the streetscape is clear — they create a varied built form, which, despite modern
additions that clearly have a visual impact, remains attractive and essentially traditional.

Perhaps the most significant aspect of St Catherines Road, insofar as this proposed
development is concerned, is the first ‘section’ of the road. As 5t Catherines Road is entered
from Fenwick Road, the first area of streetscape encountered does not in fact comprise the
semi-detached blocks of properties referred to above, but in fact comprises the gables of
the properties forming Nos 259 & 261 Fenwick Road. This part of the streetscene is made up
of these Blonde sandstone gables, white/cream celoured significant extensions and high
render finished garden walls.

It is significant that the farthest extent of the site for the proposed development is
approximately 56metres from Fenwick Road, along the South side of St Catherines Road,
and that this marries almost exactly with the extent of the gable of No 259 Fenwick Road
and the opening created by Academy Road, along the North side of St Catherines Road.
Regardless of the actual distance noted above, this relationship between the North and
South sides of St Catherines Road along this first ‘section’, can clearly be seen from both the
Photomontage and Ordnance Survey maps provided.

So in fact, the proposed new development does not sit within the context of the semi-
detached properties of St Catherines Road at all, but rather in the context of this first and
very different ‘section’ of St Catherines Road as described above and as clearly shown on
the last section of the Photomontage enclosed. Aside from other well-founded misgivings in
connection with the Planning Authority’s evaluation of this development {as detailed
elsewhere in this submission} it is considered inappropriate that the Planning Authority have
chosen to assess the suitability of this development on the basis of ‘a detached house sitting
in the context of semi-detached properties on St Catherines Road’, when in fact, it would
have little impact on, or relevance to, these semi-detached properties.

It is suggested that in fact

1. The proposed development would sit very well, and very comfortably, within this
first ‘section” of St Catherines Road,

2. The proposed development would have minimal impact on its neighbouring semi-
detached property at No 2 St Catherines Road — it is no doubt for this reason that the
owner of this property expressed their support for the development directly to the
Applicant, and

3. The proposed development would have no impact whatsoever on the remaining
semi-detached properties on St Catherines Road. It is no doubt for this reason that
not one owner of the properties on St Catherines Road raised any objection to the
development. In fact it could reasonably be suggested that the residents of St
Catherines Road felt that the proposed development would be a quality addition to
their street.
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{3) Plot Layout Considerations

The second underlying reason given for refusal by the Planning Authority is that the plot
that is created for the proposed development:

‘..is at variance with the established plot layout in the surrounding area’.
We would request that the Review Board consider the attached documentation:

Plot Sizes and Road Frontages Schedule

Ordnance Survey Map - Plot Size, Ratio & Shape, Part 1 of 2

Ordnance Survey Map - Plot Size, Ratio & Shape, Part 2 of 2

Aerial Photograph

It is clear from the attached schedule and from the accompanying maps that there is a very
wide variety of Plot sizes within the surrounding area. In fact, with regard to plot size
(square metres), the schedule clearly shows that within the surrounding area there would
only be 4 plots significantly larger than the plot created for the proposed development, and
conversely there would be many plots in the surrounding area that would only be half as
large as the created plot — the properties compared are only a small sample and even a
cursory look at the attached maps clearly reveals that plot sizes within the surrounding area
vary greatly and there is little if any uniformity. If anything plot sizes are generally quite
restricted and both a/ the created plot and b/ the remaining donor plots, would all be
generous by comparison.

Layout of the created plot seems to be of most concern to the Planning Authority and it is
implied that the created plot would cause some upset to a regimented, regular and rigid
plot layout within the area. It is clear from the attached documentation that nothing could
be further from the truth. This is clearly demonstrable in two ways:

1. When road frontage (the length of the plot along the front pavement line} is
considered, and
2. When the shape of plots within the general area is considered

Road frontage is important because, to some considerable extent, it is really only this aspect
of plot layout that is discernible as far as the ‘streetscene’ is affected (many aspects of plot
layout can be detected only from an aerial view!) It is very clear from the attached schedule
that the created plot would have a very generous road frontage of some 17.50m. This would
be in keeping with the very largest of plots in any surrounding properties. It should be
particularly noted that there are many properties within the general area that have only
approximately 50% of this length of road frontage and indeed there is one property at No
285 Fenwick Road that has a road frontage of only 8.00m — this property, together with No
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1 Fiorence Drive, is mentioned again immediately below, when a further aspect of
“traditional” development within the area is considered.

It should also be noted that this very generous road frontage for the created plot is achieved
whilst still leaving the Donor Property at No 261 Fenwick Road (the only property affected in
the ‘streetscene’} with a very generous depth — as appears to be accepted by the Planning
Authority. On this point No 281 Fenwick Road is worthy of mention (highlighted in green on
the attached map) — the length of the feu at this property was shortened, in comparison
with its neighbour, in order to allow the building of No 1 Church Road and this is very similar
to the concession being requested now as part of this application.

The Planning Authority refers to ‘the established plot layout within the surrounding area’. It
is clear that the established plot layout, whilst not random, is very different from street to
street, on opposing sides of the streets (5t Catherines Road being a very good example) and
indeed anywhere that was considered appropriate by pragmatic and realistic Planners and
Builders. This last point is exceptionally important and can be clearly demonstrated by
reference to the properties highlighted on the attached maps in both red and . These
properties clearly show that in order to allow development, difficult, if not completely
awkward, site sizes and configurations were allowed in order to promote development.

Another very clear example of this pragmatic approach by the Planning Authority in earlier
times is evident at No 269 Fenwick Road (highlighted in orange on the attached Ordnance
Survey maps). It is clear that neither the Planners, Builders or owners of properties in the
area were precious about any notion of establishing a ‘plot layout within the area’, and as a
Result a Dairy Building was added at the rear of No 267 Fenwick Road — which now has no
independent access and is ‘backland’ development in the true sense of the word. The
Planners say that this is ‘historical’ and therefore should not create a precedent for such
development - and to some extent this is accepted by the Applicant. However, the Planners
then rely on, as a cornerstone for rejection of the proposed development, the fact that
there is a historical plot layout in the area which the proposed development does not
respect — this is clearly a contradiction, since the building at No 269 a/ is historical, b/ does
form part of the historical plot layout of the area and ¢/ is almost an identical subdivision of
plot to the one proposed at No 261 Fenwick Road to facilitate this development. We would
suggest that whilst No 269 is not relied on as a ‘precedent’ it is relied on as further evidence
that there is no rigid, homogeneous or strict pattern of plot layout within the area.

The photographs elsewhere in this submission clearly show that No 20 St Catherines Road
has a very short road frontage which makes vehicular access difficult — and this is far from
the worst example: consider the plot layouts at Nos 285 & 287 Fenwick Road and Nos 1, 11
& 12 Florence Drive. These plots are of weird and wonderful layouts.

The pertinent question is: Do these varying sized, irregular and awkward shaped plots have
a negative impact on the area? We would suggest that the answer is no, they do not!

Finally on this matter, the attached Aerial Photograph shows, perhaps even more clearly
than the Ordnance Survey maps, the true extent to which plot sizes, or more importantly
visually apparent plot sizes, vary, when changing and evolving factors such as extensions,
driveways/garages, hedging and trees are taken into account.
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The Planning Authority accepts that both the created plot and both remaining donor plots
meet all requirements for development. It would appear that their one concern in this
respect is that the created plot is not in keeping with the established plot layout in the area.
The created plot is in keeping with the plot layout of the area — as is demonstrated above,
and in the attached documentation, the layout has been flexible in the past and can now
accommodate this proposed development without any negative impact whatsoever.
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(4) Scale and Appearance Considerations
The third underlying reason given for refusal by the Planning Authority is that the proposed
development:
‘..introduces a building of inappropriate scale and appearance at this location’.

We would request that the Review Board consider the attached documentation afready
referred to previously in this submission:

Al Photomontage of St Catherines Road

Individual Photographs of Existing Properties on St Catherines Road
Ordnance Survey Map - Plot Size, Ratio & Shape, Part 1 of 2
Ordnance Survey Map - Plot Size, Ratio & Shape, Part 2 of 2

Aerial Photograph

It is clear from the information referred to above and elsewhere in this submission that the
building is indeed of an appropriate scale and appearance at this location.

Consider the scale of the building :
It is two storey — as is every building on this street with the exception of the gable of No 261
Fenwick Road {which is 1.5 storey and sits perfectly comfortably against No 259 Fenwick

Road)

Throughout the entire Giffnock area 1 storey, 1.5 storey and 2 storey buildings sit easily side
by side

It respects the window line, eaves line and ridge line of its neighbouring property at No 2 St
Catherines Road

The width and depth of the building have been designed to accord with all other properties
on 5t Catherines Road
Consider the Appearance of the proposed building:

The building has been designed to be sympathetic to the traditional character of
neighbouring properties

Page 10



53

The property has been designed with bay windows, chimney stacks and traditional sized
features that reflect the nature and period of surrounding properties

The property has stone, render and slate finishes and incorporates traditional sash and case
windows to further reflect the nature and period of surrounding properties

Summary

The attached Photomontage, and in particular the last section of same, clearly demonstrate
how well the scale and appearance of the proposed building actually sits in relation to both
its immediate neighbours and other properties in the surrounding area.

As previously noted, the individual photographs of properties on St Catherines Road,
together with the Ordnance Survey maps, clearly show that in the surrounding area
properties vary in scale (heights, widths and depths} and appearance. This is not to the
detriment of the conservation area and neither would any small variation resulting from the
proposed development.

Finally, and as specifically dealt with below, how can the scale and appearance of this
development be questioned with any credibility, by the same Authority who, rightly in the
Applicants opinion, granted permission in respect of the recent development at 3A
Eastwoodmains Road — and have in recent weeks granted further approval for a swimming
pool extension for that property?
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(5) Adverse Visual Effect on the Conservation Area Considerations

The Planning Authority appear to summarise that, as a result of the aforementioned
‘pattern of development’, ‘established plot layout’ and ‘scale & appearance’ considerations,
the proposed development is:

‘..considered to have an adverse visual effect on the character of the Conservation
Ared’.

As dealt with in detail above, and elsewhere in this submission, the underlying premise of
this point is totally refuted. However, and notwithstanding this, the Planning Departments
very rationale in arriving at this conclusion is questioned in light of other development that
has been allowed within the Conservation Area.

We would request that the Review Board consider the attached documentation:
Photographic Records relating to 3A Eastwoodmains Road, Giffnock
Aerial Photograph

As noted elsewhere in this submission, significant development - by way of extensions,
alterations and additions - have been permitted in respect of almost every property on St
Catherines Road itself. This development is termed ‘significant’ not because of its size or
scale but because by its very nature it has a direct and profound visual impact on the subject
property. Clearly, there must be an accommodation of what property owners wish to do to
their properties and such development (as opposed to the proposed development} can be
justified as a result — although if the Planning Departments appraisal of this proposal were
applied to all such extension and alteration proposals then they would merit intense
scrutiny, since the visual impact {adverse or otherwise) is undeniable.

However, notwithstanding the above, the Planning Departments stance on this proposed
development becomes completely untenable when considered against the permitted
development at 3A Eastwoodmains Road.

As can be clearly seen from the attached photographs this development:

Has a very significant visual impact on the streetscape

Has a very significant impact on its neighbouring properties

Is of an extremely modern design and uses extremely modern material finishes

Does not comply with all relevant Planning Regulations (in that it has no back garden)
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Therefore to justify this development the Planning Authority would have to accept that the
undeniable visual impact is not ‘adverse’. How can this be so when the Planner dealing with
the proposed development at St Catherines Road was unhappy with the fact that the
proposed building would have ‘... a ridge line that was perpendicular to the road’, contrary
to neighbouring properties which had a parallel ridge line. A mere detail when compared to
the stark modernity of 3A Eastwoodmains Road against its neighbouring properties.

How can these two evaluations have been carried out by the same Planning Department? In
the same conservation area? With the same criteria prevailing?

The Review Board are asked to consider the following points which are not in any way
meant to be flippant:

Does the development at 3A Eastwoodmains Road have a profound visual impact — Yes!

Does the applicant for St Catherines Road feel that this visual impact caused by the
development at 3A Eastwoodmains Road is adverse — No!

Did the Planning Department feel that this visual impact caused by the development at 3A
Eastwoodmains Road was adverse — Clearly Not!

Has the local community been ‘up in arms’ at the granting of permission for the
development at 3A Eastwoodmains Road — No!

Against this backdrop, how can the Planning Department credibly assert that the modest,
traditional and sympathetic development proposed at St Catherines Road, could be
anything other than acceptable?

Finally on this matter, the Planning Authority suggest that the currently ‘open’ area of
ground that would be used for this proposed development, is somehow a regular and
recurring feature of the Conservation Area i.e. that there are many such open spaces which
help to characterise, and are a key aspect of, the conservation status of the area. It can be
clearly seen from the attached Aerial Photograph that in fact the surrounding area is a busy,
bustling and well developed residential section of the wider Giffnock Area. In fact the only
open spaces occur around school and other public buildings and even these are
predominantly given over to hard-landscaping and parking use. The Planning Authority may
therefore argue that that this is all the more reason for maintaining the few open and green
spaces that exist — however there are several factors to consider a/ this is not within the
Departments power since the owners of these areas could turn them over to hard-
landscaping and/or extend into them at any time, b/ it is outwith the Departments remit to
consider this aspect in relation to protection of the Conservation Area, since this is not a
material aspect of why the area was granted Conservation status and ¢/ notwithstanding
the foregoing approximately 70% of the proposed site would remain as open space, with
much of the soft-landscaping preserved, with supplemented and better maintained trees.

Once again it is noted that the proposed development would have at worst a neutral, and at
best a very positive, impact on the Conservation Area.
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Cumulative Effect of All Planning Authority Considerations
&
Letters of Support

The overall implication of the Planning Authority’s ‘report of handling’ is that the various
considerations dealt with above (pattern of development, plot layout, building scale &
appearance and impact on the Conservation Area) have a cumulative effect of making the
proposed development non-compliant with relevant Policies and therefore unacceptable.

However, the fact remains that the judgement of the Planning Department is highly
subjective, and indeed almost hinges on the likes/dislikes and personal opinions of
individual Planners. The Planning Department would no doubt claim that there are sufficient
‘checks and balances’ in place in order mitigate the subjective and personal aspects of the
planning decisions reached — however the fact remains that one Planning Officer is
appointed to each proposed development of this nature and it is this one Planning Officer
who will make the decision. Whilst the decision has to be ‘signed off’ by a line manager, and
indeed in this case was reviewed by a senior colleague of the original Planning Officer, it is
clear that by the time an initial decision has been reached there is little chance of this
decision being effectively ‘overturned’.

In effect therefore the Planning procedure is a fottery. Clearly the Planning Officer for 3A
Eastwoodmains Road had a very different perspective, on every conceivable matter of
importance, when compared with the Planning Officers for this proposed development.

However, it is not only the Planning Department who care about every aspect of the quality
of future development within the Giffnock Area and the preservation of the built heritage
within the Giffnock Conservation Area:

The existing residents of the area also care passionately about these matters — and yet
there were only nominal representations in respect of the proposed development, with all
but one of these representations being positively addressed by the Planning department.

Furthermore, the Local Councillors and MPs who represent the area and constituents
thereof, also care passionately about these matters. In this context we are pleased to advise
that every Local Councillor and MP, who have been contactable within the available
timeframe, have heen wholly supportive and positive in their opinion that the proposed
development would not be detrimental to the area in any way, would in fact make a
positive contribution and should have been approved.

We are pleased to enclose Letters/Communications of support from the following Local
Representatives :

Rt Hon Jim Murphy MP
Ken Macintash MSP
Councillor James Fletcher
Councillor Vincent Waters

Page 14



57

APPLICANT'S RESPONSES

TO

REPORT OF HANDLING






o

REPORT OF HANDLING 58
** Applicants Responses/Comments**

Reference: 2013/0244/TP

Application Type: Full Planning Permission

Date Registered: 18th April 2013

This application is a Local Development

Ward: 3 -Giffnock And Thornliebank
Co-ordinates: 256256/:658892
Applicant/Agent: Applicant: Agent:

Ms Pauline McFadden
c/o 1114 Aitkenhead Road

Inkdesign Architecture Limited
55 Orchard Park Avenue

Kings Park Giffnock

Glasgow Glasgow

G44 5SW G46 7BQ
Proposal: Erection of two storey detached dwellinghouse
Location: Land at Rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road

Giffnock

East Renfrewshire

G46 6JX

CONSULTATIONS/COMMENTS:

East Renfrewshire Council Developer
Contributions Officer

The proposal does not create new or
exacerbate existing deficiencies in local
infrastructure, facilities or environment to an
extent that would require mitigation through the
provision of a development contribution.

This is a very positive factor

East Renfrewshire Council Roads And
Transportation Service

No objections subject to conditions.
This is a very positive factor

PUBLICITY:
03.05.2013 Glasgow and Southside Extra Expiry date 24.05.2013
SITE NOTICES:
Development within a Date posted 03.05.2013 Expiry date 24.05.2013
Conservation Area
SITE HISTORY:
2001/0156/TP Erection of rear Approved subject 09.03.2001
extension and alterations to conditions
and extension to existing
car park (at 261 Fenwick
Road)
2009/0449/TP Erection of two and Refused 26.10.2009
single storey building to
accommodate two dental  Subsequent 31.03.2010
surgeries with associated Review/2010/01
car parking (at rear of dismissed

261 Fenwick Road)



2011/0371/MDO Modification of part of 59°\pproved subject 01.09.2011
Legal Agreement to conditions
associated with the
planning permission
383/91/TP for the use of
the premises as a
doctors surgery that
requires all of the site
and the associated
ground to be used only
as a doctors surgery and
no other purpose (at 261
Fenwick Road)

REPRESENTATIONS:
Three representations have been received from:

Mr Philip Chalmers 1 Rosslea Drive Giffnock East Renfrewshire G46 6JW
Mr. Neil Kesson 265 Fenwick Road Giffnock East Renfrewshire G46 6JX
Ms. Noreen Kesson 265 Fenwick Road Giffnock East Renfrewshire G46 6JX

Representations can be summarised as follows:

Clarification sought on height of proposed house in relation to house at 1 Rosslea Drive

Does not reflect the current style of housing or pattern of development

Shoe-horned into site/overdevelopment

History of drainage problems and subsidence in the area

Affect privacy

The owners of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road do not live in the area

Disturbance during construction

Affect ability to maintain hedges All representations are dealt with and, with the exception of
point 2, are rejected in full by the Planning Department

DEVELOPMENT PLAN & GOVERNMENT GUIDANCE: See Appendix 1
SUPPORTING REPORTS:

Design Statement Assesses the size, scale and design of the proposal in the context of the
area and how the applicant considers the development to be acceptable.

Planning Statement Assesses the proposal against the policies in the adopted Local and
proposed Local Development Plan and how the applicant considers the
proposal accords with the policies and other material
considerations/guidance.

Tree Report The Report surveys 16 trees (one of which is not in the application site)
and 3 have been identified for removal. The trees are a combination of
conifers and broadleaf species. The Report indicates the trees adjacent to
St Catherine's Road are considered to be of medium term potential and
quality. As the majority of trees are low quality, the opportunity should be
taken to replace trees with good quality trees.

ASSESSMENT:

The proposed development is to be located in the Giffnock Conservation Area and comprises two
parcels of ground that are to be co-joined. The larger parcel fronts St Catherine's Road and is ground
at the rear of 261 Fenwick Road which is a doctor's surgery with car parking at the rear accessed from
St Catherine's Road. The smaller parcel is part of the rear garden area of 263 Fenwick Road. This part
of Giffnock Conservation Area is primarily characterised by traditional two storey semi-detached
sandstone houses constructed in the early 1900's. In fact Conservation Areas are seldom
characterised by the nature of the properties in so far as whether they form detached or semi-
detached properties — the relevant factors are normally the age, style, character and design
merit of the properties. Other immediately adjacent sectors of the Giffnock Conservation Area
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consist of almost random property types : detached and semi-detached; single storey, one and
half storey and two storey; blonde sandstone, red sandstone and render finishes. So the
Conservation Area of Giffnock and the sectors within that Area are characterised by a very wide
variety of property styles, forms and functions.

The proposed site is 519m? in area and is basically rectangular in shape although it is wider at the front
along St Catherine's Road than at the rear (17.5m compared to 15.5m respectively). The larger parcel
of land at the rear of 261 Fenwick Road is level and maintained as a lawn bounded by hedging along
the St Catherine's Road frontage and walls on the east and south boundaries. There is no physical
barrier between the site and the doctor's surgery car park. A smaller parcel of land at the rear of 263
Fenwick Road has been physically separated from the remainder of the garden ground of 263 Fenwick
Road by a 2m high timber fence (which is shown on the submitted tree survey plan - plan 1). It should
be noted the erection of this fence does not have the benefit of planning permission. It should also be
noted that the applicant has never had any control over the erection of this fence It should also
be noted that the area of ground that has been fenced off is slightly smaller than the identified
application site This anomaly results from the fact that the ground was not fenced off for the
purpose of purchase by the applicant - it was fenced off by the owner of the property at 265
Fenwick Road when they decided to rent their property several years ago. As access to this part
of the site has not been retained the area is now overgrown. The maijority of the trees within the
application site are located within the rear section of the proposed site although there is a line of trees
along the St Catherine's Road frontage.

Planning permission is sought to erect a two storey detached dwelling house within the proposed site
and includes a driveway off St Catherine's Road. The driveway is to be formed adjacent to the
boundary with 2 St Catherine's Road and will require the removal of a section of hedging and one tree
The absolute minimal removal has been assured by the design. The house is to be positioned
towards the centre of the site and will be set back approximately 8m from the front boundary line;
between approximately 2.6m and 1.5m (from front to back) from the side boundary with 2 St
Catherine's Road and approximately 4.2m from the doctors surgery car park. The rear elevation of the
proposed house is to be approximately 9 metres from the rear boundary of the site. The footprint of the
house is to be approximately 128m?.

The house will be finished in white render on the side and rear elevations, blonde sandstone at the
front and slate on the roof. The house is to have a hipped roof with double height bay windows on the
front elevation and two chimney stacks on each gable elevation that are to be finished in blonde
sandstone as well.

The majority of the front garden area will be formed as driveway/hardstanding although the proposed
surfacing material has not been specified. The submitted drawings also show an area of low decking
on the west elevation to the boundary with the doctor’s surgery car park which is identified as an
external dining area.

The trees at this location are protected by the provisions of the Conservation Area legislation. A tree
survey report has been submitted and refers to 16 trees (15 of which are in the application site) and
recommends three should be removed. The report identifies the row of trees fronting St Catherine's
Road as having medium term potential and also being attractive. The report also suggests that as the
majority of the remaining trees are of low quality and the opportunity could be taken to plant
replacement trees of good quality. Re-planting would indeed take place and seems to be an
overwhelmingly accepted and normal compromise when trees/hedging are removed to facilitate
a development.

The application requires to be assessed against the Development Plan and any other material planning
considerations.

Adopted East Renfrewshire Local Plan

The proposal is to be assessed against Policies E1, E4, DC1 and DC2.2 of the adopted East
Renfrewshire Local Plan. The site is identified as being within the general urban area and Policy E1
states a presumption against significant new development not compatible with the character and
amenity of the locality. On face value the general principle of the development appears to be
acceptable as this is an application for a house within the existing urban area It is this acceptability
that the Applicant seeks to rely on in the Appeal process. All other subsequent planning
considerations are dealt with below as they arise, but, in summary, they are subjective, largely
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irrelevant and generally inapplicable to a development such as the one proposed where the
scale is small and the impact is minimal — It is this general acceptability of the proposed
scheme that should in fact make it ACCEPTABLE to be granted. However detailed consideration
has to be given to how the principle of the creation of the proposed site relates to this area the
‘principle’ of the creation of the site should, by and large, be irrelevant; whether the proposed site
is capable of accommodating a house it meets/surpasses every requirement of planning
guidelines in this respect; whether the proposed site and house relates to the pattern of development
in the area the pattern of development both within the immediate and general areas is very
varied to say the least; whether the siting and design of the proposed house is appropriate particularly
as it is in a Conservation Area and how it relates to the site and surrounding area the siting and
design has been modified in accordance with the pre-application discussions that the applicant
had with the planning authority (whilst not for this particular application but rather for a very
similar proposed application on the same but smaller site area). These matters are considered in
more detail below.

Policy E4 states that the Council will safeguard the special character of Conservation Areas and that
new development proposals should preserve or enhance its character. The proposed site does not
actually exist at present and has to be formed from two co-joined parcels of ground that are adjacent to
each other. This part of the Conservation Area is characterised by a distinct pattern of development
following a strong street layout. The sandstone buildings on the east side of Fenwick Road in the
immediate vicinity of the proposed development follow a strong building line with the buildings set back
from the front boundary. The front boundary walls and trees/vegetation to the front of the buildings also
forms strong features in fact there are no particularly strong features and even if they were
subjectively considered to be ‘strong’, the characteristic of the whole area is of very varied
features that contribute to the overall appearance of the Conservation Area. The houses located along
St Catherine's Road, Rosslea Drive and Airdale Avenue follow a rigid street pattern with each of the
houses being in semi-detached blocks The street pattern is far from rigid and is indeed extremely
varied; wheteher the blocks are semi-detached or detached seems less relevant than their
general size and mass - the proposed development respects this size and mass: there are many
other sub-areas within the general conservation area that comprise all manner of permutations
of detached, semi-detached, single storey, storey and half and two storey properties. Although
the proposed house is to follow the established building line of the neighbouring houses at 2 and 4 St
Catherine's Road the proposal to build a detached house presents an immediate contrast to the pattern
of development and house types along this street The attached photographs show that there is little
pattern to the houses, they are of varied types and have over the years been altered and
extended to further remove the limited pattern that ever existed — it seems to be accepted that
this has not been to any great detriment since the area has since been seen as worthy of
meriting conservation area status.

On the approaches to the site along St Catherine's Road the existing hedge at the front of the site and
the row of trees behind form a strong feature in the streetscape but not a feature that is common in the
area and not one that is pertinent to the conservation status of the area — furthermore only an
extremely small proportion of the hedging and important trees will be removed (with re-planting
to balance this) On the other side of St Catherines Road along the same length, 259 Fenwick
Road has been significantly extended in a white roughcast finish and there is a 7 foot high white
rouhcast wall that runs all the way to Academy Road — none of this would be reasonably
considered detrimental to the area — conservation or otherwise. The existing gap between 261
Fenwick Road and 2 St Catherine's Road is clearly discernible from this approach the fact that it is
discernible does not mean that any change in this gap would be to the detriment of the area.
The grouping of trees at this location also forms a strong visual feature that softens the general
appearance of the area — most of the trees would remain and there would be significant re-
planting on site and as a result the ‘softening’ of the area would remain - this can be seen from
the attached photo montage. On the approaches to the site from the north along Academy Road the
hedge and row of trees again forms a strong feature at the end of the street the same comments as
immediately above apply. Existing trees/vegetation further back forms a backdrop to the hedge and
row of trees the same comments as immediately above apply.

Policy DM1 sets out 14 general development criteria against which all proposals are assessed. In this
case, the relevant criteria are considered to be: 1) not result in a significant loss of character or amenity
to the surrounding area the proposed development could not reasonably be judged to cause any
such loss; 2) be of a size, scale and density in keeping with the buildings in the locality to respect local
architecture building form, design and materials the development meets all of these criteria
(although these requirements must be very flexible when viewed in the context of the approved
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development at 3A Eastwood Mains Road); 3) not constitute backland development without a road
frontage the development is not backland development and does have road frontage; 4) not
impact adversely on the landscape character the development does not or involve significant loss of
trees the development does not and 8) not prejudice the amenity of neighbouring properties by
unreasonably restricting sunlight or privacy the development does not prejudice any such amenity.

The immediate area is characterised by semi-detached houses while properties fronting Fenwick Road
are more varied in terms of house types and appearance. The donor property at 261 Fenwick Road
which is a one and a half storey detached villa is one of only 4 detached houses on the east side of
Fenwick Road between Florence Drive and Orchard Drive and yet these 4 detached properties do
not detract from Fenwick Road - furthermore, neither does the very varied property types/uses
along the same length on the West side of Fenwick Road detract from that area. St Catherine's
Road contains only semi-detached houses finished in either grey/blonde or red sandstone The
attached photographs show that St Catherines Road comprises several variations of properties
with regard to stone colours, rendered areas, garage and other extensions, building styles and
sizes — and with all of these variations occurring in only 9 Blocks. The introduction of a large two
storey detached house in fact it is a small two storey house when the Block size is considered in
relation to the semi-detached Block size — this seems like the more important consideration. In
fact the style and colouring of the proposed house sits well against 261 Fenwick Road on the
South side of St Catherines Road and creates a strong link between the nature and scale of 259
Fenwick Road along the same length of road frontage to the North side of St Catherines Road -
this is shown on the attached photo montage at this location would contrast with the type of
buildings in the immediate area. Furthermore, the development proposal requires the sub-division of
the curtilage of 263 Fenwick Road and this has an impact of the setting of the original property in fact
is has no discernible impact on this property at all — there is a dated subdivision relating to the
property at 267 Fenwick Road and it is sincerely doubted that anyone has ever noticed it or
thought that the setting of the original property was in any way compromised: the point made
by the Planning Department shows an over-precious and unrealistic attitude. The application site
does not physically exist at present and requires taking parts from two different and unrelated
curtilages. The net result is the creation of a new plot which does not follow the established plot
configurations and pattern of development in the surrounding area. The proposal also has the effect of
shortening the curtilages of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road which again is at variance with the plot
configurations and pattern of development in the area there is no rigid plot size configuration: the
plots on the South side of St Catherines Road are considerably more shallow than those on the
North side; the Plots sizes of 281, 283, 285, 287 & 289 are considerably fore-shortened in
comparison to other properties on the East side of Fenwick Road - all of these having been
shortened in order to facilitate more intensive development. In fact the Plot at 281 represents
the similar plot location to that of the proposed donor property at 261Fenwick Road — once the
proposed donation has been made the Plot size at 261 will in fact be brought closely into line
with the historically acceptable Plot size at 281. There is an outbuilding at the rear of 267 Fenwick
Road that was a dairy and has latterly been used as a store by Giffnock Theatre Players. However this
building has been in existence for many years and is part of the pattern of development in the area this
is a contradiction - if the alteration of plot sizes to accommodate the Giffnock Theatre Players
building (historical or not) is part of the pattern then this pattern is simply repeated by this
proposed development — therefore it strengthens rather than weakens the pattern: the
contradiction in itself reveals the refusal by the Planning Department to reasonably and
impartially consider the merits of the proposal. It is not considered that it sets a precedent for
development in this part of the conservation area It does not set a precedent but it does create
variation in the pattern which, as previously stated, this proposed development would merely
reinforce. The proposal is therefore considered to conflict with Policies DM1(1) and DM1(2). Since the
points raised are effectively refuted, so too is this conclusion

The sub-division of the curtilage of 263 Fenwick Road in effect creates a backland area. However this
backland area is not to accommodate development in isolation in a self contained plot that would have
to be accessed through 263 Fenwick Road. The Planning department attempt to raise a point of
objection when there is not one to raise: the proposed development is not backland
development as a result of the addition of the area of ground from 261 Fenwick Road.
Furthermore the proposed plot benefits from road frontage. The creation of this backland area in
itself is at variance with the terms of Policy DM1(3) however it is part of a larger proposed site Since
the point raised is effectively refuted, so too is this conclusion.
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The submitted tree survey identifies three category B trees (moderate quality and value) which are
recommended for removal. Of the remaining trees surveyed 7 are indicated as category B and 6 as
category C (low quality and value) which the survey indicates would benefit from minor tree works or
removal with appropriate replanting. The majority of the trees affected by the proposal are within the
rear portion of the proposed site. The applicant has indicated that three trees would require to be
removed to facilitate the erection of the house, none of which have been recommended for removal in
the submitted tree report. The removal of the trees is therefore to accommodate the development and
not the development accommodating the trees. The removal of the trees is considered to conflict with
the general terms of Policy DM1(4) and it has to be determined whether the loss of these trees is
justified. So why has the Planning Department not come to a conclusion on this — because it
could not realistically come to a negative conclusion and therefore would rather stay silent on
the matter than provide any positive response?

It is considered that the amenity and privacy of neighbouring properties would not be significantly
prejudiced. This is because the upper floor side windows serve bathrooms and/or dressing rooms while
on the upper floor rear elevation, two of the three windows are for bathrooms with obscure glazing
proposed. The plot is orientated on a general north/south axis and given the relationship of the
neighbouring properties, including the donor properties, it is considered that overshadowing will not be
a significant issue. It is considered that the proposal does not conflict with Policy DM1(8). Agreed

Policy DM2.2 provides more detailed criteria for the assessment of applications for the sub-division of a
residential plot and the erection of new house. It is acknowledged that 261 Fenwick Road is not
currently in residential use although 263 Fenwick Road is.

It is however considered appropriate to assess the proposed development against Policy DM2.2. This
Policy indicates that the proposed plot should reflect the established pattern of development and
should be of a size, shape and disposition capable of accommodating a dwellinghouse with its own
garden ground. The Policy also indicates that sufficient garden ground should remain for the existing
house, existing building lines respected and the character and amenity of the area should be preserved
and enhanced. The proposed development meets all of these criteria.

As indicated above the proposed site is being created from two unrelated parcels of land that results in
the reconfiguration of plot boundaries. This does not accord with the rigid pattern and layout of
development in the area As already demonstrated and, as is physically clear to be seen, there is
no Rigid pattern of Plot size or development in the area!!!. The detached house being proposed
immediately contrasts with the semi-detached houses on this street It does not, since it’'s mass,
general size and design detailing have been devised to create a very close synergy with the
surrounding properties. It is acknowledged that the siting of the proposed house follows the front
building line of the existing properties on St Catherine's Road. Likewise the garden size associated with
the new house and the setbacks from boundaries meet the minimum requirements set out in Appendix
1 of the adopted Local Plan. However these matters in isolation do not render the proposal acceptable.
But they should, and do, add to it's acceptablility!

Being in the Conservation Area the requirement of Policy DM2.2 to enhance and/or preserve the
character of the area becomes more important. The proposal introduces a discordant element in the
streetscene by being a detached house this is not discordant — 259 and 261 Fenwick Road are on
the same streetscape and are gable ends of one large property and one very large property and
the proposed development sits easily with these that has a ridge line which is perpendicular to the
road rather than parallel in keeping with existing semi-detached houses this could, if considered
important, have been dealt with by way of a planning condition and the applicant would have
been pleased to comply. The site that is being created alters established plot boundaries and is at
variance with the pattern and layout of development This has been dealt with above — both plot
boundaries and the pattern & layout of development is extremely varied in both the immediate
and general localities. It is considered that the proposal does not preserve or enhance the amenity of
the area This is disputed and it is noted that the test should be ‘does it do no harm?’ this
proposed development does no harm. Furthermore, the proposal would result in the removal of trees
which would have a detrimental effect on the amenity of the area this point has been dealt with
above — the removal of trees is very limited and extensive re-planting would be undertaken. The
proposal is not considered to fully comply but does it sufficiently comply? — both the applicant and
the locally respected project Architects believe that it does with Policy DM2.2. Since the point
raised is effectively refuted, so too is this conclusion.
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Proposed Local Development Plan

The proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) includes similar policies to the adopted Local Plan. The
LDP is accompanied with Proposed Supplementary Planning Guidance on the Management and
Protection of the Built Heritage (PSPG). A Conservation Area Appraisal has also been produced for
Giffnock. Both of these documents are relevant to the determination of the planning application.

The PSPG provides general guidance for developments in a Conservation Area and requires, inter alia,
that new developments preserve or enhance the character of the Conservation Area the legal
precedent and accepted test is ‘does no harm’ - this development does no harm. The design,
scale, massing and materials should be appropriate to the Conservation Area the building has been
designed on this basis and any appropriate conditions in this respect would have been fully
complied with and its setting and trees which contribute to the character of the area should be
retained By and large they are — as seems to be accepted by the Planning Department above:
furthermore re-planting would be undertaken. The Giffnock Conservation Area Appraisal defines
and identifies the special architectural and historic interest of the defined area and provides guidance
for the consideration of new developments.

Six criteria are outlined for the assessment of new proposals of which three are considered relate to
this proposal: 1) new development should follow existing plot ratios with properties in spacious plots
this would be achieved - the created plot and the remaining donor plots would all be some of
the largest in the general area; 2) new development should accord with the prevailing form of historic
development, including scale and massing of buildings this is achieved by the design and the
Planning Department fail to even attempt to demonstrate otherwise — was it not these same
criteria against which the extremely modern development at 3A Eastwoodmains Road was
deemed acceptable? and 3) new development should not impinge on the setting of existing buildings
the fact that the proposed development takes land from existing buildings does not logically
result in it automatically impinging on these or any other buildings — the new development
impinges less on the surrounding buildings than the recent, and current, extension works that
have been permitted on St Catherines Road! - the photographic information attached is referred
to.

For reasons indicated above in the assessment of the application it is considered that the proposal is at
variance with the three aforementioned criteria. The proposal also in turn does not accord with the
Policies D1, D2, D11 and D15 of proposed Local Development Plan. These points are refuted in
detail above and generally refuted once again.

The Development Contributions Supplementary Planning Guidance requires that applications for
residential development (including single houses) to be assessed as to whether there will be an impact
on community facilities, education, open spaces, paths, roads/transportation and local employment that
will in turn require a development contribution from the applicant. The Council's Developer
Contributions has assessed the proposal against the SPG and it is considered that the proposal does
not create new or exacerbate existing deficiencies in local infrastructure, facilities or environment to
such an extent that would require mitigation through the provision of a development contribution A
positive aspect

Government Guidance

Scottish Planning Policy on the Historic Environment (SPP) advises that planning permission should
normally be refused for development in a Conservation Area if it fails to preserve or enhance the
character or appearance of the area. A development that would have a neutral effect (i.e. does no
harm) on the character or appearance of a conservation area should be treated as one which
preserves that character or appearance. For reasons stated earlier in the report it is considered that the
proposal conflicts with the established pattern of development in the locality and the design and scale
of the building contrasts with the houses along this street. As such the proposal has an adverse impact
on the Conservation Area rather than a neutral impact. As a consequence the proposal is considered to
be at variance with the SPP. The Planning Department have been unable to demonstrate that the
proposed development does harm — they have simply stated that it does but have not been able,
in any way whatsoever, to demonstrate what harm is done to the existing buildings and
streetscapes that form this section of the conservation area. Having so failed it must be
concluded that the development would in fact be ‘neutral’. Extensions to the existing buildings
must surely do harm to those buildings (if the Planning Departments position is accepted) and
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yet every single property on St Catherines Road has been extended in some way, and usually in
a combination of ways, by way of garages, front dormers, side dormers, side extensions (single
and two storey) and wrap-around extensions (single and two storey). The last of these
extensions was granted approval on 27/04/13 — the property is a two storey red sandstone
fronted semi-detached property and the approved extension comprises a 1.5 storey side
extension and single storey rear extension with the addition of rear dormers and front
rooflights. This clearly impacts more on the subject and neighbouring properties than the
proposed development ever could.

As the proposal does not accord with the Development Plan It clearly does accord with the
Development Plan and the Planning Department, other than by way of general unfounded
statements, have been unable to demonstrate otherwise, consideration has to be given as to
whether approval would be justified by any other material planning considerations. Material to the
consideration of the application is the planning history of the site and supporting information submitted
by the applicant

Planning History

It should be noted that there are no recent planning applications for the area at the rear 263 Fenwick
Road that forms part of the application site.

At 261 Fenwick Road planning permission was granted in April 1992 under 383/91/TP for a change of
use from residential to doctor's surgery Agreed. In order to control the future use of the site, a legal
agreement (formally section 50 under the 1972 Planning Act now section 75 under the 1997 Planning
Act) accompanied this permission. The agreement applies to the whole of the site and required the site
to use as a doctor's surgery and for no other purpose Agreed. If the use as a surgery ceased the use
of the site would revert to residential Agreed. In June 2011 an application (2011/0371/MDQO) was
submitted and subsequently approved to modify the aforementioned legal agreement in respect of the
grassed area at the rear of the site only which is now part of current application site. Consequently the
legal burden restricting the grass area for purposes associated with the doctor's surgery at 261
Fenwick Road has been removed Agreed. The information submitted with 2011/0371/MDO did not
indicate what the intended use of the grass area was to be Agreed.

However the approval of 2011/0371/MDO did not presume that any subsequent development/change
of use would be acceptable and this would have to be judged through the determination of a planning
application. No such presumption was made either by the Applicant or the owners of 261
Fenwick Road

Planning permission was refused under 2009/0449/TP for a two and single storey building to
accommodate two dental surgeries with associated parking on the site to the rear portion of 261
Fenwick Road which forms part of the current application. The application was refused because it
resulted in overdevelopment of the site; had an adverse effect on the conservation area; did not reflect
the pattern of development in the surrounding area; the scale and design of the building did not relate
to the character of the conservation area. All of these matters were considered to have a detrimental
impact to the Giffnock Conservation Area. In addition the application was refused because of
insufficient car parking and an unacceptable car parking layout. It should be clearly noted that the
proposal referred to was of a completely different scale, nature and use than the current
proposed development — as such this history seems to have no relevance whatsoever.

The Local Review Body dismissed the subsequent review on the grounds that the proposal constituted
overdevelopment of the site This is key — it was the overdevelopment that would have had an
adverse effect on the conservation area and the Planning Department have acknowledged that
the current proposal does not constitute overdevelopment of the site! which would have an
adverse effect on the Conservation Area and lead to parking problem and the siting did not reflect the
pattern of development in the surrounding area. This proposal, as accepted by both the Planning
and Roads Departments, does not present the same parking problems.

It is acknowledged that the house now being proposed is a different development. However the
decision on 2009/0449/TP and the subsequent Review show that there have been issues with the
ability of this location to accommodate a proposal which does not conflict with the established pattern
of development and the character of the area. This is surely irrelevant given the completely
different scale, size, use pattern and parking issues of the two proposals.
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Supporting Statements

The submitted Design Statement refers to a pre-application meeting at which key design aspects were
highlighted. It should be noted that pre-application discussions, including a meeting with the applicant,
were in respect of a proposal for a two storey house of contemporary design on land to the rear of the
doctor's surgery only. Concerns were raised regarding the suitability of the site for residential
development and to the design of the proposed house. It should also be made clear that no pre-
application discussions were held relating to the proposal which is the subject of this planning
application. At the pre-application meeting referred to a/ it was indicated that a more traditional
design would find more favour (strange when 3A Eastwoodmains Road is considered - but this
seems to demonstrate that the Planning process is a lottery based on the personal likes/dislikes
of the appointed Planning Officer) b/ it was indicated that the site as then proposed was
probably too small (although the submission of a formal planning application was actively
encouraged by the Planning Officer) and c/ contrary to the last point made, the possibility of an
enlarged site was mentioned at that meeting and seemed to meet with a favourable response. It
was on this basis that the applicant felt sufficiently positive to acquire the additional piece of
land and go to the considerable expense of making a full Planning Application.

In the Design Statement the applicant refers to the "reuse of existing vacant site within an established
suburban area" and involves "erecting a house on a brownfield infill site". These statements are not
agreed with. A brownfield/infill site is one which has been previously developed or used for some
purpose which has ceased This is a contradiction: the part of the site at 261 Fenwick Road was a
garden, but a Doctors surgery has no need of a Garden and therefore that use had indeed ceased
many years ago — this is evidenced by the Department, as admitted above, formally acknowledging the
changed nature of the land when they approved the lifting of the burden on it; the part of the site at 263
Fenwick Road had also long since ceased to be used as a Garden — the Department note above in this
Report that an area of Ground (not quite the area of ground that forms the proposed site) was already
fenced off — that was because the owners felt that it was too large and too overgrown with
unmanageable trees to make it worth maintaining as a Garden. The proposed site is and always has
been garden ground In fact no part of the proposed site has, anytime in the recent past, been
used as a Garden and therefore the proposed development represents the best possible use of
otherwise vacant, but previously used, ground.

In the Design Statement the applicant is of the opinion that the proposal accords with Development
Plan policy and residential amenity will not be prejudiced. However it should be noted that the Design
Statement does not refer how the applicant considers the proposal accords with development plan
policies. The outcome of the aforementioned pre-application discussions and the self-evident
accord perhaps meant that the applicant and Project Architects were relaxed on this matter.

The applicant subsequently submitted a further and a more detailed supporting statement on how the
applicant considers the proposal accords with the development plan and material planning
considerations. In this subsequent statement reference has been made to other applications for the
sub-division of a feu and the erection of a dwellinghouse in support of this application. Why does the
Planning Department only address the other Planning Applications referred to in this
subsequent Supporting Statement when many other positive supporting facts were raised?

The following applications have been cited as similar examples. It should be noted that the information
in brackets is to clarify the development in question and the site characteristics:

- 2011/0705/TP Titwood Road Newton Mearns (a large side garden area with road frontage).

- 2011/0550/TP Busby Road, Clarkston (alterations to existing dwellinghouse to form two
dwellinghouses).

- 2011/0456/TP Berryhill Drive, Giffnock (large side garden area with road frontage).

- 2010/0415/TP Craigellachie, Capelrig Road, Newton Mearns (large side/rear garden area with
road frontage).

- 2010/0408/TP Cathkin Drive, Clarkston (demolition of existing house and erection of
replacement house).

- 2009/0811/TP Main Street, Neilston (planning permission in principle for house on site with
large side garden area with road frontage).

- 2009/0650/TP off Carmunnock Road, Busby (large rear garden area with frontage onto private
road).
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- 2010/0003/TP 3A Eastwoodmains Road, Giffnock (demolition of existing house and erection of
replacement house).

- 2010/0393/TP 5 Eastwoodmains Road, Giffnock (undeveloped plot and large side garden area
with road frontage).

Having examined these applications it is not considered that these are directly comparable to the
current application. The sites referred to above with the exception of 2011/0550/TP either contained
large garden areas that were considered capable of being split off from the donor/original property in
order to accommodate a new house or involved the erection of replacement houses. None of these
proposals involved the creation of a site from separate parcels of land like the current application.
Every one of these sites contained buildings which impacted on the conservation area and the
relevant streetscapes, many of them changed the structure of the plot sizes and ratios (to a
greater extent than the subject development), several of them involved the erection of modern
buildings which bore no relation to the surrounding properties and one of them in particular
involved a development which could not achieve the required amenity spaces. So, in summary,
it is disingenuous to state that these applications are not relevant — unless it is on the basis that
the subject development is indeed much less contentious than any of them! At subsequent
discussions with the Planning Department the applicant asked on several occasions, for clarity,
whether or not the sub-division was the key element and whether or not such sub-division was
in itself unacceptable and rendered any development unacceptable — the senior Planner in
attendance stated that all aspects of the application had to be considered together: and yet the
inference here is that such subdivision is viewed as unacceptable by it’s very nature.

The applicant considers that the land to the rear of 261 Fenwick Road "has no use" and the land to the
rear of 263 Fenwick Road is "currently unused". Both statements are not agreed with. As previously
stated the proposed plot does not currently exist and will be created to accommodate the proposed
house, the result of which will be a plot which does not respect the pattern of development in the area
and will require the removal of an original boundary wall and existing trees. These points have been
fully dealt with above and the Departments desire to repeat itself is not understood.

Representations

With regard to the representations that have been received the following comments are made. An
assessment of the impact of the development at this location has been made above and it is not
necessary to repeat this here in terms of the objections that regarding the location and siting of the
development. The residency of employees of the doctor's surgery and 263 Fenwick Road is not a
planning consideration. If approved the construction times can be controlled by a planning condition
and any drainage issues would have to be resolved between the developer and Scottish Water. The
site is in a coal mining area and the Coal Authority has produced standing advice that indicates that
any coal mining feature encountered during development should be reported to them immediately.
Maintenance of hedges is a private matter and is not a material planning consideration. It is agreed
that the proposed development would have no impact on neighbouring properties, neighbours
or the existing infrastructure of the area.

Overall Conclusion

Taken in isolation the proposed new house has adequate garden ground and does not result in
significant overlooking/overshadowing issues and can provide off-street parking. There are some
aspects of the proposed design and appearance that cause minor concern however these are not
considered to be significant. However the design and position of the house within the proposed site to
be created cannot be divorced from whether the principle of the development is acceptable at this
location.

St Catherine's Drive Road is comprised wholly of semi-detached houses It is not — at the relevant
part of the road i.e. the first 56m from Fenwick Road, the streetscape comprises the gable ends,
large extensions and significant high garden walls of the properties forming 259 and 261
Fenwick Road, and it is really within this part of the streetscape that the proposed development
would sit of and the erection of a detached house would not respect the character and layout of this
part of the Giffnock Conservation Area. Individually the properties in St Catherine's Road may not be
considered worthy of becoming listed buildings but the grouping of the buildings has a particular
character and streetscape value This is really nonsensical, the houses on St Catherines Road
comprise at least three distinct styles with several colour variations - there is little if any related
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character: it is accepted that there is a general character and it is suggested that the proposed
development accords with this and sits well in the general streetscape. The positioning of the
proposed house will also reduce the gap between 261 Fenwick Road and 2 Catherine's Road. The
closing of this will have an adverse visual impact on the streetscape. It is accepted that it would have
a visual impact but suggested that it would be a minimal one and it cannot be reasonably
argued that it would have an adverse one - if a house had always been set within this clearly
accommodating site, would it have been considered to be adverse: an additional block of
houses was built (at the time of original building works) at the same location on Church Road
i.e. behind a shortened feu of the last house on Fenwick Road (No 281) and yet they sit
comfortably there and do not detract from the surrounding properties. So it is simply a matter of
timing — the effect cannot be any different!

The built form along St Catherine's Road is homogeneous It clearly is not — it never was and
extensions have further impacted on the extent of differences between the properties and this
will be compromised by the introduction of a detached house on a plot that is considered to be created
artificially Every plot is created artificially, whether it is from wasteland, parkland, farmland or
garden ground. This again conflicts with the established pattern of development and built form.
Contrary to the opinion of the applicant the low number of representations received does not render the
proposal acceptable The applicant did not think or contend that it did, however once again it
should increase it’s acceptability, just as a large number of objections may conversely reduce
it’'s acceptability. However the residents of Giffnock are well aware of anything that would
detract from their neighbourhood and must surely be considered as being well able to represent
themselves — so a lack of objections most probably means that they do not share the view of
the Planning Department that the development would have an adverse effect.

The proposal is considered to conflict with Policies DM1 and DM 2.2 and therefore cannot be fully
supported by Policies E1 and E4 in the adopted Local Plan. The proposal also conflicts with the
Policies, D1, D2, D11 and D15, in the proposed Local Development Plan. The proposal also conflicts
with current government guidance on development within conservation area. Proposals within a
Conservation Area should preserve or enhance the established character. To achieve to this the
proposal should either make a positive contribution to preserve or leave the character or appearance of
the Conservation unharmed Giffnock was given conservation area status because of the ‘large
number of quality period houses from the 1920’s and 1930’s’ — this development neither does,
nor indeed even can, detract from this: if, for example, Conservation Area status had been
granted because the area comprised large terraces or groupings of identical properties, and
this proposed development interrupted those Terraces or groupings then clearly this would be
detrimental, however this is not the case: the merits of the Giffnock Conservation Area are
merits despite the fact that there are many new additions of all periods, shapes and sizes - this
proposed development would not detract from these merits. For reasons previously stated the
proposal does not do this and detracts from the visual amenity of the area and creates a discordant
element in the streetscene. As above, Conservation Area status was granted to Giffnock despite
there being many ‘discordant’ elements in the streetscene — because it was not the
‘streetscenes’ that distinguished the area but rather the individual buildings within it: it is the
preservation of the existing buildings and their traditional features that the Planning Authority
should seek to achieve and peripheral matters should be of relatively less importance - this
proposed development is a peripheral matter. The proposed co-joining of land to the rear of 261
and 263 Fenwick Road would disrupt the established pattern of houses and plots. There is no
established pattern as can be seen from enclosures elsewhere in this submission.

Drawing all the above matters together it is considered that the principle of creating the proposed plot
to accommodate the proposed house is not acceptable because of how it relates to this location. This
is rejected by the Applicant — the principle of creating the plot should be unimportant and when
that is discounted the proposed house relates well to this location. It is considered that the
proposed development will have an adverse impact on the character and appearance of the
conservation area. This is rejected by the Applicant - the proposed development does not in any
way have an adverse impact on the Conservation Area: as noted above, on the basis of the
reason for conservation status, only demolition of, or unsympathetic alterations to, the existing
properties could really have an adverse impact.

It is recommended that the application be refused. The basis of this decision is entirely refuted!
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RECOMMENDATION: Refuse
PLANNING OBLIGATIONS: None
REASON(S) FOR REFUSAL:

1. The proposed development is contrary to Policies E1, E4, DM1 and DM2.2 in the adopted East
Renfrewshire Local Plan and Policies D1, D2, D11, and D15 of the proposed Local
Development Plan as the development does not reflect the pattern of development in the
surrounding area and creates a plot that is at variance with the established plot layout in the
surrounding area. The proposed development very much reflects the pattern of
development - which by and large is a random pattern — and to suggest that there is any
rigid size or shape of plot in the area is absolutely inaccurate — as is demonstrated in
attached documentation plot sizes within the area are random. The proposed development
introduces a building of inappropriate scale and appearance at this location. This is not true,
and if it were, then the Planning Department were/are able to control the appearance and
size by way of conditions and recommendations in relation to the application. Once
again reference is made to the permitted development at 3A Eastwoodmains Road: How
can this development be judged acceptable if the subject development is not? — this
These are considered to have an adverse visual effect on the character of the Conservation
Area.

ADDITIONAL NOTES: None
ADDED VALUE: None

BACKGROUND PAPERS:
Further information on background papers can be obtained from Mr Sean McDaid on 0141 577 3339.

Ref. No..  2013/0244/TP
(SEMC)

DATE: 12th September 2013

DIRECTOR OF ENVIRONMENT

Reference: 2013/0244/TP - Appendix 1
DEVELOPMENT PLAN:

Strategic Development Plan

This proposal raises no strategic issues in terms of the Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Strategic
Development Plan and therefore the East Renfrewshire Local Plan is the relevant policy document

East Renfrewshire Local Plan (Adopted 14" February 2011)

Policy E1

General Urban Areas

Within the general urban area, as shown on the Proposals Map, there will be a presumption against
significant new development This proposed development is not Significant or change of use not
compatible with the character and amenity of the locality and its surrounding land uses.

Policy E4

Conservation of the Built Heritage

The Council will safeguard the special character of Conservation Areas and the area at Netherlee
subject to an Article 4 Direction (identified on the Proposals Map), Listed Buildings and their settings
and properties included on the Inventory of Gardens and Designed Landscapes. Development likely to
prejudice these assets will be resisted. As noted above, the character of all existing properties on
St Catherines Road, Fenwick Road and the more general area, are completely unaffected by the
proposed development. Any visual impact will be nominal and the quality of the proposed
development will in fact add to the streetscape and result in a positive visual impact.
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b) Conservation Areas

Development and demolition within a conservation area or affecting its setting shall preserve or
enhance its character and be consistent with any relevant conservation area appraisal or management
plan that may have been prepared for the area. The development leaves the existing buildings
totally preserved and would enhance the area generally.

The design, materials, scale and siting of any development shall be appropriate to the character of the
conservation area and its setting The proposed development is fully compliant with all of these
criteria. Trees which are considered by the planning authority to contribute to character and
appearance shall be preserved Trees are almost all retained and significant, high quality re-
planting would address any small losses — however, it should be noted that Giffnock was not
awarded conservation area status because of it’s open spaces, gardens or tress. Given the
importance of assessing design matters, outline planning applications will not normally be considered
appropriate for developments in conservation areas.

Schedule E4

Ref
Location

E43
Giffnock Conservation Area

Policy DM1

Detailed Guidance for all Development

Where the principle of development is deemed to be acceptable in terms of the other Policies
contained within this

Local Plan, proposals for development will require to conform to the appropriate criteria below:

| Not result in a significant loss of character or amenity to the surrounding area. It does not
2 Be of a size, scale and density in keeping with the buildings in the locality and
respect local architecture, building form, design, and materials. It is
3. Not constitute backland development without a road frontage. It does not
4. Not impact adversely on the landscape character, involve a significant loss of

trees or other Important landscape, greenspace or biodiversity features (see
Policies E3 - "Protection of Natural Features”, E6 - "Biodiversity" L1 - "Protection
of Important Urban Greenspace", and L2- "Safeguarding the Local Greenspace
Resource". It does not

S. Ensure that landscaping is an integral element in layout design, taking account of
existing physical features (e.g. trees, hedgerows, walls, etc.). Where appropriate, tree
planting should augment the amenity and appearance of the site. It does

6. Ensure that the standards for 'Open Space' are satisfied see Policy L4 -
"Open Space Provision in New Developments" and Appendix 1). They are
& Meet the parking and access requirements of the Council and provide Appropriate

mitigation to minimise the impact of new development (see Policies T3 - "New
Transport Infrastructure" and T5 -"Other Traffic Management and Calming Measures).It does

8. Not prejudice the amenity of neighbouring properties by unreasonably restricting
sunlight or privacy. It does not
9. Seek to create safe and secure environments and reduce the scope for anti-social

behaviour and fear of crime. It does
10. Be designed to meet disability needs and include provision for disabled access
within public areas. It most certainly does and would meet the increasing disability needs
of the applicant
& Minimise the extent of light pollution caused by street and communal lighting and
any flood lighting forming part of, or associated with, development. It does
12. Be designed to include provision for the recycling, storage, Collection and composting
of waste materials. It does
13. Be designed to retain on-site, for use as part of the development, as much as possible
of all waste material arising from construction of the development. It does
14. Be designed where applicable to take into account the legacy of former mining activity. It does
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Policy DM2.2

Sub-division of the Curtilage of a Dwellinghouse for a New Dwellinghouse and Replacement

of an Existing House with a New House

1 The proposed plot should reflect the established pattern of development and should
be of a size, shape and disposition capable of accommodating a dwellinghouse and
attached land behind the front building line and surrounded by enclosure that provides
secluded garden ground of a scale and character compatible with the neighbourhood. The
proposed development meets all of these criteria

2. A sulfficient area of ground for a garden and associated uses for the existing house
must be retained in line with Policy L4 - "Open Space Provision in New
Developments" and Appendix 1. The proposed development meets this criteria

3 Existing building lines should be respected. They are

4. Proposals should preserve and enhance the character and amenity of the area. It does

Proposed Local Development Plan

The Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) was issued for consultation on 6™ February 2013.
The LDP outlines the Council’'s most up to date statement of planning policy.

Policy D1
Detailed Guidance for all Development

Proposals for development should be well designed, sympathetic to the local area and

demonstrate that the following criteria have been considered, and, where appropriate, met.

In some cases, where the criteria have not been met, a written justification will be required

to assist with assessment. All of these criteria and the requirements specifically noted below are
fully met by the proposed development- with the exception of No 15 below which is not
applicable

1 The development should not result in a significant loss of character or amenity to the
surrounding area;
2 The proposal should be of a size, scale, massing and density that is in keeping with

the buildings in the locality and should respect local architecture, building form,
design, and materials;

3. The amenity of neighbouring properties should not be adversely affected by
unreasonably restricting their sunlight or privacy. Additional guidance on this
issue is available in the Daylight and Sunlight Design Guide Supplementary
Planning Guidance;

4, The development should not impact adversely on landscape character or the green
network, involve a significant loss of trees or other important landscape, greenspace
or biodiversity features;

. Developments should incorporate green infrastructure including access, water
management, landscaping, greenspace, water management and Sustainable Urban
Drainage Systems at the outset of the design process. Where appropriate, new tree
or shrub planting should be incorporated using native species. The physical area of
any development covered by impermeable surfaces should be kept to a minimum to
assist with flood risk management. Further guidance is contained within the Green
Network Supplementary Planning Guidance;

6. Development should create safe and secure environments that reduce the scope for
anti-social behaviour and fear of crime;

p 4 Developments must be designed to meet disability needs and include provision for
disabled access within public areas;

8. The Council will not accept 'backland' development, that is, development without a
road frontage;

9. Parking and access requirements of the Council should be met in all development

and appropriate mitigation measures should be introduced to minimise the impact of
new develooment. Develooment should take account of the princioles set out in



'‘Designing Streets’;
10. Development should minimise the extent 7fZght pollution caused by street and
communal lighting and any floodlighting associated with the development;

11 Developments should include provision for the recycling, storage, collection and
composting of waste materials;

12 As much as possible, all waste material arising from construction of the development
should be retained on-site for use as part of the new development;

13 Where applicable, new development should take into account the legacy of former
mining activity;

14. Development should enhance the opportunity for and access to sustainable
transportation, particularly walking and cycle opportunities including cycle parking
and provision of facilities such as showers/lockers, where appropriate. The Council
will not support development on railways solums or other development that would
remove opportunities to enhance pedestrian and cycle access unless mitigation
measures have been demonstrated;

15; The Council requires the submission of a design statement for national and major
developments. Design statements must also be submitted in cases where a
local development relates to a site within a conservation area or Category A listed
building in line with Planning Advice Note 68: Design Statements.

Policy D2
General Urban Areas

Development will be supported within the general urban areas, as defined on the Proposals

Map, where compatible with the character and amenity of the locality and surrounding land

uses and where it complies with other appropriate policies of the Proposed Plan. This development
should be so supported

Policy D11
Management and Protection of the Built Heritage

The Council will safeguard the special character of conservation areas and the Netherlee

Article 4 Direction Area ; sites included on the Inventory of Gardens and Designed Landscapes;
scheduled monuments and archaeological sites; and listed buildings and their settings.

Development likely to adversely affect these assets will be resisted. As noted above, the character of
all existing properties on St Catherines Road, Fenwick Road and the more general area, are
completely unaffected by the proposed development. Any visual impact will be nominal and the
quality of the proposed development will in fact add to the streetscape and result in a positive
visual impact.

Further detailed information and guidance is provided in the Management and Protection of
the Built Heritage Supplementary Planning Guidance.

The Council will seek to secure the implementation of the environmental protection projects
shown on the Proposals Map and listed in Schedule 5.

Policy D15
Sub-division of the Curtilage of a Dwellinghouse for a New Dwellinghouse
and Replacement of an Existing House with a New House

-The proposed plot should reflect the established pattern of development It does and should
be of a size and shape capable of accommodating a dwellinghouse It is, as acknowledged in this
Report. There should also be
sufficient land to provide garden ground that is of a scale and character compatible with
the locality There is, as acknowledged in this Report
-Any new house must reflect the scale and character of the surrounding residences and the
established pattern of development in the area It does in every respect. It should be designed to
contribute to the visual character of the area It has been so designed.
-Existing building lines should be respected. They are, as acknowledged in this Report
-Development should provide safe vehicular access and parking in accordance with the
Council's roads and parking standards. It does, as acknowledged by the Roads Department
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GOVERNMENT GUIDANCE:

Scottish Planning Policy on conservation areas indicates that the design, materials, scale, and siting of
new development within a conservation area, and development outwith the conservation area that will
impact on its appearance, character or setting, should be appropriate to the character and setting of the
conservation area. Planning permission should normally be refused for development, including
demolition, within a conservation area that fails to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of
the area. The Planning Department are, one must assume deliberately, refusing to acknowledge
the generally accepted legal precedence and principle that failing to preserve or enhance
should be tested on the basis of ‘doing no harm’. This development does no harm. Once again
the recently approved development (and now approved further extension) at 3A Eastwoodmains
Road must surely be used as a benchmark of what does no harm - if this development does no
harm then the subject development must be classed as totally insignificant and as having no
impact whatsoever.

Finalised IM (GMcC) 18/9/13
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DESIGN STATEMENT
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Concept and Client Brief

To design a high quality modern sustainable home for the 21% century on a one off
site within a sensitive and traditional, established, residential conservation area.

Inkdesign Architecture have set out to develop the initial brief prepared by our client
and translate that into the design of a home that fuifills (within the limits of the
chosen site), through attention to detail, our client’s needs and requirements for her
living environment — both present and longer term.

This has been achieved by focusing on the following key extracts of the design brief:

“to desigh a house that will find favour with the planning authority, local residents,
businesses efc such that this potential site can be utilised”

“the site having been carefully chosen as it is in a location that will meet my longer
term requirements, given considerable and worsening health issues, for access
within reasonable walking distance of all local amenities and excellent transport links
fo all other facilities”

“to design a home, given the constraints of the site, that is within budget and wilf
allow me to utilise this site which has not been opportunistically sefected, but
carefully selected, to allow me to live within close proximity of family and friends yet
at the same time enjoy facilities that | could not afford to buy from market, but
essentially require due to my aforementioned health issues e.g. on site parking,
private outside space and a high level of accessibility to all main apartments and
grounds”

“to comply with DDA requirements’
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Site

The proposed site is located to the rear of The Giffnock Medical Practice at 261
Fenwick Road, on the corner of St Catherine's Road in Giffnock. The site is located
within an established residential area which is part of the Giffnock Conservation
area.

The proposed site fronts onto St Catherine’s Road to the north with the existing
surgery car park to the west, a two storey red sandstone semi detached villa to the
east and the rear garden of 263 Fenwick Road to the south.

The existing surgery has a vehicle access off of St Catherine’s Road to a car park for
approximately 14 cars. The proposed site is currently unused but a maintained soft
landscaped area fo the east of the surgery car park.

The designated area was granted the right to modify a condition of the legal
agreement associated with planning permission reference 383/91/TP. The letter of
approval dated 1% September 2011 was issued with reference to planning
application number 2011/0371/MDO

The wider area is characterised by the wide variety of mixed use including
residential, commercial, ecclesiastical & educational, all greatly contributing to the
vibrancy and vitality of the local area.

100 metres to the west is Fenwick Road, characterised by individual shops,
restaurants, banks, Sainsbury’s Local and the Orchard Park Hotel. 50 metres to the
north on Academy Road is Giffnock Primary School and beyond to Giffnock Library.
To the south, the local Theatre Company, Medical Centre, Giffnock & Newiands
Synagogue and the Orchardhill Parish Church all within a 300 metre radius of the
site.

In addition the area is very well serviced by public transport, including direct bus
routes along Fenwick Road and Giffnock train station within 300 metres walk of the
site.
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Design
The proposal is to erect a two storey detached dwelling house on the site.

Following a preliminary pre-application meeting with Alison Mitchell several key
design aspects were highlighted which have now been taken into account.

The existing semi detached villa at 2-4 St Catherine’s Road sets a clear building line
that is respected by our proposal. The proposed house draws on the traditional
architectural language of its neighbours, the key datum’s, floor levels, window
heights, eaves and ridge levels and the general vertical proportions are all
respected.

The introduction of the bay window to the front facade facing St Catherine’s Road
and the inclusion of a traditional attic dormer window within a traditional pitched roof
design are features taken directly from the neighbouring properties.

The proposed high quality materials of natural sandstone to the front facade, painted
rough harl render to the side & rear facades and slate to the roof all follow and
respect the traditional characteristic of the neighbouring properties and the
conservation area.

The house is positioned 9m from the northern boundary of St. Catherine’s Road, in
line with the common street frontage building line. To the east, the front corner of the
house is positioned approximately 2.7m from the boundary narrowing to 2m at the
rear. To the west, the front corner is positioned over 4m from the boundary and due
to the step in the site this narrows to 2.75m towards the rear corner. The southern
boundary of the site sits over 9m from the rear fagade of the house. The existing
brick wall on the eastern boundary will be retained which is flanked by a single storey
flat roof garage.

It is proposed to erect a 1.8 metre high timber fence to both the southern & western
and part of the eastern boundaries. The front boundary has existing trees and hedge
which will be retained with the exclusion of one tree to make way for the access
driveway. This will be offset by the proposed landscape strategy.

The total plot area is 519 square metres and the ground floor footprint of the house is
134 square metres - approximately 26% of the total plot area.

The design provides access to the garden from both sides and the rear of the house.
The rear garden provides an area 1.5 times the footprint of the proposed house in
line with East Renfrewshire’s current planning guidelines and has been made distinct
from the front garden by the erection of a secure timber fence defining the external
dining space to the west directly off the formal dining-lounge and the back door
access to the utility space on the east.

The front garden to the north retains a soft landscaped area together with parking for
2 cars and adequate turning space to allow the vehicles to turn face on to St
Catherine's Road when exiting the site. The proposal aims to remove 1 tree and a
section of hedging to allow a 3.7m wide access to the site, adjacent to the access for
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No.2 St Catherine’s Road. The remaining 3 frees & mature hedge to St Catherine's
Road will be retained. The existing on-street parking and street lighting wili not be
affected by the new access.

Sustainability

The aim is to design a home that is efficient in its use of energy through good design
which intends to lead the way in conserving energy for the future and promoting the
health and social benefits of a low energy home together with the long term financial
benefits and moving away from the old energy intensive homes of the past.

The new home has been designed in accordance with the key characteristics
outlined below.

L.ocation

The reuse of existing vacant site within established suburban area
Supports the use of existing public transport

Encourages the use of cycling & walking rather than cars

New housing supports access for all (DDA)

New housing within established urban area supports local business

Energy

To maximise daylight and ease of natural ventitation.
Construction to provide high thermal mass to building structure.
Specifying a high level of insulation.

Energy efficient renewable heating system

Low energy lighting

Water
Dual flush toilets
Rainwater collection.

Materials
Use of recycled/ reused/ renewable materials where possible.
Local sourcing of materials where possible.

Health

No automation of environmental controls.
Low-toxicity materials.

Natural environmental materials.

Nature visible inside & out,
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Summary

Foliowing a pre-application meeting with Alison Mitchell at East Renfrewshire
Council several key design aspects were highlighted which have now been
addressed. It is now our professional opinion that the proposal is in accordance with
both the planning design guidelines and the relevant development plan policy.

The proposed design is viewed as being a positive addition to the area. East
Renfrewshire Council recognises the need for new housing within the area and the
development of more sustainable new houses within established areas should be
considered preferable opposed to further unsustainable development of the
greenbelt.

We note the wide variety of house types in the surrounding area, the design, scale &
materiality of each being relevant to the period they were constructed.

The proposal respects the front & rear building lines of its neighbours and is set off of
the adjacent boundary; in addition, the proposed rear/side garden area is in
proportion to the footprint of the proposed house. The proposed eaves height is
lower than that of its neighbour and the external materials proposed compliment that
of its neighbours.

In terms of private amenity space there are clear precedents for the proposal
throughout the area of Giffnock, historical and recent / current new build, where the
individual houses utilise the rear and predominately side garden areas for private
amenity.

The proposal promotes sustainable development, erecting a house on a brownfield,
infill site within the established settlement and thereby making a positive contribution
to the vitality and viability of the village of Giffnock.

The high quality design proposed accords with relevant development plan policy; it
takes account of amenity, an overall high quality design and external appearance,
car parking and access arrangements. The proposal accords with the local plan’s
development control criteria set out within the development plan, incorporating
sustainability and energy efficiency into the design.

The design demonstrates more than sufficient amenity space for the new dwelling
and takes full account of the amenity of neighbouring properties which will not be
affected by the development.
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E-MAIL OF 24 JUNE 2013

BY

ALISON MITCHELL, PLANNER

AND

APPLICANT'S RESPONSE
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PLANNING APPLICATION REFERENCE NUMBER 2013/0244/TP
Email of 24" June 2013 from ERC

| apologise if you feel that you have been prejudiced by the lack of discussion regarding your
proposal, As | explained, you have submitted a detailed application including a statement supporting

your proposal and as there are issues with not only the 1. principle of development but also the

2. detailing of the development, | thought that there would be little merit in requesting
amendments,

| would confirm that | have not formalised my view that the application should be refused but my
recommendation would be based on an assessment of the proposal against the adopted Local Plan
(ERLP) and the Proposed Local development Plan (PLDP) which can be viewed on —line. The relevant

policies are 3. E1, 4. £4, 5. DM1, 6. DM2.2 in the ERLP and 7, D1, 8, D2, 9. D11 ( and
Supplementary Guidance) and 10, D15 in the PLDP. | would advise that there are issues with, for
example, the fact the house is 1L, detached in an area where the predominate built form is semi-
detached houses; 22, the plot involves garden ground associated with 261 Fenwick Road and 263
Fenwick Road to the detriment of the setting of both donor properties; 13. existing walling,

14, trees and 15. hedging would be removed to form the new plot and 16, existing plot
boundaries altered to the detriment of the character/visual amenity of the Conservation Area.

17. New proposals in a Conservation Area should preserve or enhance which effectively means it
should make a positive cantribution to preserve or leave the character or appearance unharmed.
Your proposal, in my opinion, neither preserves nor enhances this part of the Conservation Area.

will not progress the application until | have received further comments from you and /or your
instructions to withdraw the application.

{ look forward to hearing from you in due course.
Regards
Alison

Alison Mitcheil
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PLANNING APPLICATION REFERENCE NUMBER 2013/0244/TP

Response to email of 24" June 2013
1. Issues with the principle of the development

We assume that what is meant here is the fact that the proposal is for a dwelling being
placed on a piece of land not previously built on i.e. sub-division of feu.

Within the East Renfrewshire area, albeit outwith the Conservation Area previous
applications for division of feu have been permitted by the planning authority (several
recently) — 2011/0705; 2011/0550; 2011/0456; 2010/0415; 2010/0048; 2009/0811 and
2009/0650.

Whilst the importance of other issues may be heightened by the fact that the development is
within a Conservation Area we do not believe that the sub-division of feu is one such issue —
the important factor here is that the proposed development sits comfortably within the area
of the site and with regard to the surrounding properties. In our opinion the judgement of this
should be the same whether it is within a Conservation Area or not. We believe that the
proposed development would meet this criteria outwith a conservation area and therefore it
also meets it within this particular Conservation Area.

The land is within an urban residential area, is well served by public transport {(within 400m
walking distance of bus stops and train stations), with services and facilities in place.
Furthermore the land is not currently a valuable amenity space or recreational area.
Accordingly the proposed site is an excellent example of land suitable for sustainable
development.

2. Issues with the detailing of the development

We would welcome further information on what details are inappropriate — style, design etc
can be reviewed. Indeed our client is more than happy to review all detailing, finishes etc. in
order to bring development into fine with the planning authority’s requirements.

3 & 8. Adopted Local Pian E1 & Proposed Local Plan D2

We cannot understand the concerns in this respect. The change of use proposed is
compatible with the character and amenity of the locality and its surrounding land uses i.e.
residential.

The land to the rear of 261 Fenwick Road currently has no use. It is not a public area and it
is not used as a garden by the owners of the property at 261 Fenwick Road. Since it is
private property it is not available for use as a communal area.

The land to the rear of 263 Fenwick Road is currently unused. This part of the property was
fenced off because the owners live abroad, have the house on long term let (this has been
the position for several years), and the garden was unmanaged and overgrown. t is a fact
that several other owners within the Giffnock area - where gardens are sometimes larger
than normal in relation to property sizes - have fenced off and effectively reduced the area of
their garden that requires to be managed. Indeed, although it is a dated example, the
original developers of the area were so relaxed about the ample garden sizes that they
reduced the garden at 267 Fenwick Road in order to accommodate a back court
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development forming a business at 269 Fenwick Road. The garden at 267 Fenwick Road is
therefore smaller than the residual garden proposed for number 263 Fenwick Road.

It should be noted that the area to the rear of 263 Fenwick Road measures approximately
193 square metres. The proposed development would see more than 82% of this area un-
built upon - in fact it would continue to provide rear garden space with the only difference
being that it would be well maintained with high quality planting.

4 & 9. Adopted Local Plan E4, Proposed Local Plan D11 & Supplementary Guidance

Policy E4 Section b, and sections 2.3.3 - 2.3.7 of the Management and Protection of the Built
Heritage (SPG) applies fo Conservation Areas and refers to any relevant conservation area
appraisal or management plan. We therefore refer fo the Conservation Area Appraisal for
Giffnock dated December 2012.

Policy E4 and the SPG states that the ‘design, materials, scale and siting of any
development should be appropriate to the character of the Conservation Area and its
setting’.

The proposed development does meet, or through further discussion and amendments is
capable of meeting, all of these criteria. The proposed design is very much in keeping with
the built form on St. Catherine’s Road in that the frontage of the detached property is very
similarly laid out to the frontages of the existing 2 semi-detached units. The height, roof
design, window layout, placement of chimney stacks etc are all in keeping with the existing
building units.

In terms of materials we propose to use slate liles to the roof, timber windows and doors
complete with sandstone finishes. However we are happy to discuss the materials and
where necessary make amendments if it is considered by the planning authority that more
suitable materials could be used.

The proposed scale is again in keeping with the existing semi-detached units already on St.
Catherine’s Road.

The siting of the proposed house is again in keeping with those existing properties on St.
Catherine’s Road. The building line and all required distances from boundaries has been
maintained.

Your e mail states that in your opinion the proposal ‘neither preserves nor enhances this part
of the Conservation Area’. The Conservation Area Appraisal (CAA) document states at
section 1.3.5 that the principle of ‘preserve or enhance’ is now largely considered to be the
principle of ‘do no harm’. It is our view that the proposed development does no harm to the
Conservation Area.

Section 4.7 of the Giffnock CAA talks about the different character areas within the Giffnock
Conservation Area and 4.7.1 and 4.7.2 concentrate on Character Area 1. Fenwick Road -
from the map shown at Figure 10 it would appear that the proposed development would fall
into this area. The descriptions of the house types and styles contained within this Character
Area include both semi-detached and detached homes.

We accept, given the siting of the proposed development, that although it falls within
Character Area 1 it would have a visual impact on Character Area 2. However as noted
above we believe that the proposed building is sympathetic to, and in keeping with, the
buildings on St. Catherine’'s Road which fall into Character Area 2.

3
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Reverting to the matter of ‘does no harm’ and the acceptability of new build within the
Conservation Area, a clear and recent precedent has been set in the Giffnock Conservation
Area. On Eastwoodmains Road two developments have recently been approved. Number
3A Fastwoodmains Road is a modern building that bears no resemblance to the style,
nature or character of any of the surrounding buildings within Character Areas 3 or 4.
Number 5 Eastwoodmains Road is a ‘mock’ Victorian villa — whereas it does respect the
size, type and nature of surrounding buildings it could not be said that it enhances the
Conservation Area other than if we are correct in adopting what appears to be the generally
accepted interpretation of ‘enhancement’ as simply being ‘does no harm’.

5 & 7. Adopted Local Plan DM1, Proposed Local Plan D1 & Supplementary Guidance

We note that consideration of any applications against the criteria of policy DM1 should only
be undertaken where ‘the principle of development is deemed to be acceptable’. Whilst we
appreciate the fullness of your review to this point and whilst we address the criteria of DM
in some detail below, as noted elsewhere in this submission we would appreciate the
opportunity to cover these matters in more detail in the event that we manage to successfully
address the principle and fundamental concerns that you appear to have. We would address
each of the criteria below.

a. DM1 point 1 & D1 point 1: Significant Loss

The proposed development would not result in a SIGNIFICANT loss of character or amenity
to the surrounding area. If this was the case we would have expected a significant level of
objections from the neighbouring properties. As you are aware we only received objections
from ONE household and the pertinent contents of this objection are covered and addressed
throughout this submission.

b. DM1 point 2 & D1 point 2: Building Form

As already stated above the proposed building is of a very similar size, scale and
density/massing to the other buildings on St. Catherine’s Road and Fenwick Road.

c. DM1 point 3 & D1 point 8: Backland Development

The proposal does NOT constitute backland development without a road frontage.
d. DM1 points 4 and 5 & D1 points 4 and 5: Landscaping & Arboricultural matters

The proposal does not impact adversely on the landscape character of the area. A tree
survey has been undertaken and an Arboricultural Report submitted to the planning
authority. There are 16 trees on the site and they are of mixed species, age and condition.
The trees have been categorised according to BS 5837 and the report states the following.
Three of the trees are category ‘R’ - category R trees are defined as ‘trees of poor condition,
such that any existing value would be lost within 10 years and which, in the current context
should be removed for reasons of sound arboricultural management.’

Six of the trees are category ‘C' - category C trees are defined as ‘trees of low quality and

value which might remain for a minimum of 10 years, or young trees with uncertain
potential.” None of the six trees in this category are young trees.
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Seven of the trees are category ‘B’ — category B trees are defined as ‘trees of moderate
quality and value : those in such a condition as to make a significant contribution (a minimum
of 20 years is suggested).’

Of these seven trees we would only look to fell four of these. Of these four, one is an apple
tree which requires a stem to be removed as it is leaning on the garage of the property at 2
St. Catherine’s Road and has caused some damage. A new apple or other fruit tree can be
planted at a more appropriate place on the site. Two are Lawson - Cypress trees, one is
stated as being in ‘good’ condition while the other is ‘fair’. It is also noted in the report that
the tree in good condition has branches that are affecting the nearby telegraph pole and
wires. The remaining one tree which we would require to fell in order to provide a driveway
from the main road on to the site is a Purple Plum which is in good condition.

None of the trees on the site are categorised as ‘A’ trees which are defined as ‘trees of high
quality and value.’

On the matter of trees generally our client would be happy to accept a pianning
condition on planning approval with regard to the planting of semi mature, high
quality, native species trees.

A section of hedging fronting on to St. Catherine’'s Road would also need to be removed to
provide the driveway. This section would be no more than 5m which is less than 30% of the
length of the existing hedge on the proposed plot and even less of the total iength of hedge.

On the matter of hedging our client would be happy to accept a planning condition on
planning approval with regard to the planting of high quality hedging at other
appropriate locations within the site boundary.

e. DM1 point 6: Private Garden

The private open space and gardens for the proposed development are in line with the
standards contained in Policy L4 and the guidelines in Appendix 1 for ‘Private Open Space
and Gardens’, and Appendix 1 of the Supplementary Guidance on the ‘Green Network and
Environmental Management'.

f. DM1 point 7 & D1 point 9: Parking

The parking and access requirements will be fully met. Internal Consultation within East
Renfrewshire Council between the Planning Department and Roads Service shows that the
Roads department have ‘no objections subject to conditions’ to the proposed development.
The proposed development is capable of complying with the conditions required by the
Roads department.

g- DM1 point 8 & D1 point 3: Amenity and Neighbouring Property

There are no sunlight restrictions or privacy issues for neighbouring properties applicable to
the proposed development. The siting proposed of the house ensures that all the
requirements with regards to distances from boundaries etc. are adhered to ensuring that
there will be no overlooking or privacy issues for neighbouring properties. We have
consulted the ‘Daylight & Sunlight Design Guide’ supplementary guidance provided and
have concluded that the proposed development will not adversely affect the neighbouring
properties by unreasonably restricting their access to sunlight.
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h. DM1 point 9 & D1 point 6: Safe and Secure

Not Applicable

i. DM1 point 10 & D1 point 7: DDA Requirements

The house design is fully compliant with DDA Requirements and will include the provision for
disabled access within public areas. In fact our client is registered disabled and has specific
and developing special needs.

j. DM1 point 11 & D1 point 10: Light Pollution

Not applicable.

k. DM1 point 12 & D1 point 11: Recycling

These requirements will be fully met.

I. DM1 point 13 & D1 point 12: Construction Waste

These requirements will be met.

m. DM1 point 14 & D1 point 13: Former Mining Acfivity

Not Applicable

n. D1 point 14: Sustainable Transport

The proposed development will enhance the opportunity for and access to sustainable
transport. Walking and cycling opportunities are available from the site.

o. D1 point 15; Design Statement

A Design Statement has been submitted to the planning authority for this proposed
development and addresses a number of the above points. If it is felt that this submission is
lacking in any way then we would be happy to resubmit a revised Design Statement.

6 & 10. Adopted Local Plan DM2.2 & Proposed Local Plan D15

These policies deal with the ‘Sub-division of the Curtilage of a Dwellinghouse for a New
Dwellinghouse and Replacement of an Existing House with a New House’

The proposed development does reflect the established pattern of development to be found
within Character Area 1 within which the proposed plot is located. As mentioned above the
CAA for Giffnock states that within Character Area 1 there are detached and semi- detached
properties. Again, as mentioned above, we accepl, given the siting of the proposed
development, that although it falls within Character Area 1 it would have a visual impact on
Character Area 2. However we believe that the proposed building is sympathetic to, and in
keeping with, the buildings on St. Catherine’s Road which fall into Character Area 2.

The size, shape and character of the proposed building is in keeping with that of the other
buildings on St. Catherines Road, and as stated above the proposed building has followed a
similar layout and placement of windows, doors, chimneys etc.
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The building line of St. Catherine’s Road is respected and allows for a significant area of
amenity and car parking/turning space to the front of the property in line with the
requirements of the Council’s roads and parking standards.

The private garden space complies with the planning requirements in terms of scale and
character in keeping with the neighbouring properties.

11. Issues with detached house in an area where predominate build form is semi
detached

The proposed building is very similar to those buildings on St. Catherine’s Road, albeit they
house 2 semi-detached properties and the proposed building is detached.

We are happy to enter in to discussions around any further design amendments required to
further ‘replicate’ other surrounding buildings.

Throughout the Giffnock, Lower Whitecraigs and Upper Whitecraigs Conservation Areas
there are numerous examples of streets where there is mixture of semi-detached, detached,
two storey, one and a half storey, single storey and even flatted properties.

12. Issues with the plot involving garden ground of 261 & 263 Fenwick Road this
being to the detriment of the setting of both donor propetrties

In principle we can see no fundamental issue with the site being created from the use of two
areas of currently unused garden,

Regarding the donor area of ground at 261 Fenwick Road this property operates as a non-
residential ‘business’ and the owners could, quite properly, turn this area of green
maintained space into additional car parking. Furthermore, the owners of this property could
choose to extend, build out-buildings, or build garages and the loss of the maintained
‘garden space; would not and could not be an issus.

Regarding the property at 263 Fenwick Road, the area of ground that would still remain for
use as rear garden would be significant by any standard and would more than meet the
requirements of private garden area required for a semi-detached house. Without exception
homeowners strive lo protect the value of their properties and yet the owners of 263 are
clearly content to dispose of an area of their garden and do not consider it to be detrimental
in any way to their property or materially reduce the amenity enjoyed by their property.

13. Existing walling to be removed
The proposed development would result in no walls being removed. The only wall involved
in the proposed development is the existing wall between 2 St. Catherine’s Road and the

area of ground to the rear of the car park at 261 Fenwick Road. Our proposals do not involve
any changes to this arrangement and the wall would be retained.

14. Existing trees to be removed

Please refer to ‘5 & 7. Adopted Local Plan DM1, Proposed Local Plan D1 &
Supplementary Guidance’ part d. above.
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15. Existing hedging to be removed

Again we have mentioned this above, but only a section of hedging measuring nc more than
5m will be removed to provide access to the proposed development. As alsc noted above
our client would be happy to accept a planning condition involving the planting of new and
appropriate hedging within the site boundaries.

16. Existing plot boundaries altered to the detriment of the character/visual amenity of
the conservation area

Whilst this is largely subjective, the altering of existing plot boundaries does not, in our
opinion, affect the characterfvisual amenity of the Conservation Area. In fact, while some
open space is lost, the remaining buildings both on St. Catherine’s Road and Fenwick Road
are in no way affected or detracted from. The Conservation Area is not characterised by
open, unused spaces and therefore the loss of such space cannot be to its detriment. As
noted above, the owners of 261 Fenwick Road could sympathetically extend their property,
build out-buildings, build garages and/or if it were returned to residential use, build an
annexe structure which would result in the same loss of open space, but which in all
likelihood would not be considered in any way detrimental fo the Conservation Area.

17. Neither preserves nor enhances this part of the Conservation Area

This point has been dealt with elsewhere in this submission. However, since it appears,
understandably, to be a matter of fundamental concern then we would take this opportunity
to reiterate our position.

Firstly, if your interpretation of the requirements is correct then it would seem that no
development would be possible within a Conservation Area other than some form of mock
period building on a gap site that for some reason provided no alternative amenity. We do
not believe that such a restriction is the intention of the Conservation Area Appraisal
guidelines.

Secondly, your position on this matter is not in accord with the permissions granted in
relation to the aforementioned properties al 3A and 5 Eastwoodmains Road.

It seems clear to us that the proper interpretation has to be thal of ‘do no harm’. This position
allows for development within a Conservation Area that is respectful of the surrounding
character, but which does not necessarily simply ‘blend in’ with surrounding buildings. This
same interpretation makes sense of the permissions that were only recently granted in
respect of the Eastwoodmains Road properties.
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TREE REPORT, SURVEY AND PLAN
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SUMMARY

This pre-development report concerns trees located at land to the rear of 261 and
263 Fenwick Road, Giffnock, Glasgow, and is provided in relation to an on-going
planning application for the site.

Sixteen trees have been surveyed on site and assessed according to their suitability
for retention, in the current context, according to BS 5837: 2005. Three trees are
categorised ‘R’ and should be removed due to their poor condition as part of sound
arboricultural management.

There are no trees considered to be of long term potential and the main constraint
to development is the 5 category B trees which include 4 Purple Plum trees located
beside St. Catherine’s Road. These relatively prominent trees are considered to be of
medium term potential and quality. Development of the site should present the
opportunity to remove many or all of the low quality trees on site (including over-
mature Willows and conifers with restricted space) and replace with new planting of
good quality trees suitable for long term amenity. Such new planting should be in
line with the character of the area.

General guidelines are given regarding the limitations of architectural design and
construction in relation to the retained trees as well as the protection of trees during
construction. Additional information can be provided if required.

Land to rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road, Giffnock, Glasgow 2
Langton Tree Specialists Ltd., June 2013
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ARBORICULTURAL REPORT
Land to rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road, Giffnock, Glasgow

Brief: | have been instructed to survey the trees on site in accordance with British
Standard 5837 ‘Trees in Relation to Construction’. This report is developed further to
provide brief information on the constraints which the trees pose to development of
the site and on the protection of trees during construction activity.

TREE SURVEY DETAILS

1 Scope of Survey and Report

1.1. This survey (and report) is concerned with the arboricultural aspects of the
site only. The survey was carried out on 7" June 2013.

1.2. It is restricted to trees within the site or those immediately out with that
could be affected by its re-development only. No other trees have been

inspected.

1.3. The survey has been carried out following the guidelines detailed in British
Standard 5837(2012) ‘Trees in relation to construction’.

1.4. Only trees of significant stature have heen surveyed: trees with a stem
diameter less than 75mm and large shrubs have been excluded.

1.5. No plant tissue samples have been taken and no internal investigation of the
tree has been carried out.

1.6. No soil samples have been taken and or soil analysis carried out.
1.7. We have no knowledge of existing or proposed underground services.
1.8. | have taken the positions of the prominent trees from the site plans

provided. Tree locations are shown plotted on an amended version of those
plans — Plan 1, Tree Survey Plan.

Land to rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road, Giffnock, Glasgow 4
Langton Tree Specialists Ltd., June 2013
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2. Survey Method

2.1 The survey has been conducted from ground level with the aid of binoculars.

2.2 It is based on an assessment from ground level and examination of external
features only — described as the ‘Visual Tree Assessment’ method per
Mattheck and Breloer — stage 1 - (The Body Language of Trees, DoE booklet
Research for Amenity Trees No. 4, 1994).

2.3 | have estimated the height of each tree visually, having measured a sample
of the trees using a hypsometer.

2.4 Trunk diameters of single stemmed trees have been measured at 1.5m
above ground level. Multi-stemmed trees have been measured immediately
above the root flare.

2.5 The crown radii have been estimated by pacing and are given for the main
compass points: north, south east and west.

2.6 Where access to trees was obstructed or obscured, measurements have
been estimated.

3 The site

3.1 The site is located at land to the rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road, Giffnock,
Glasgow, approximately 8 kilometres to the South of Glasgow City centre. It
is located among residential housing and can be accessed via the A77,
Fenwick Road on to St Catherine’s Road.

3.2 Attached to the medical centre at 261 Fenwick Road, the site consists of an
area of well-maintained garden with lawn and trees, beside St Catherine’s
Road, and a neglected area of garden further to the south (bordering the
garden of 263 Fenwick Road). The trees are located around the lawn at the
North and East boundaries of the main garden and throughout the neglected
area.

3.3 The site is surrounded by mature residential housing and roads. The railway
" runs beyond St Catherine’s Road, to the East of the site.

3.4 The topography on site is even with no appreciable slope. Soils appear to be
primarily mineral and relatively free draining.

Land to rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road, Giffnock, Glasgow 5
Langton Tree Specialists Ltd., June 2013
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4  Existing Trees

General observations

4.1 | have surveyed 16 trees on site: Trees 2361 to 2365, all early-mature Purple
Plum, are located beside St Catherine’s Road and provide attractive
screening. Tree 2366 is an Apple, located beside the east site boundary.
Trees T2367 to 2374 are located in the area of neglected garden at the south
of the site, and trees T275 and T276 are Cypress trees located to the west of
these.

4.2 The location of the trees is shown on plan 1, the Tree Survey Plan, appendix
3.

4.3 The tree details are shown on the Tree Survey Schedule, appendix 2.

4.4 The trees are of mixed species, age and condition. Species include Purple
Plum (5 trees); Goat Willow (3 trees); Lawson Cypress (4 trees); Western Red
Cedar (2 trees) and Apple (2 trees). They range in age from the 2 young
Western Red Cedars to the 3 over-mature Goat Willows.

4.5 Tree condition: Although the assessment of a tree’s condition is a subjective
process, British Standard 5837: 2005 gives clear guidance on the appropriate
criteria for categorising trees and the factors that assist the arboriculturist in
determining the suitability of a tree for retention.

4.6 | have categorised all of the surveyed trees according to BS 5837: 2005 as
follows. (These can be viewed in full at Table 1 of BS 5837: 2005):-

Category R: Trees of poor condition, such that any existing value
would be lost within ten years and which, in the current context,
should be removed for reasons of sound arboricultural management.

Category A: Trees of high quality and value: in such a condition to
make a substantial contribution to amenity (a minimum of forty years
is suggested).

Category B: Trees of moderate quality and value: those in such a
condition as to make a significant contribution (a minimum of 20
years is suggested.

Category C: Trees of low quality and value which might remain for a
minimum of 10 years, or young trees with uncertain potential.

4.7 The Purple Plum trees (T2361 to T2365) are relatively prominent early-
mature trees. Four of these have been categorised B and are, in my opinion,
of medium term potential.

Land to rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road, Giffnock, Glasgow 6
Langton Tree Specialists Ltd., June 2013
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4.8 The Apple tree (T2366) is also categorised B. It has 2 stems from ground
level. Although the smaller, east, stem is in conflict with the adjacent garage,
the larger stem and crown have medium term potential.

4.9 Three trees have been categorised ‘R’ due to their poor quality and limited
potential; their removal should be considered in the current context. They
are:-

» T2369 (Western Red Cedar)
» T2370 (Western Red Cedar)
» T2367 (Apple)

4.10 The remaining trees on site are categorised ‘C’ and, in my opinion,
have short term potential only. They include the 3 over-mature Goat Willow
(T2368, T2371 and T2372), due to a combination of age, species and
observed defects, as described.

4.11 Tree Work required: Recommendations for remedial tree works to
address arboricultural defects and site constraints are given in the Tree
Survey Schedule, at appendix 2.

Constraints to development

4,13 There are no category ‘A’ trees on site and the main constraints to
development are from the Purple Plum trees along St Catherine’s Road.

4.14  The information listed in appendix 2, the Tree Survey Schedule, could be
used to provide constraints guidance based on the location of the tree,
the crown spread and available rooting to help inform design of layout.

4.15 As the majority of trees are of low quality, including over-mature Willows
and conifers in restricted space, development of the site would provide
an opportunity to replace such trees with new trees of good quality with
the potential to provide sustainahle amenity for the long term.

Land to rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road, Giffnock, Glasgow 7
Langton Tree Specialists Ltd., June 2013
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THE DEVELOPMENT

5 The development

5.1 | understand that the development proposal is to construct a new 2 storey
residential dwelling, although no detailed plans have been provided.

6 Trees and construction: overview

6.1 Tree rooting is widely misunderstood and it is a surprising fact that
typically, about 80% of roots will be found in the upper half metre of soil and
often extend well beyond the canopy spread. The threat to the trees from
development comes from:-

— Root severance or fracture

— Compaction of the soil, preventing gaseous exchange and moisture
percolation

— Possible changes to moisture gradients due to surface water run-off
or interception

— Chemical contamination from cement and other substances

— Physical damage to low branches, trunk and root crown

6.2 The consequences for the tree of such damage are:-

— Instability, if severe enough
— Entry points for pathogenic fungi at wounds and fractures
— Loss of vitality and predisposition to pathogens

All of these can lead to root death which can cause a general decline
or possible death of the tree.

6.3 As well as the physical footprint of any new buildings, other hard surfaces
and service runs, allowance needs to be made for the essential space
requirements for construction activity. This includes machinery access for
foundation excavation and building, circulation space, material storage and
parking.

Land to rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road, Giffnock, Glasgow 8
Langton Tree Specialists Ltd., June 2013
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7 Protection of trees during construction

7.1 It is equally important to ensure the protection of trees both above and
below ground. Guidance is provided in British Standard: 2012 ‘Trees in
Relation to Construction’ as to the protection of existing trees before, during
and post-development.

7.2 In order for retained trees to flourish, it will be essential to prevent root
severance or compaction of soil within the Root Protection Area (as per BS
5837). To achieve this, a stout fence should be erected, preferably at the
limit of the RPA. This should be done before any construction activity takes
place or machinery is brought to site. The design of fencing suitable for
purpose and compliant with BS 5837 is given at appendix 1.

7.3 Additionally, guidance is given specifically with respect to driveways in the
Publication “Driveways Close to Trees” produced by the Arboricultural
Advisory and Information Service.

7.4 It is not known whether the installation of drainage and services will be
required close to trees on this site. If such work is required to be carried out
within the RPA of retained trees, this should be undertaken in accordance
with the National Joint Utilities publication: Volume 4: NJUG Guidelines for
the Planning, Installation and Maintenance of Utility Apparatus in Proximity
to Trees (NJUG4). This requires no-dig installation (e.g. thrust boring or
careful hand digging) within the canopy spreads of retained trees. Further
details can be provided if required.

Other general protection measures

7.5 Soil levels within the RPA of retained trees should not be lowered or raised
even temporarily and topsoil should not be stripped.

7.6 Avoid disturbing the natural water table level.
7.7 Do not light fires near to any retained trees.

7.8 Do not attach notice boards, telephone cables or other services to any
retained trees.

7.9 The landscape treatment around retained trees should be low impact —
avoiding deep excavation, root severance and compaction.

7.10 Further details of alleviating specific conflict between trees and
building on this site can be provided if required.

Land to rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road, Giffnock, Glasgow 9
Langton Tree Specialists Ltd., June 2013
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8 RECOMMENDATIONS

8.1 The tree works specified in the Tree Survey Schedule should be carried out
according to BS 3998: 2010 ‘Tree work’ to avoid damage to trees during
construction and in the interests of good arboricultural management.

8.2 Retained trees should be protected during the entire period of construction
activity according to the recommendations contained in BS 5937: 2012. The
final positioning of tree protective fencing (see appendix 1) should be
installed for the duration of construction activity.

8.3 Consideration should be given to replacing low quality trees with new trees
of good quality and capable of providing sustainable amenity for the long
term.

8.4 The condition of retained trees should be re-assessed following construction
works.

Martin Langton
Bsc (Hons) For, MICFor, CEnv

Land to rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road, Giffnock, Glasgow 10
Langton Tree Specialists Ltd., June 2013






101

Appendix 1:  Tree protection measures

Tree Protection Fencing

Specifications (specifically outlined by outline box)

1.5m (min) Chestnut Paling Fence on Scaffold

Chestnut Paling to be affixed to a scaffold framework comprising two horizontal
braces (top and bottom) supported by vertical scaffold posts driven firmly into the
ground at 4.0m or less. Angled supporting struts are to be affixed ‘tree-side’ as

appropriate.

1.5m (min) Chestnut Paling on wooden supporting frame

Stakes — 1.8m half round 100mm diameter untreated posts @ 1.8m centres (or as
directed).

— 2 %38 x87mm rails (motorway)

—  1.2m Chestnut Paling will be industrially stapled to the rails

Extra wooden supports to be affixed at an angle on the tree side of the fence.

2.4m Hoarding

3.0m 100 x 100mm square wooden posts

3 x 38 x 87mm wooden rails affixed to posts

2.4m x 1200mm outside grade ply panels (12mm) affixed to rails.

50 x 100mm angled supporting struts affixed internally (quantity as required).

(Supporting posts fixed into position using concrete. All posts holes to be hand
excavated. Post holes to be no larger than 300 x 300mm.)

Heras Fencing

Heras fencing describes the 2.4m galvanised steel mesh panelled fencing normally
supplied with pre-cast concrete bases. Bases can be replaced with a fixed wooden
frame to which panels are clamped/firmly fixed. For extra stability, scaffold poles/4
x 4 wooden posts can be firmed in to the ground as supporting posts and supporting
struts are to be attached at a 45 degree angle on the ‘tree side’ of the fencing and
fixed in to the ground, as required.

Land to rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road, Giffnock, Glasgow 11
Langton Tree Specialists Ltd., June 2013
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Appendix 1 continued

9.8 Ground protection

9.8.1 Whete it hag been agreed during the design stage, aud shown on the tvee protection plan, that
vehicular or pedeatrian access for the construction operation may take place within the root protection area
(RPA), the possible effects of construction activity should be addressed by a combination of barriers and
ground protection. The position of the barrier may be shown within the RPA at the odge of the agreed
working zone but the soil structure beyond the barriex to the edge of the RPA should be protected with
ground proteetion.

9.3.2 For pedestrian movements within the RPA the installation of ground protection in the form of a single
thickness of scaffold boards on top of a compressible layer laid onto a geotextile, ox supported by scaffold,
may be acceptable (see FMigure 3).

£.3.8 For wheeled ox tracked construction traffic movements within the RPA the ground protection ghould
bo designed by an engineer to accommodate the likely loading and may involve the use of proprietary
systems or teinforced concrete slabs (see 11.8 and 11.9).
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Appendix 2
Tree Survey Schedule

Land to rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road, Giffhock, Glasgow
Langton Tree Specialists Ltd., June 2013
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Appendix 3
Tree Survey Plan (planl)

Land to rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road, Giffnock, Glasgow
Langton Tree Specialists Ltd., June 2013
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Roads Service
OBSERVATIONS ON
PLANNING APPLICATION

Our Ref: 2013/0244/TP
D.C Ref Alison Mitchell
Contact: Scott Gibson
Tel: 0141-577-8431

Planning Application No: 2013/0244/TP Dated: 22/4/13 Received: 4/6/13
Applicant: Pauline McFadden
Proposed Development: Erection of two storey detached dwelling house
Location: Land at rear of 261 and 263 Fenwick Road
Type of Consent: Full Planning Permission
Ref No. of Dwg.(s) submitted: As per IDOX/DMS

RECOMMENDATION No Objections Subject to Conditions
| Proposals Acceptable Y/N or N/A | [ Proposals Acceptable Y/Nor NJA | [ Proposals Acceptable Y/N or N/A |
1. General 3. New Roads 4. Servicing & Car Parking
(a) General principle of development Y (a) Widths N/A (a) Drainage N
(b) Safety Audit Required N (b) Pedestrian Provision N/A (b) Car Parking Provision Y
) . . (c) Layout (c) Layout of parking bays /
(c) Traffic Impact Analysis Required (horizontal/vertical alignment) N/A Garages Y
(d) Turning Facilities (d) Servicing

2. Existing Roads (Circles / hammerhead) N/A Arrangements N
(a) Type of Connection N (e) Junction Details N/A

(junction / footway crossing) (locations / radii / sightlines) 5. Signing
(b) Location(s) of Connection(s) Y (f) Provision for P.U. services N/A (a) Location N/A
(c) Pedestrian Provision N/A (b) lllumination N/A
(d) Sightlines (....ovveiiiiiiiiiiiininnee, ) Y

Ref. COMMENTS
1(a) This Service notes the application and has no objections to the application subject to the following
comments and conditions detailed below.

2(a) Creation of the new access to the will require a footway crossover which must be constructed to

Roads Service guidelines. The applicant will be required to apply to this Service for a Section 56
Road Opening Permit to carry out these works.

4b) This Service requires 3 off street parking spaces for the proposed 3 bedroom dwelling house,
including a turning facility to ensure vehicles can exit in forward gear.

2d) For the proposed access to St Catherine’'s Road, the Roads Service guidelines recommend a
visibility splay of 2.5m x 35m between points 1.05m above carriageway level over the visibility splay
area. The applicant will be required to provide a scale drawing demonstrating the maximum
available splays in both the primary and secondary directions.

4(d) Gates, if installed, must open inwards so that their operation does not interfere with movements on
the public road/footway.

4(a) Drainage must be contained within the site by sloping away from the public road or by means of a
positive drainage system.

4(c) The first 2m of the parking areas should be paved to prevent deleterious materials being carried onto
the road.
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Ref. CONDITIONS

2(a) The creation of the new access will require a footway crossover which must be constructed to Roads
Service guidelines. The applicant will be required to apply the Roads Service for a Section 56 Road
Opening Permit to carry out these works.

2(d) The applicant must submit for approval a scale drawing demonstrating the maximum achievable
splays available in both the primary and secondary directions.

4b) 3 off street parking spaces must be provided including a turning facility to ensure vehicles can exit in
forward gear.

4(a) Drainage must be contained within the site by sloping away from the public road or by means of a
positive drainage system.

4(c) The first 2m of the parking areas should be paved to prevent deleterious materials being carried onto
the road.

Notes for Intimation to Applicant:

(i) Construction Consent (S21)* Not Required

(i) Road Bond (S17)* Not Required

(iil) Road Opening Permit (S56)* Required

* Relevant Section of the Roads (Scotland) Act 1984

Signed: John Marley 18" June 2013
pp Roads and Transportation Manager
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APPLICANT'S RESPONSE

TO

ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATION
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Ms Pauline McFadden
c/o 232 Fenwick Road

Giffnock
East Renfrewshire
G46 6UQ
Chief Executive’s Office
Council Headquarters
Eastwood Park
Giffnock
East Renfrewshire 14™ January 2014
G46 6UG

For the attention of Mr Paul O’Nell
Head of Democratic and Partnership Services

Dear Sir,

REF NO: REVIEW/2013/07
LOCATION: LAND AT REAR OF 261 & 263 FENWICK ROAD, GIFFNOCK
PROPOSAL:ERECTION OF TWO STOREY DETACHED DWELLING HOUSE

| am in receipt of, and would thank you for, your letter dated 07/01/14 enclosing a
further letter of representation from Mrs Noreen Kesson in respect of the above
proposal.

You note in your letter that | am entitled to submit further comments on these
representations and | would now take this opportunity to do so.

| would note that the current letter form Mrs Kesson does not specify any new
representations but simply refers (and therefore by implication restates) the
representations she previously raised in her letter dated 01/05/13 — accordingly it is
these matters that | would now like to comment on, as follows:

Point 1

Giffnock is a Conservation Area. The proposed building would be shoe horned into the
garden spaces thus overdeveloping the area in an inappropriate way.

Response 1

| would refer to the attached Streetscape Impression. Elevation C of this streetscape

shows how well the proposed house would sit within the first section of St Catherines
Road.

Regarding overdevelopment the Planning Officer clearly states the following:

"...the proposed new house has adequate garden ground ... and can provide off-street
parking...’
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... It Is acknowledged that the siting of the proposed house follows the front building
line of the existing properties on St Catherines road. Likewise the garden size
associated with the new house and the setbacks from boundaries meet the minimum
requirements set-out in Appendix 1 of the Adopted Local Plan...’

Point 2

The proposed house does not reflect the pattern of development in the area and the
proposed fencing would inhibit adequate maintenance of the existing mature hedges.

Response 2a

| would once again refer to the enclosed Streetscape Impression which clearly shows
that the pattern of development on the first section of St Catherines Road is varied -
elevation C clearly shows that in fact the proposed new house would a/ sit very
comfortably with the other properties on this section of the Road and b/ serve to link

the existing properties on this first part of the Road with the properties on the
remainder of the Road.

Response 2b

The Planning Officer correctly notes that the maintenance of hedges is a private

matter and is not a material planning consideration. However it is worth noting that the
proposed development design allows for such maintenance.

Point 3

There is a history of drainage problems in this area and further housing may put a
strain on existing utilities.

Response 3

The Planning Officer correctly states that any drainage issues would have to be

resolved between the developer and Scottish Water, all to the satisfaction of Scottish
Water.

Point 4
The building would impinge on neighbour’s privacy

Response 4

The Planning Officer deals with this matter at various points in his Report of Handling.
The following are specifically stated:

... It s considered that the amenity and privacy of neighbouring properties would not
be significantly prejudiced...’

... It Is considered that overshadowing will not be a significant issue...’
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... the proposed new house ... does not result in significant
overlooking/overshadowing issues and can provide off-street parking...’

Point 5

It should be noted that neither the medical centre employees nor Mr & Mrs Smith are
resident in the area and therefore not affected by these proposals.

Response 5

The Planning Officer refutes this representation and notes that residency is not a
Planning consideration.

Point 6

A final concern, should this building proceeq, is that the pollution and noise levels
would render local residents gardens unfit for use throughout the process.

Response 6

The Planning Officer notes that if approved the construction times (for the
development) can be controlled by a planning condition. More generally | would note
that all good building practices, including ‘considerate constructors’ guidelines would
be employed during the construction period in order to minimise any disruption to
neighbours or others.

| would thank you for the opportunity to provide my further comments and responses
to the concerns raised by the owners of this neighbouring property.

Yours faithfully,

Pauline McFadden






No. 20 St Catherine’s Road
Garage Extension to Side in
White Roughcast with ‘Lean-
To’ Roof

See Photo 10

Elevation A | South Edge of St. Catherine’s Road as Existing

No. 18 St Catherine’s Road
Garage Extension to Side
with over sized Parapet
Roof. Property is 2.5 Storey

See Photo 9

No. 16 St Catherine’s Road

Currently Building 1.5
Storey Extension to Side,

1 Storey Extension to Rear
Dormer Windows to Rear
Rooflights to Front

See Photo 8

No. 14 St Catherine’s Road
Modern Prefab Garage in
Concrete and Aluminium
Construction

See Photo 7

No. 12 St Catherine’s Road
Garage to Rear of Property
with virtually no roof
definition

See Photo 6

No. 10 St Catherine’s Road
Modern Prefab Garage

to Side of Property with
virtually no roof definition

See Photo 5

No. 3 St Catherine’s Road

Large ‘Lean-To’ White
Roughcast Extension to the
Rear.

Visible from both St Cath-
erine’s Road and Academy
Road.

No. 8 St Catherine’s Road
Garage at Rear of Property
and orientated in opposite
direction from house

See Photo 4

' ay

No. 6 St Catherine’s Road

Large Modern Garage
Extension

Large ‘Lean-To’ Roof

See Photo 3

_
= Hn'
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No. 5 St Catherine’s Road

Modern Garage to Side
with Large Side Domer
Extension

See Photo 12

No. 7 St Catherine’s Road

Traditional House
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No. 4 St Catherine’s Road

Traditional Garage to Side
in White Roughcast

Very Large Front Dormer
Extension

See Photo 2

No. 2 St Catherine’s Road

Garage Extension to Side
with ‘Mock’ Stone Finish
and Link Wall to House

Very large front dormer
extension

No. 9 St Catherine’s Road

Traditional House All

Timber Garage addition

See Photo 13

See Photo 14

No. 11 St Catherine’s Road

Large Front Dormer
Extension

Large Side Dormer
Extension

See Photo 15

No. 13 St Catherine’s Road

Rear ‘Lean-To’ Roof Exten-
sion in White Roughcast
Large Front Dormer Exten-
sion

Large Side Dormer Exten-
sion

See Photo 16

No. 15 St Catherine’s Road

Garage Extension to Side
in White Roughcast with
oversized parapet roof

Multiple single and two
storey ‘Wrap-Around’
Extensions

No. 17 St Catherine’s Road
Large Garage Extension to
Side with oversized parapet
roof

See Photo 18

See Photo 17

See Photo 11

Elevation B | North Edge of St Catherine’s Road as Existing

DISTANCE TO FENWICK ROAD 56m }

DISTANCE TO FENWICK ROAD 56m } {

CATHERINEROAD

This photomontage shows the first section of St Catherines Road from Fenwick Road, including the proposed
new house development.

It clearly shows that the first section of St Catherines Road (i.e. running from Fenwick Road to Academy Road),
on both sides, contrasts significantly with the remainder of the Road - in that it really comprises only the gable
elevations of 259 & 261 Fenwick Road, together with their extensions, gardens and significant boundary walls.

Over this 56m distance from Fenwick Road the streetscape is distinctly different from the remainder of the road
- the proposed new house complements this difference and in fact adds some balance between opposite sides
of the road. It is only beyond this point that the development on St Catherines Road changes to a slightly more
regular semi-detached property form of construction - however it is only ‘slightly’ more regular since there are at
least three different original property styles, comprising a futher two fundamental finish styles, complete with a
myriad of later extensions and alterations which remove almost all regularity in the streetscape.

i

i "i'- vl % . '-'-
ELEVATION ASSOUTHIEDGEOF STREET /.
N ¢ i -

The design of the proposed new house has been tailored to accord with the general nature of this first section
of St Catherines Road in both scale and finish i.e. a combination of blonde sandstone, white render and slate
finishes. At the same time, and partly as a result of the aformentioned variation in the streetscape, its sits
comfortably with it’s neighbouring property at 2 St Catherines Road and adjacent property at 3 St Catherines

Road

Plan & Key
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