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200544 /DPP- Review against refusal of planning permission for:
Erection of 1.5 storey detached domestic garage

Fairhill, 275 North Deeside Road, Milltimber
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Location — Aerial Photo




Location Plan
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Photo — boundary wall at SE corner of site




Photo — Looking NW from Station Road East




Photo — Looking NW from Station Road East

Wi

’




Existing and Proposed
Site Plan
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Proposed Site Plan Extract
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Proposed Garage Elevations (1)
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WEST ELEVATION 1:50 EAST ELEVATION 1:50

* Stone-clad frontage and red tile roof to match house
* Rendered rear wall
» Garage roller shutter door materials/finish not specified



Proposed Garage Elevations (2)

Roofline of oriq!\ncﬂ application

French door fo be used for escape
from fire. Min 0.33m? openable area
with at least 450mm high and
450mm wide opening. Bottom of
openable area to be max 1100mm
above fioor level

Richard Burbridge Contemporary
glass panel balustrade system (or eq

app) installed & fixed in
accordance with
manufacturer's
_ingtructions. To form RSy,
protective barmer around
new platform with max
99mm gap between
panes and to be installed min
1100mm above floor level.
Barrier 1o be able fo resist loads in
accordance with BS 6399:Part 1:
1996 {0.74kN/m horizontal load).

Femhill Stone
to match house

FFL. - %

Gently sloping concrete
access ramp

GFL |
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SOUTH ELEVATION 1:50

Line of Boundary

- Red file roof to match existinq dwelling

~+-White fascia and bageboovq's
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—New juliet balcony to client's Lhoice
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» Stone frontage returns around corners

 Rendered side walls
e UuPVC exterior door

e White fascia and bargeboards

* Red tile roof

K-Rend to Client's choice -}

dims tbc onsite

Roofline of origiAnoI application
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uPVC external
doorset to
chients choice
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Step down to ground level with 150mm rise

NORTH ELEVATION 1:50



Proposed Garage: Ground Floor Plan

Existing Garden Wall
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Proposed Garage: First Floor Plan
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Proposed Garage: Sections

Openable area of escape roof
light is min 450mm high and
wide with an unobstructed
openable area of af least
0.33m? Window to be not more
than 1100mm above the floor.

1100

Roofline of original application

ROOF LIGHT EMERGENCY ESCAPE
WINDOW SECTION 1:25

Ny % STORE

2402

Dpc, min 150mm above
existing walllevel. DPC to
lop beneath breather
membrone

Code 5lead

1 Garage ceiling to be = Alu capping
lined with 2no. layers =1 | dressed over
of plasterboard = | | existing

=1 + wall head

IKOpro’, cold applied
bituminous emulsion
waterproofer oppled fo
external face of existing wol
(oppied as per BBA
Certificate)

0

12mm bitumen impregnated
fibreboard to protect
waterproofing from puncture

Mortar and bitumen tanking
to inner face of stonework
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EXISTING WALL DETAIL 1:20



Tree Survey Drawing

The large spruce trees adjocent to main road ore of

limited long term potential due to their increasing risk of

;:orn damage and the significont concequences s could
W,

It Is recommended they ke removed within the next 5 years
and new planting showld ke wndertoken following the remowval.

The proposed
construction :P l':me
new shoul
rzmeg:r of the
rooting areas of
trees to ke retolned

Tree Protection
Borriers should be
erected to ensure
trees to be ;ttahﬂl

construction process.

Tree Survey Drawing

275 NDRTH DEESIDE RDOAD,
MILLTIMBER

ABERDEEN

Scole 11000 Approx. ot A4

To be reoad in—conjunction with
Tree Survey Report, March 2020

Struan Dalgleish Arboriculture

10 trees to
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due to
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= life

expectancy.
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driveway
required to
protect
roots of
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retalned.
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due to
condition anc
limited life
expectoncy.



Tree Survey — Extract from Schedule

Remowve and replace

Earky Restricted spread within group of similar at garden boundary. Within 12
570 Sitk 21 520 2 3|45 2 P 1 u 6.24 ith better tree of ko
a spruce mature ner Overhanging tarmac driveway. Swallen roots lifting surface. <A0yrs “ ertres ne maonths
term potential.
Ea Restricted spread within group of similar at garden boundary. Remowve and replace \Within 12
571 Sitka spruce 21 560 2|5|86| 86 matEe Poor Appears to have lost top and regenerated new crown from upswept | <10yrs u B.72 with better tree of long monl:m
branches. term potential.
Struan Dalgleish Arboriculture 2 11th March 2020

BS 5837:2012 Tree Survey Schedule 275 Morth Deeside Road, Milltimber, Aberdeen

Tag Dig. | G s fnf Age Rutention | APARadis
Species Ht. {m} Q. fm Condition Comments Life Exp. Recommendation Timescale
No. tmm) [ e]s|w Class Categary m)
Ea Restricted spread within group of similar at garden boundary. Tall Remowve and replace Within 12
572 Sitka spruce 21 560 3|5|2)|z2 3 matEe Poor and stralght with tips overhanging road. Resinous bleeding from <10yrs u 6.72 with better tree of long monl:lﬁ
loweer trunk. Unviable without shelter from nelghbouring trees. term potential.
Early Restricted spread within group of similar at garden boundary. Tall Remowve and replace \Within 12
573 Sitka spruce 21 540 4| 3/3|4 B mature Poor and stralght with tips. Swollan roots lifting surface of tarmac <10yrs u b.48 with better tree of long months
driveway at base. Unviable without shelter from neighbouring trees. term potential.
omi Restricted spread within group of similar at garden boundary. Remowve and replace \Within 12
574 Sitka spruce 12 330 3,3| 2|3 1 mature Poor Overhanging tarmac driveway. Unviable without shelter from <10yrs u 396 with better tree of long months
nelghbouring trees. term potential.
Remowve and replace
Ea Restrictad d. Exposed to wind. Bias towards and hangi Within 12
575 | Morway spruce 19 380 3 .4|3)|2 1 iy Poor sirictad spres oW a5 TowaArds and cverhanging <10yrs u 4.56 with better tree of long "
mature garden boundary and road. Bark splitting on lower trunk. months
term potential.
Early Restricted spread overhanging garden boundary and road. In severe Remowve and replace \Within 12
576 | MNomway spruce 20 340 24|33 2 : Poor decline with small sparse crown and no lower branches. Exposed to | <10yrs u 4.08 with better tree of long ths
mature wind. term potential. man
Restricted spread with bias towards house and garden. Phaeclus Remou and replace Within 12
577 | Sitkaspruce | 18 | 580 | 3 |3 | 3| 6| 3 | Mature| Poor P g <10yrs u 636 | with better tree of long
fungal bracket at base. Swollen roots lifting tarmac driveway. maonths
term potential.
Seml Remove and replace Within 12
578 Sitka spruce 12 50 21321 4 mature Poor Restricted spread suppressed by larger trees. <10yrs u 3 with better tree of long months
term potential.
Remowve and replace
570 | Sitkaspruce | 21 | 480 |4 | 3| 3| 6| 4 |Matwe| Poor | PEStiCted spread with bias towards house and garden. Overhanging |, u 576 | withbetter treecflang | "N 12
driveway. Umviable without shelter from nelghbouring trees. months

term potential.



Tree Survey - Photo
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Photo 2 — Spruce trees 570 to 579 occur at the edge of the old driveway.




Tree Survey - Photo

proximity to the house.




Reasons for Decision

Stated in full in decision notice. Key points:

* Inappropriate scale and massing which does not reflect the typical proportions of an ancillary building.

* Appearance would be overly dominant from outside the site, fails to respect the context of the
surrounding area, nor any established pattern of development, and would have a negative visual
impact on its established character.

*  Would result in the loss of 13 protected mature trees which form part of a continuous line of trees
along the eastern boundary of the site (TPO 225)

*  Whilst tree removal may be justified due to limited long-term potential, appropriate replanting should
seek to ensure the existing landscape character and amenity is maintained and protected in the long
term

* Proposal considered to be contrary to the requirements of Policies D1 (Quality Placemaking by
Design), H1 (Residential Areas) and NE5 (Trees and Woodlands) of the ALDP, and associated

Supplementary Guidance on Householder Development.

* No material planning considerations identified that justify approval.



Applicant’s Case

Stated in supporting statement. Key points:

* Highlights that planning officer has accepted the principle of a garage and that the reasons for refusal
relate to scale/height

* Draws attention to the size of the site, relative to the size of the proposed garage, and to the
reductions made by the applicant from initial submission (circa 700mm reduction in height to ridge)

* Highlights that the existing outbuilding presents a gable to Station Road, whereas this proposal
presents a sloping roof, with the boundary wall and tree canopies offering further screening

* Notes that the necessary tree removals have been recommended by a qualified consultant due to
their existing condition, rather than to enable development, and the applicant is committed to
undertaking necessary replacement planting

* Contends that any alternative location on the site would result in greater harm to healthy trees

* Explains that the garage and upper floor accommodation is required for the storage of landscaping
equipment, parking of family vehicles, and provision of a recreational space/home office at upper level

* Notes that achieving minimum 2m headroom is essential to making that space useable, but that the
proposed garage still retains the appearance of a single storey building

* Makes reference to exchanges with the case officer regarding amendments to make the scheme
acceptable

* Notes that Supplementary Guidance does allow for upper floor accommodation



e |s this overdevelopment?

 Would it have an ‘unacceptable impact on the character and
amenity’ of the area?

 Would it result in the loss of open space?

* Does it comply with Supplementary Guidance?
(e.g. Householder Development Guide SG)
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All dev’t must “ensure high standards of design and have a strong and
distinctive sense of place which is a result of context appraisal,
detailed planning, quality architecture, craftsmanship and materials”.

Proposals will be assessed against the following six essential qualities:
- Distinctive

- Welcoming

- Safe and pleasant

- Easy to move around

- Adaptable

- Resource-efficient
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* Presumption against development that would result in the loss of, or
damage to, trees and woodlands that contribute to nature
conservation, landscape character, local amenity or climate change
adaptation and mitigation.

* Buildings and services should be sited so as to minimise adverse
impacts on existing and future trees.

* Measures should be taken for the protection and long-term
management of existing trees and new planting, both during and after
construction.

* Applications affecting trees to include details of tree protection
o o measures, compensatory planting etc.
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* Proposed development should be architecturally compatible with
original house and surrounding area (design, scale etc)

e Should not ‘dominate or overwhelm’ original house. Should remain
visually subservient.

 Development should not result in a situation where the amenity of
neighbouring properties would be adversely affected (e.g. privacy,
daylight, general amenity)

* Approvals pre-dating this guidance do not represent a ‘precedent’
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* No more than 50% of the front or rear curtilage shall be covered by



Qutbuildings

In many cases ancillary buildings may be classed as permitted
development. Where planning permission is required, the following
rules will apply:

* Qutbuildings must always be subordinate in scale to the
dwellinghouse and two storey outbuildings will generally not be
permitted;

* Where a second storey is to be accommodated within a pitched
roofspace, outbuildings should retain the impression of being single
storey in height and dormers will not be permitted as a means of
gaining additional headroom;

* Access to an upper floor should be situated internally;

* Qutbuildings should not have a negative impact on the character of
the surrounding area;

* Where highly visible and especially in conservation areas, detached
garages should be of a scale and design that respects the prevalent
context of the surrounding area;

* Proposals will be assessed on their impact on the amenity of the
area (e.g. loss of daylight/privacy) in the same way as extensions;
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of the damaging impact development forward of a front building line
AC%% BEJEELN can have on the visual character of an area.

QOutbuildings will not usually be acceptable in front gardens because



Zoning: Do members consider that the proposed works would adversely affect
the character or amenity of the area, as set out in policy H1? Do the proposed
alterations accord with the relevant SG and its content on domestic garages,
also tied to policy H1?

Trees: Do members consider that the impact on existing trees is consistent with
policy NE5 and, if so, does the proposal involve appropriate provision for
replacement planting?

Design: Is the proposal of sufficient design quality (D1), appropriate to its
context?

1. Does the proposal comply with the Development Plan when considered as a
whole?

2. Do other material considerations weigh for or against the proposal? Are
they of sufficient weight to overcome any conflict with the Development Plan?

BON ACCORD

12 5T

O

ABERDEEN  Conditions? (if approved — Planning Adviser can assist)
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Decision — state clear reasons for decision




