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~ Local Review Body 
From· Ken TeNi! on behalf of Murray Sykes 
Your Reference -11/00120/REVREF 
Subject- Comments on further written submission from Xianbin Zany of 45 Buckstone 
Road regarding the request the local Review Body to consider the decision by the 
'Delegated Officials' to refuse planning consent for Cl 'one-and-a-half storey extension to 
the side of 47 Buckstone Road, 

My refutal of the comments made by the neighbour at number 45 ! trust, well covered 
in my original submission but the opportunity is taken to respond to the specific points 
raised by the 'objector' in the same order as he has drafted 

1st comment 
The extension roof would be the same height as the existing roof - not any higher 
The floor area of existing house extends to 95,5 sq. mtrs and the floor area of 
proposed extension is only 32,5 sq. mtrs, 
The roof area of the existing house is approximately 114.4 sq. mtrs whereas the 

area of proposed extension is only sq. mtrs, 
The of house (measured over walls) is 83,15 sq. mtrs. The area site 

IS approximately sq. mts. The extended house would occupy less than 
extension marries existing house which would a detached 

WIth, in my an enhanced appearanc.e. 

2nd comment 
It is to see the 4 houses (45 • 51) as 

character'. These houses are a standard 
various parts of the 'gable wa!!' Isa 
'box like' dormer to either would most certainly not 

comply with the 

that house mayor may not have a different value to other 

3rd comment 
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If the proposed extension was to be added to number 47 it would remain a detached 
house and the proposed extension would actually enhance its appearance. 
The argument that if the proposed extension to number 47 was permitted then this wouki 
prevent the owner of number 45 from adding a similar extension is ludicrous When this 
same person (ie the objector) has made it clear that in his view the proposed extension 
wouki spoil the attractive character of the house - unless. of course, the ne~ghbour's real 
reason for submitting an objection is to safeguard his option to add an extension to the 
skie of his own house at some time in the future. In any case It would be wrong to loOk 
at every planning application on the basis that a neighbour might at some later date wish 
to extend hislher house in the same way: at some later date should a neighbour ever 
wish to extend their house then at that time their architect and the Planning AuthOrity 
would correctly have to take account of the neighbouring houses and any existing 
extensions already added to these. This view has been supported be a Reporter 
appointed by the Scottish Executive when considering an appeal prior to the change in 
the 'appeal procedures', 

4th comment 
All Photographs and statements made in my appeal submission are very relevant. 
The sketch drawing submitted by the objector showing the relationship of the proposed 
extension to a skie window in his house is of no substance· the planning officials have 
agreed that the proposed extension does not conflict with the Council's guideHnes 
relating to 'daylight; sunlight and privacy'. 
There is _olAteIy no reason why the case officer's recommendation shouki be ignored 
• mdHd, It Is contended that tul account must be taken to his very positive 
recommendation as he is only planner who actually inspected the property and its 
sitellocation before reaching a decision. His recommendation was overtumed by others 
who mistakenly took they were familiar with the propertyllooation and later 
wrongly describe Buckstone Road's character as being one of detached hous&s set In 
large gardens - when in fact DW!i2grdl~ MiU~Il' bouse§ in BtW~tQU5:i ROld a~ set in lime 
HrMn~ 100 in fJ<1t theY're au hyiltYIO' clost! tggethe[. The same personls who overturned 
the case officer's recommendation have also wrongly stated that recent Consents in 
Buckstone Road are in respect of single storey extensions when, in fact, the 
lJast majority of extensions in Buckstone Road are two storey - 121n total 
It is Interesting to note that those planning officers who where Involved in the deciSion 
making process without inspected the property/site and who decided to overrule 
the positive recommendation of the case officer used the same phrase to desCribe the 
location as the objector, namely - "Buckstone Road's character Is one ofdetacood 
houses set in glJ1rdens "- perhaps they were unduly Influenced by the inaccurate 
and misleading statements made by the objector? 

5th comment 
The photograph attached to the objector's comments cleal'iy shows that the houses 45 -
51 Bockstone set in large gardens. 
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