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Direct Dial: 01595 744555 
Email: louise.adamson@shetland.gov.uk 

 
 

 

Date:  3 September 2018 

Dear Sir/Madam 
 
You are invited to the following meeting:  
 
Reconvened Planning Committee 
Council Chamber, Town Hall, Lerwick 
Tuesday 11 September 2018 at 3pm 
 

Apologies for absence should be notified to Louise Adamson at the above number.  
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
Executive Manager – Governance and Law 
 
Chair: Mr T Smith  
Vice-Chair:  Ms A Manson 
 
 
AGENDA 
 
(a) Hold circular calling the meeting as read. 
 
(b) Apologies for absence, if any. 
 
(c) Declarations of Interest – Members are asked to consider whether they have an 

interest to declare in relation to any item on the agenda for this meeting. Any 
Member making a declaration of interest should indicate whether it is a financial 
or non-financial interest and include some information on the nature of the 
interest.  Advice may be sought from Officers prior to the meeting taking place.  

 
 

      - 1 -      



 

 
 

 
Items   

  
Local Reviews under Section 43A of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) 
Act 1997 (as amended) to be considered by the Planning Committee sitting as 
Local Review Body:  
 

 

1. Local Review Ref: 2018/027/PPF – LR34 - Single storey extension to north and 
east elevations: Ivy Cottage, Hoswick, Sandwick, Shetland, ZE2 9HL. 
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Shetland Islands Council 
 

Meeting(s): Planning Committee (sitting as Local Review 
Body) 

3 September 2018 

Report Title:  
 

 
Guidance on Local Review under Section 43A of the Town and 
Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) to be 
considered by the Planning Committee sitting as Local Review Body 
Local Review Ref: 2018/027/PPF – LR34 - Single storey extension 
to north and east elevations: Ivy Cottage, Hoswick, Sandwick, 
Shetland, ZE2 9HL (Planning Application Ref. 2018/027/PPF). 

Reference 
Number:  

2018/027/PPF – LR34 

Author /  
Job Title: 

John Holden – Team Leader, Development Management 
 

 

1.0 Decisions / Action required: 

 
1.1 Review the decision on an application for planning permission for a local 

development that has been taken by an officer (the appointed person) under the 
Planning Scheme of Delegations in terms of Sections 43A(8) to (16) of the Town 
and Country Planning Scotland Act 1997 (as amended), and in so doing: 
1) Decide as a preliminary matter the procedure to be followed and, in particular, 

(a) whether to determine the review on the basis of the papers before them 
without further procedure, or to hold a public hearing, and (b) whether to 
undertake a site visit (either accompanied or unaccompanied) or other 
procedure and, where a site visit is to be undertaken, whether to adjourn for 
that purpose before hearing evidence.  

2) After all relevant evidence and submissions have been received and 
considered, determine whether to uphold, reverse or vary the decision under 
review, giving reasons for the Local Review Body’s decision by reference to the 
relevant sections of the development plan and any other material 
considerations to which they had regard in determining the application. 

 

2.0 High Level Summary: 

 
2.1 The Planning Scheme of Delegations that has been approved by the Council, as 
well as that which has been approved by the Scottish Ministers, identifies the appropriate 
level of decision making to ensure compliance with the 1997 Planning Act. 
 
2.2 A decision on an application for planning permission for a local development that is 
taken by an officer (the appointed person) under the Scheme of Delegations has the 
same status as other decisions taken by the planning authority except as regards the 
method of reviewing the decision. Sections 43A(8) to (16) of the 1997 Act remove the 
right of appeal to the Scottish Ministers, and put in place arrangements for the planning 
authority to review these decisions instead. 
 
2.3 The Full Council resolved on 12 May 2011 (Minute Ref: 57/11) that the remit of the 
Planning Committee be extended to include the functions of the Local Review Body, who 
would review the decision taken. 

Agenda Item 
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2.4 The Council as planning authority has received a notification of review in respect of 
a planning application for proposed development described as “Single storey extension to 
north and east elevations: Ivy Cottage, Hoswick, Sandwick, Shetland, ZE2 9HL” (Planning 
Application Ref. 2018/027/PPF).” 
 
2.5 The proposal was found by the appointed person to be unacceptable when 
considered against the policies contained within the Shetland Local Development Plan 
(2014), and refusal of permission by them was given, reason being “The proposed 
development would be a significant addition to the principal elevation of a traditional 
dwelling. Based on the proposed 'modernist' design, scale of the proposal and prominent 
siting, the proposal would appear incongruous with, and detrimentally effect the 
distinctiveness and character of the area, and detract from Hoswick's local identity. The 
submitted amendments have not resolved these concerns and whilst an exception to 
Shetland Local Development Plan Policy WD3 can be afforded because there is likely to 
be no flood risk associated with there being a lack of SUDS, the proposal is contrary to 
Shetland Local Development Plan 2014 Policies GP2 and GP3.” 
 

 

3.0 Corporate Priorities and Joint Working: 

 
3.1 A decision made on the review that accords with the development plan and any 
other material considerations would contribute directly to the Single Outcome Agreement 
through the outcome that we live in well designed, sustainable places. 
 

4.0 Key Issues:  

 
4.1 Review proceedings require to follow the provisions of the Town and Country 
Planning (Schemes of Delegation and Local Review Procedure)(Scotland) Regulations 
2013.  Those regulations allow the Local Review Body a certain amount of discretion in 
determining its procedure.  If the Review Body considers that the review documents 
before it provide sufficient information to enable it to determine the review, the Review 
Body may determine the review without further procedure.  Otherwise the Review Body 
may require further representations or information by means of either written submissions, 
or holding one or more hearing sessions, or a site visit, or a combination of any of these 
methods. The procedure by which the case is to be reviewed however should be 
confirmed by the Review Body before proceeding to consider evidence.  
 
4.2 The necessary administrative steps and intimations have been made to allow the 
present meeting to proceed as a hearing session.  However, the Review Body may still 
determine the review on the basis of the review documents as outlined above if it sees fit. 
If the Review Body decide as a preliminary matter, before parties begin presenting their 
evidence, that a site visit will be necessary it can simply adjourn for that purpose before 
hearing evidence. If the site visit process is adopted only those members of the Review 
Body that attend the site visit should then take part in the subsequent decision making 
meeting. Any members not present when preliminary matters are dealt with can still 
attend the site visit and hearing provided they have been present when all evidence and 
submissions have been made. Notice of the date, time and place of the adjourned hearing 
session to follow the site visit may be announced before the adjournment. 
 
4.3 In respect of review in this case the applicant has indicated that in the event the 
Review Body decides to have a site visit, that the site can be viewed entirely from public 
land and that it is possible for the site to be accessed safely, and without barriers to entry. 
Where the Review Body decides to make an unaccompanied site visit the applicant is to 
be informed of the proposal. Where the Review Body decides to make an accompanied 
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site visit the applicant and any interested party is to be given such notice of the date and 
time of the proposed inspection as may appear to the Review Body to be reasonable in 
the circumstances. It should be noted however that neither an applicant nor any 
interested party is permitted to address the Review Body on the merits of the review 
during an accompanied site visit. 
 
4.4 Where a decision has been taken that the review is to follow the public hearing 
procedure, the Review Body is required to follow Hearing Session Rules under Schedule 
1 of The Town and Country Planning (Schemes of Delegation and Local Review 
Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013. In doing so they are to confirm the matters to be 
considered and the order in which persons entitled to appear are to be heard. 
 
4.5 Such hearing sessions are usually held in a similar manner to the current Planning 
Committee, with the Planning Service Case Officer presenting on the matters to be 
considered, followed by those persons entitled to appear other than the applicant, 
followed by the applicant, with its being the case that Members of the Review Body can 
ask questions throughout the process. The hearing session can similarly proceed in the 
absence of any person entitled to appear at it. The Review Body should confirm this order 
and confirm the time each person entitled to appear is to be afforded beforehand. 
Persons entitled to appear have been informed that they will each be given a maximum of 
5 minutes. 
 
4.6 The Hearing Session Rules prescribe that the hearing shall take the form of  
a discussion led by the Review Body and cross-examination shall not be permitted unless 
the Review Body consider that this is required to ensure a thorough examination of the 
issues. Persons entitled to appear are entitled to call evidence unless the Review Body 
consider it to be irrelevant or repetitious. The Review Body may also refuse to permit the 
cross-examination of persons giving evidence, or the presentation of any matter where it 
similarly considers them to be irrelevant or repetitious. 
 
4.7 The matters that are attached for the purposes of consideration by the Review 
Body in this case comprise: the decision in respect of the application to which the review 
relates, the Report on Handling and any documents referred to in that Report (including: 
the planning application form, and any supporting statement and additional information 
submitted, and consultation responses and representations received prior to the decision 
notice by the appointed person being issued); the notice of review given in accordance 
with Regulation 9; all documents accompanying the notice of review in accordance with 
Regulation 9(4); any representations or comments made under Regulation 10(4) or (6); 
and any ‘hearing statement’ served in relation to the review. 
 
4.8 In making a decision, as well as having regard to the review documents, and, in the 
case of a public hearing, any hearing statements served, the Review Body needs to take 
into consideration any new evidence which is material (a planning consideration) to the 
determination of the review that it finds through conducting any further procedure of a site 
visit and/or public hearing. The Review Body needs also to be minded that the application 
must be individually decided on its merits, and be determined in accordance with the 
provisions of the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 
 
4.9 The Local Review Body then needs to give notice of its decision, which can be to 
uphold, reverse or vary the decision under review, in accordance with The Town and 
Country Planning (Schemes of Delegation and Local Review Procedure) (Scotland) 
Regulations 2013, giving reasons for its determination by reference to the relevant 
provisions of the development plan and any other material considerations to which it had 
regard in determining the application. Where relevant, the decision notice the Local 
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Review Body resolves to issue shall: include a description of any variation made to the 
application in accordance with section 32A(a) of the 1997 Act; specify any conditions to 
which the decision is to be subject; include a statement as to the duration of any 
permission granted or make a direction as to an alternative; and if any obligation is to be 
entered into under section 75 of the 1997 Act in connection with the application state 
where the terms of such obligation or a summary of such terms may be inspected. 
 
 

5.0 Exempt and/or confidential information: 

 
5.1 None. 

 

6.0 Implications :  

 

6.1  
Service Users, 
Patients and 
Communities: 
 

None. 

6.2  
Human Resources 
and Organisational 
Development: 
 

None. 

6.3  
Equality, Diversity 
and Human Rights: 
 

None. 

6.4  
Legal: 
 

The Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as 
amended) permits appeals against the decision of the Local 
Review Body to the Court of Session, but only on the grounds of 
legal or procedural error, not on the merits of the planning 
application. Decisions of the Local Review Body may also be 
subject to judicial review. 

6.5  
Finance: 
 

None. 

6.6  
Assets and Property: 
 

None. 

6.7  
ICT and new 
technologies: 
 

None. 
 

6.8  
Environmental: 
 

There are no adverse environmental impacts arising from this 
report. 

6.9  
Risk Management: 
 

If Members are minded to approve the application, it is 
imperative that clear reasons for proposing the approval of 
planning permission contrary to the development plan policy and 
the Appointed Person’s decision be given and minuted. This is in 
order to provide clarity in the case of a subsequent judicial 
review against the Local Review Body’s decision. Failure to give 
clear planning reasons for the decision could lead to the 
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decision being overturned or quashed. In addition, an award of 
costs could be made against the Council. This could be on the 
basis that it is not possible to mount a reasonable defence of the 
Council’s decision.  

6.10  
Policy and Delegated 
Authority: 
 

The application is for planning permission made under the terms 
of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997. As an 
appeal has been lodged against the decision taken by the 
Appointed Person on the proposal that is classed as Local 
Development, the decision to review the decision is delegated to 
the Planning Committee sitting as the Local Review Body under 
the Planning Scheme of Delegations that has been approved by 
the Scottish Ministers. 

6.11  
Previously 
considered by: 

Not previously considered.  

 

Contact Details: 

John Holden, Team Leader – Development Management, Development Services 
john.holden@shetland.gov.uk 
Report written: 27 August 2018 
 
Appendices:   
Local Review documentation 
 
Background Documents:  Shetland Local Development Plan (2014) 
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Local Review Reference: 2018/027/PPF – LR34 

 

 

Town and Country Planning (Scheme of Delegation and Local Review 

Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013 

 

Local Review Under Section 43A(8) of the Town and Country 

Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (As Amended) 

 

 

 

Regarding Planning Application Reference: 2018/027/PPF 

Single storey extension to north and east elevations 

Ivy Cottage 

Hoswick 

Sandwick 

By Colin Dalziel 
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Local Review Reference: 2018/027/PPF – LR34 

Contents Page 
 
 

Section 1. Planning Submission - 2018/027/PPF 
 
Section 2. Statutory Advert 
 
Section 3. Consultation Responses 
 
Section 4. Representations 
 
Section 5. Report of Handling 
 
Section 6. Decision Notice 
 
Section 7. Notice of Review 
 
Section 8. Representations / Hearing Statements 
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Local Review Reference: 2018/027/PPF – LR34 

 

 Section 1.   

Planning Submission – 2018/027/PPF 
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Richard Gibson Architects
Ltd Co.      72a Commercial  Street    Lerwick    Shetland    ZE1 0DL

Proposed Plan  / 1:100

L o c a t i o n   P l a n  -  S c a l e   1 :  1 2 5 0 P r o p o s e d   S i t e   P l a n  -  S c a l e   1 :  2 0 0

Shorelea

Cottage

Portland

Ivy

Tra

St. Ninian

rw
p

rw
p

rw
p

rw
p

rw
p

Li
vin

g
 /

 D
in

in
g

 R
oo

m
 - 

28
m

2

Sh
ow

er
 R

oo
m

 -
 4

m
2

Ki
tc

he
n  

- 8
m

2

Bo
ile

r  
- 1

m
2

Oi
l  T

an
k

Ga
rd

en
 S

he
d

Ga
rd

en

Ga
rd

en

Ha
llw

ay
 - 

3m
2

St
ep

St
.

Step

Pe
rim

et
er

 W
al

l

Perimeter  Wall

Perimeter  Wall

Perimeter  Wall

Pe
rim

et
er

 W
all

 w
ith

 R
ail

in
gs

Pe
rim

et
er

 W
all

 w
ith

 R
ail

in
gs

Entrance

Bedroom   13m2

826x2040
New steps

St
ep

s a
nd

lan
din

g

Storage

Storage

926x2040  Glazed

52
6x

20
40

DP

826x2040

3 - 20m radius from Devlopment 
Boundary (neighbour notifications)

1 - Development Boundary (red)

2 - Ownership Boundary (blue)

*4 - Masonry perimeter wall boundary
treatment to remain unchanged (as
existing)

Hard
Landscape

Existing  Hard
Landscape

(paving)

Existing  Hard
Landscape

(paving)

Existing
Perimeter
Planting

In
di

ca
tiv

e 
m

ai
ns

 w
at

er

In
di

ca
tiv

e 
co

m
bi

ne
d

 p
ub

lic
 se

w
er

Indicative combined public sewer

Indicative existing
water connection

7.6m x 7.6m turning space

Parking space

Parking space

5 - Existing vehicular parking 
and turning space provided, 
with access to dwellinghouse
also remaining as existing.

6 - Existing indicative surface 
water drainage route (green)
terminating to ditch.  Proposed
extension to connect into
existing route. Full locations 
survey can only be established
during construction phase.    

Existing  Hard
Landscape

(paving)

Sunnyside

Sandwick

Vadick of Sloca

Hoswick

Dr
ain

Shorelea

The Workshop

MLW
S

Cottage

Glenside

South

Dunbeth

House

Sand and

Burland

St.

Cluve

Garden

Cottage

Shingle

Portland

Wr T

Pier

Ivy

Sh
ing

le

Ninians

Cliff Cottage

Bay

Track

Rock

View

St. Ninian

rwp

rwp

rwp

rwp

rwp

Livin
g  /

 Din
ing R

oom
 -  2

8m2

Sho
wer

 Roo
m - 4

m2

Kitc
hen

 - 8m
2

Boile
r  - 1m

2

Oil T
ank

Gard
en Sh

ed Gard
en

Gard
en

Hallw
ay  

- 3m
2

Step

St.

Step

Peri
met

er  W
all

Perimeter  Wall

Perimeter  Wall

Perimeter  Wall

Perim
eter

 Wa
ll wit

h Rai
lings

Perim
eter

 Wa
ll wit

h Rai
lings

Entrance

Bedroom   13m2

826x2040
New  steps

Step
s  a

nd
land

ing

Storage

Storage

926x2040
 Glazed

52
6x

20
40

DP

826x2040

(c) Crown Copyright 2011
Reproduction in whole or in part is prohibited
without the prior permission of Ordnance Survey.

0 50 100

(c) Crown Copyright 2011
Reproduction in whole or in part is prohibited
without the prior permission of Ordnance Survey.

north

0 5 10 15 20

north

0 5 10

Proposed Section AA  / 1:100 Proposed Section BB  / 1:100

Proposed New Extension to Ivy Cottage
Hoswick,
Shetland

NOTES :
1 - Devlopment boundary 
2 - Ownership boundary 
3 - Neighbout notification boundary 
*4 - Boundary treatment
5 - Existing vehicular parking / turning provision provided
6 - Existing surface water drainage + proposed connection

AREAS :
Ground floor gross internal floor area:
Existing Ground floor / 74m2
*Proposed Extension / 8m2

Total/  82m2

0 5 10 0 5 10

A  /  180209  / Development lines amended to all plans; Proposed site plan annotations revised;
Propsoed Plan amended along with nort point.
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B  /  180327  / Proposed site plan design + annotations revised; Propsoed Plan amended;
Proposed sections amended.

GRANT OF PLANNING PERMISSION

BY SHETLAND ISLANDS COUNCIL AS
PLANNING AUTHORITY UNDER THE PROVISIONS 

OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING 
(SCOTLAND) ACT 1997 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

THE ATTACHED DECISION NOTICE 

TEAM LEADER DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT

02 -uly 201

ATTACHED DECISION NOTOO
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SUPERSEDED
DRAWING

Existing North Elevation  / 1:100

Existing East Elevation  / 1:100

Existing West Elevation  / 1:100

Proposed North Elevation  / 1:100

Proposed East Elevation  / 1:100

Proposed West Elevation  / 1:100

*Existing South Elevation  / 1:100 *Proposed South Elevation  / 1:100
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REV  /  DATE  / REVISION
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Drawing  Existing / Proposed Elevations
Scale       As shown                Jan 18                 RGA 947(FPP)03B      

 t: 01595 695000    f: 01595 694117   e: mail@rg-architects.com   www.rg-architects.com

Richard Gibson Architects
Ltd Co.      72a Commercial  Street    Lerwick    Shetland    ZE1 0DL

Proposed New Extension to Ivy Cottage
Hoswick,
Shetland

EEXISTING FINISHES :
Walls / coloured harl render finish 
Roof / Cement tiles - colour / ark grey
Windows / timber framed double glazed - colour / brown
Doors / timber framed locally made - colour / brown
Rainwater goods / uPVC down pipes - colour / black

A  /  180209 / Existing and proposed elevations updated;
Existing and proposed materials added/updated.

*PROPOSED FINISHES (EXTENSION):
Flat roof / single ply membrane - colour / grey
Cladding / Cedral weatherboard - colour / slate grey
Windows / Upvc framed double glazed - colour / white
Doors / timber framed  - colour / light blue (NCS S1040-R80B)
Underbuilding / masonry walls with smooth plaster - colour / self 
coloured grey
Boundaries / existing block and render walls 

B  /  180327 / Proposed elevations updated;
Existing and proposed materials added/updated.

GRANT OF PLANNING PERMISSION

BY SHETLAND ISLANDS COUNCIL AS
PLANNING AUTHORITY UNDER THE PROVISIONS 

OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING 
(SCOTLAND) ACT 1997 IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

THE ATTACHED DECISION NOTICE 

TEAM LEADER DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT

02 -uly 201

ATTACHED DECISION NOT
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Shetland
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A  /  180209  / Land ownership / development bounary amended.
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BY SHETLAND ISLANDS COUNCIL AS
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THE ATTACHED DECISION NOTICE 

TEAM LEADER DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT

02 -uly 201

ATTACHED DECISION NOT
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Drawing  Existing Site and Ground Floor Plan
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Disposition Plan for Mr Kevin Harper
Scatness,
Shetland
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Richard Gibson Architects
Ltd Co.      72a Commercial Street   Lerwick   Shetland   ZE1 0DL

Existing Site and Ground Floor Plan  / 1:100
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Proposed New Extension to Ivy Cottage
Hoswick,
Shetland
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From:                                 Marc Williamson
Sent:                                  7 May 2018 16:36:41 +0100
To:                                      Holden John@Development Management
Subject:                             947-4-1mwEM180507 2018/027/PPF Planning Committee

Good afternoon John, 

Planning Application 2018 / 027 / PPF - Extension to Ivy Cottage

As you have made us aware, Dale is currently on annual leave.  In his absence we would 
like confirmation that our request to present the application to Planning Committee is 
acknowledged and actioned (previously emailed to Dale on 03/05/2018).  We ask only 
because there were issues on another recent application where dates may have missed due 
to staff being on leave. 

All that we require here is confirmation that this application will be ready for the 
Planning Committee meeting on 05 / 06 /2018.  

Regards,

Marc
Marc Williamson   |   Architect   |   ARB, RIBA, RIAS

for R i c h a r d    G i b s o n   A r c h i t e c t s   L t d

72a   commercial street      |      lerwick      |  shetland      |     ZE1 0DL

t. 01595 69 5000   |  f. 01595 69 4117   |  w.  www.rg-architects.com
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Local Review Reference: 2018/027/PPF – LR34 

 

Section 2. 

Statutory Advert 
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Shetland Islands Council
These applications, associated plans and documents can be examined, 
09.00-17.00, Mon-Fri, at: Shetland Islands Council, Planning Department, 
Train Shetland, Gremista Industrial Estate, Gremista, Shetland, ZE1 0PX. 
Please call 744293 to make an appointment if you wish to discuss any 
application. Applications, associated plans and documents can also be 
viewed on the Council website at www.shetland.gov.uk.

Town and County Planning (Development Management Procedure) 
(Scotland) Regulations 2013

Format: Ref No; Proposal & Address

2018/025/PPF; Installation of Replacement Plant within New Enclosure, 
Installation of 2 Trolley Bays, Colour Change to Shopfront and Installation 
of Wind Break to Front Entrance; Co-op Ltd, Holmsgarth Road, Lerwick, 
Shetland, ZE1 0PW

2018/027/PPF; Single storey extension to north and east elevations; Ivy 
Cottage, Hoswick, Sandwick, Shetland, ZE2 9HL

2018/005/MAR; To relocate four 220m twin-headline longlines at an existing 
site; Swinister Voe, Delting

2018/035/PPF; Erect steel portal frame building for use as an Agricultural 
Museum and install access and parking areas; North of Gaet-a-Gott, Gott, 
Tingwall, Shetland

2018/039/PPF; Change of use of part of building from Class 4 to Class 1 
shop; Unit 1, Hagdale Industrial Estate, Baltasound, Unst, Shetland, ZE2 
9TW

2018/042/PPF; Change of use from agricultural and stables use to boarding 
kennels; Brunt Hamarsland, Wadbister, Girlsta, Shetland, ZE2 9SQ

Written comments may be made to Iain McDiarmid, Executive Manager, 
at the above address, email development.management@shetland.gov.uk 
by 16/03/2018
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Local Review Reference: 2018/027/PPF – LR34 

 

Section 3. 

Consultation Responses 
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From:                                 Smith Colin@Marine Planning on behalf of Planning Flooding Drainage Coastal
Sent:                                  Thu, 22 Feb 2018 11:17:30 +0000
To:                                      Development Management@Development
Subject:                             RE: Planning Consultation 2018/027/PPF
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From: Development Management@Development 
Sent: 21 February 2018 09:29
To: Planning Flooding Drainage Coastal <Planning.Flooding.Drainage.Coastal@shetland.gov.uk>
Subject: Planning Consultation 2018/027/PPF
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From:                                 Smith Colin@Marine Planning
Sent:                                  6 Jun 2018 13:03:07 +0100
To:                                      Hunter Dale@Development Management
Subject:                             RE: 947-4-1mwEM180321 SUDS Device Solution

Hi Dale,
Sorry, I thought there was to be a consultation email coming through.

As we discussed my comments haven’t changed from my last formal reply, but to summarise:

The proposals don’t include any SUDs drainage.
SUDs drainage could be fitted into the application area, but space is limited and a design specific to the 
site would be needed
A drainage system without SUDs does not appear to create any flood risk, but would need a departure 
from policy to be agreed.

I hope that’s a help.
Regards,
 
Colin Smith
Planning Engineer
 
Shetland Islands Council | Train Shetland | Gremista | Lerwick | Shetland 
Tel   +44 (0)1595 744881 
Email    colin.smith@shetland.gov.uk
 
From: Hunter Dale@Development Management 
Sent: 06 June 2018 11:27
To: Smith Colin@Marine Planning <colin.smith@shetland.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: 947-4-1mwEM180321 SUDS Device Solution 

Hi Colin,
 
Did you get a chance to look at this?
 
Thanks
Dale
 
From: Hunter Dale@Development Management 
Sent: 31 May 2018 15:09
To: Smith Colin@Marine Planning <colin.smith@shetland.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: 947-4-1mwEM180321 SUDS Device Solution 

Hi Colin,
 
I had received the email below a while ago and should have reconsulted you. Should I put that through 
now?
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Many Thanks
Dale
 
From: Marc Williamson [mailto:marc@rg-architects.com] 
Sent: 28 March 2018 10:50
To: Hunter Dale@Development Management <Dale.Hunter@shetland.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: 947-4-1mwEM180321 SUDS Device Solution 

Hi Dale, 

We would also agree that there appears to be no major concerns here.  

As stated in Colin’s initial comments on 22/02/2018, connecting into the existing surface water 
drainage system is possible.  As requested, to confirm, our existing proposal is to connect into 
the existing surface water drainage system (without attenuation).  This is shown on our current 
drawings, and our reasoning for this is stated on our previous email.  

We hope this confirmation will allow your acceptance for our SUDS drainage for this 
application.

Regards,

Marc

On 27 Mar 2018, at 15:47, dale.hunter@shetland.gov.uk wrote:

Hi Marc,
 
Apologies for the delay in forwarding this through to you. Thanks for reminding me.
 
I would appreciate you could provide some confirmations in line with the comments from 
the Drainage Engineer below. I get the impression that there are no major concerns in this 
area.
 
Regards
Dale
 
Dale Hunter
Planning Officer – Shetland Islands Council
01595 743963 – dale.hunter@shetland.gov.uk
8 North Ness, Lerwick, Shetland, ZE1 0LZ
 
Please copy any submission of new plans to:
development.management@shetland.gov.uk
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From: Smith Colin@Marine Planning On Behalf Of Planning Flooding Drainage Coastal
Sent: 22 March 2018 13:38
To: Hunter Dale@Development Management <Dale.Hunter@shetland.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: 947-4-1mwEM180321 SUDS Device Solution 

Hi Dale,

As discussed I can confirm that an impermeable SUDs attenuation volume in the garden 
area, with a discharge to the burn through the wall would be acceptable and would meet 
policy WD3.
 
The attenuation device should have a suitable volume and throttle specification to act to 
provide attenuation of 1 in 10 year events to the greenfield run off rate for at least the roof 
area of the extension.
 
I also confirm that, provided the attenuation device is of impermeable construction, that 
there is no minimum spacing requirements to site boundaries, and spacing to building 
foundations would not have any drainage spacing requirements, with only structural 
stability to be considered.  
 
Regards,
 

 
From: Hunter Dale@Development Management 
Sent: 21 March 2018 17:34
To: Smith Colin@Marine Planning <colin.smith@shetland.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: 947-4-1mwEM180321 SUDS Device Solution 

Hi Colin,
 
Are you free for a chat about this tomorrow (Thurs 22nd)?
 
Thanks
Dale
 
 
From: Marc Williamson [mailto:marc@rg-architects.com] 
Sent: 21 March 2018 10:54
To: Hunter Dale@Development Management 
Subject: 947-4-1mwEM180321 SUDS Device Solution 
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Hi Dale, 

2018 / 027 / PPF - Proposed Extension to Ivy Cottage, Hoswick

We have been in contact with Colin Smith as you suggested, with regards to the 
SUDS design for the above application. He confirmed that the applicant could 
proceed in using a designed attenuation device instead of a typical SUDS system, 
due to the restrictions on site. He advised, however, that the planning officer would 
have to agree to this approach.

As you are aware, due to the constrained nature of the site, it is difficult to 
incorporate a SUDS device which will be 5m from any boundary. This would also 
mean finding a suitable termination point, which may be some distance from the 
chamber itself (and therefore excessive excavations given the proposed size of the 
extension).

A possible solution could be as follows:

• Please see attached a marked up image which shows 2no existing surface 
water drainage outlets. These terminate straight into the large ditch / existing 
culvert to the south of the site. We would propose to connect into the 
existing surface water drainage system, which was discussed with Colin 
Smith and he agreed that this was possible in principle.

Please advise if you are happy with this proposal given the tight parameters and 
existing provisions available on site.

Please call to discuss if you prefer. 

Hope to hear from you soon.

Regards,

Marc
Marc Williamson | Architect | ARB, RIBA, RIAS
for R i c h a r d G i b s o n A r c h i t e c t s L t d
72a commercial street | lerwick | shetland | ZE1 0DL
t. 01595 69 5000 | f. 01595 69 4117 | w. www.rg-architects.com

<image001.jpg>
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Local Review Reference: 2018/027/PPF – LR34 

 

Section 4. 

Representations 
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Local Review Reference: 2018/027/PPF – LR34 

 
There were no representations received.  
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Local Review Reference: 2018/027/PPF – LR34 

 

Section 5. 

Report of Handling 
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Local Review Reference: 2018/027/PPF – LR34 
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Where, in making any determination under the Planning Acts, regard is 
to be had to the development plan, the determination is, unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise to be made in accordance 
with that plan. 

      - 109 -      



      - 110 -      



      - 111 -      



      - 112 -      



      - 113 -      



      - 114 -      



      - 115 -      



Local Review Reference: 2018/027/PPF – LR34 

 

Section 6. 

Decision Notice 

  

      - 116 -      



Local Review Reference: 2018/027/PPF – LR34 
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Local Review Reference: 2018/027/PPF – LR34 

 

Section 7. 

Notice of Review 
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Local Review Reference: 2018/027/PPF – LR34 
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Where, in making any determination under the Planning Acts, regard is 
to be had to the development plan, the determination is, unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise to be made in accordance 
with that plan. 
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REV  /  DATE  / REVISION

Project     

Drawing  Existing + Proposed Plans / Proposed Sections 
Scale       As shown                Jan 18                 RGA 947(FPP)02B      

 t: 01595 695000    f: 01595 694117   e: mail@rg-architects.com   www.rg-architects.com

Richard Gibson Architects
Ltd Co.      72a Commercial  Street    Lerwick    Shetland    ZE1 0DL

Proposed Plan  / 1:100

L o c a t i o n   P l a n  -  S c a l e   1 :  1 2 5 0 P r o p o s e d   S i t e   P l a n  -  S c a l e   1 :  2 0 0
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Proposed New Extension to Ivy Cottage
Hoswick,
Shetland

NOTES :
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2 - Ownership boundary 
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A  /  180209  / Development lines amended to all plans; Proposed site plan annotations revised;
Propsoed Plan amended along with nort point.
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B  /  180327  / Proposed site plan design + annotations revised; Propsoed Plan amended;
Proposed sections amended.
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SUPERSEDED
DRAWING

Existing North Elevation  / 1:100

Existing East Elevation  / 1:100

Existing West Elevation  / 1:100

Proposed North Elevation  / 1:100

Proposed East Elevation  / 1:100

Proposed West Elevation  / 1:100

*Existing South Elevation  / 1:100 *Proposed South Elevation  / 1:100

0 5 10

REV  /  DATE  / REVISION

Project     

Drawing  Existing / Proposed Elevations
Scale       As shown                Jan 18                 RGA 947(FPP)03B      

 t: 01595 695000    f: 01595 694117   e: mail@rg-architects.com   www.rg-architects.com

Richard Gibson Architects
Ltd Co.      72a Commercial  Street    Lerwick    Shetland    ZE1 0DL

Proposed New Extension to Ivy Cottage
Hoswick,
Shetland

EEXISTING FINISHES :
Walls / coloured harl render finish 
Roof / Cement tiles - colour / ark grey
Windows / timber framed double glazed - colour / brown
Doors / timber framed locally made - colour / brown
Rainwater goods / uPVC down pipes - colour / black

A  /  180209 / Existing and proposed elevations updated;
Existing and proposed materials added/updated.

*PROPOSED FINISHES (EXTENSION):
Flat roof / single ply membrane - colour / grey
Cladding / Cedral weatherboard - colour / slate grey
Windows / Upvc framed double glazed - colour / white
Doors / timber framed  - colour / light blue (NCS S1040-R80B)
Underbuilding / masonry walls with smooth plaster - colour / self 
coloured grey
Boundaries / existing block and render walls 

B  /  180327 / Proposed elevations updated;
Existing and proposed materials added/updated.
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Proposal to extend Ivy Cottage, Hoswick, Sandwick, Shetland  
Planning Ref: 2018/027/PPF.
Supporting Statement for application appeal.   
Applicant’s Agent: Richard Gibson Architects Ltd. (RGA). 

1 - Planning Decision

Following the determination for refusal of the above application, it appears the main issue 

behind the proposed extension to Ivy Cottage is its siting and “modern design.” The siting of 

the proposed extension was explored extensively, as illustrated in RGA’s supporting 

statement (submitted to planning on 18/04/2018).  It appears from the delegated report of 

handling that planning would accept a proposed extension to the south / east. As explained 

in the previous information provided, this extension design would be significantly larger than

the current proposal, and would cover more of the existing building (specifically the principle 

elevation). This is illustrated through RGA’s supporting elevation study, submitted as part of 

the formal appeal. Despite RGA submitting a detailed analysis of the various proposed 

design options to the south / east elevations, it appears that the impact of each proposal has 

not been fully considered or appreciated by the planning department.

2 – Site Constraints

There are a number of reasons why an extension to the south / east of the property is an 

inappropriate solution, as it has a significant impact on the existing building: 

1. The site constraints identified in RGA’s supporting statement make it difficult to create 

the desired design on the site, never mind where the planning officer would prefer it 

to go.

2. The space available generates a long, narrow plan, which is an impractical design 

solution when trying to combine and accommodate all of the client’s requirements i.e. 

a double bedroom and circulation space.  

3. Excavation and foundation works along the boundary wall are made significantly 

more difficult and costly due to the close proximity to the burn.

4. An extension in this location reduces natural day-lighting to the existing property and 

increases circulation space within an already tight plan (as was highlighted in RGA’s 

justification report).  

5. The current proposal is much less intrusive to the existing property in terms of 

constructional change and day-lighting.

6. The planner’s preferred option does not create a “thoughtful layout,” which is 

highlighted as being an important factor in the Council’s Guidance on Placemaking.  

7. Our proposal has been carefully considered and our evidence demonstrates that the 

extension is sited in the most logical position.
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8. There appears to be a contradiction from the planning department in terms of what is 

being requested and what will be permitted, versus what will actually work in terms of 

best design for the site and ultimately the client’s needs.

3 – Application Handling Comments 

It is important to note that RGA were advised by planning on 20/03/2018 to make the 

proposal less prominent and more distinct from the original house (email submitted as part of 

appeal), whereby planning should be able to recommend approval.  This is the reason why 

the proposal has a modernist design aesthetic; yet despite this advice, this is also one of the 

main reasons why the proposal is being refused.  It should also be noted that RGA requested 

comment / feedback from planning on five separate occasions throughout the design process,

however no comments were received. RGA asked for comment on the following dates:

 14/03/18 (relating to further clarification on why original application would be refused). 

 20/03/18 (relating to new design proposal). 

 28/03/18 (relating to SUDS proposal). 

 16/04/18 (relating to secondary design).

 27/04/18 (RGA requested further feedback on why a deviation from planning policy 

could not be made in this instance).  

No objections were lodged from the community as part of the consultation process.

Moreover, is also important to remember the prime reason for this extension, which is clearly 

underlined by the Doctor’s letters supplied as part of the application process.  

Despite planning making recommendations for how the proposal could be approved, RGA 

believe that the local authority has not carefully considered the wider implications of such a 

design.  RGA feel that they have been given conflicting and contradictory information (which 

has added approximately 3 months additional time to the planning process for the client), and 

have not received any clear advice until recently. RGA have continually tried to satisfy the 

planner’s requirements and suggestions, whilst simultaneously ensuring that our own client’s 

needs are met.   

RGA request that this application for appeal be tabled at the next planning committee meeting 

on 14th August 2018, given that the initial application was first validated back on 21st February 

2018.  

The applicant (Mr and Mrs Dalziel) find, and continue to find this process very stressful during 

their convalescence, with the protracted decision making of the application being a

contributing cause.
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2018/027/PPF.
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Proposal to extend Ivy Cottage, Hoswick, Sandwick, Shetland  
Planning Ref: 2018/027/PPF.
Supporting Statement for application appeal.   
Applicant’s Agent: Richard Gibson Architects Ltd. (RGA). 

1 - Planning Decision

Following the determination for refusal of the above application, it appears the main issue 

behind the proposed extension to Ivy Cottage is its siting and “modern design.” The siting of 

the proposed extension was explored extensively, as illustrated in RGA’s supporting 

statement (submitted to planning on 18/04/2018).  It appears from the delegated report of 

handling that planning would accept a proposed extension to the south / east. As explained 

in the previous information provided, this extension design would be significantly larger than

the current proposal, and would cover more of the existing building (specifically the principle 

elevation). This is illustrated through RGA’s supporting elevation study, submitted as part of 

the formal appeal. Despite RGA submitting a detailed analysis of the various proposed 

design options to the south / east elevations, it appears that the impact of each proposal has 

not been fully considered or appreciated by the planning department.

2 – Site Constraints

There are a number of reasons why an extension to the south / east of the property is an 

inappropriate solution, as it has a significant impact on the existing building: 

1. The site constraints identified in RGA’s supporting statement make it difficult to create 

the desired design on the site, never mind where the planning officer would prefer it 

to go.

2. The space available generates a long, narrow plan, which is an impractical design 

solution when trying to combine and accommodate all of the client’s requirements i.e. 

a double bedroom and circulation space.  

3. Excavation and foundation works along the boundary wall are made significantly 

more difficult and costly due to the close proximity to the burn.

4. An extension in this location reduces natural day-lighting to the existing property and 

increases circulation space within an already tight plan (as was highlighted in RGA’s 

justification report).  

5. The current proposal is much less intrusive to the existing property in terms of 

constructional change and day-lighting.

6. The planner’s preferred option does not create a “thoughtful layout,” which is 

highlighted as being an important factor in the Council’s Guidance on Placemaking.  

7. Our proposal has been carefully considered and our evidence demonstrates that the 

extension is sited in the most logical position.
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8. There appears to be a contradiction from the planning department in terms of what is 

being requested and what will be permitted, versus what will actually work in terms of 

best design for the site and ultimately the client’s needs.

3 – Application Handling Comments 

It is important to note that RGA were advised by planning on 20/03/2018 to make the 

proposal less prominent and more distinct from the original house (email submitted as part of 

appeal), whereby planning should be able to recommend approval.  This is the reason why 

the proposal has a modernist design aesthetic; yet despite this advice, this is also one of the 

main reasons why the proposal is being refused.  It should also be noted that RGA requested 

comment / feedback from planning on five separate occasions throughout the design process,

however no comments were received. RGA asked for comment on the following dates:

• 14/03/18 (relating to further clarification on why original application would be refused). 

• 20/03/18 (relating to new design proposal). 

• 28/03/18 (relating to SUDS proposal). 

• 16/04/18 (relating to secondary design).

• 27/04/18 (RGA requested further feedback on why a deviation from planning policy 

could not be made in this instance).  

No objections were lodged from the community as part of the consultation process.

Moreover, is also important to remember the prime reason for this extension, which is clearly 

underlined by the Doctor’s letters supplied as part of the application process.  

Despite planning making recommendations for how the proposal could be approved, RGA 

believe that the local authority has not carefully considered the wider implications of such a 

design.  RGA feel that they have been given conflicting and contradictory information (which 

has added approximately 3 months additional time to the planning process for the client), and 

have not received any clear advice until recently. RGA have continually tried to satisfy the 

planner’s requirements and suggestions, whilst simultaneously ensuring that our own client’s 

needs are met.   

RGA request that this application for appeal be tabled at the next planning committee meeting 

on 14th August 2018, given that the initial application was first validated back on 21st February 

2018.  

The applicant (Mr and Mrs Dalziel) find, and continue to find this process very stressful during 

their convalescence, with the protracted decision making of the application being a

contributing cause.
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Local Review Reference: 2018/027/PPF – LR34 

 

Section 8. 

Representations/Hearing Statements 
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Please reference documentation submitted as part of Notice of Review 
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