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• preserves or enhtmces the special chanJcter or appearance of the 
conservation sres tlnd Is consistent with the relevant conservtltloo area 
�C�h�~�i�n�u�m�r�t�l�p�p�m�i�s�e�l� 

• �p�r�e�~� trees. hflKlges, walls, railings, lUiItJ'Inrf 

features which contribute positively to the character 
• d&monstrele$ high standards 01 dfisign and utilises I'I'lRfRJ'UII'I.1i!t 

amW1.'Jf1af'e to the historic environmenl, 

We disagree with the Council decision because: 
1, There will be no vllmal effect from the proposed development on the 

character of the area as the bike shed will be hidden behind an 
established hedge of dimensions O.9m depth x 5.1 m width x 1.1m 
height. 

2. Even if hedge WIH a future owner the house, as the 
..-..... ....... Imrmi$$$. the bike shed would stiR not be out of character with 

appearance of the neighbourhood as many similar strucWras 
already form part of the character of the area. 

3, In choosing a low wooden shed, situating it behind a high hedge which 
we fully intend to preserve, and by appropriately planting around the 
shed we have actually respected Policy Env 6, and acted to presetVe 
or enhance the lP6Cial character or appearence of the conservation 

preserw trees. hedges, boundlflty Wfllls, reHings. ptlving and 
other features which conttibute �~� to Ihe charecter of the area 

demonstrete high slendards 01 dfisign snd materials 
SDllml:UWa. to tha hislorIc environment, 

,I\t purchasing the property we have maintained and 
reinstated the iron railing and gate both of which further support Policy 
Env 6. The bike shed being behind both of these boundary barriers 
does not therefore detract from the conservation area appeal. 

3. The Council propoHS the 18 contrary Statutory 
Guidelm. respect of House Extensions and Alterations, 

Extrect from document: 
"ThfJ will permit altfJrations fJxtensions to buildings which in 
their design form, choice of and positioning ara compatible 
with the charecter of theorlginal building, will not rasult an unreasonable 
loss of privacy or natural light to neighbouring properliIJs and are not 
datrlmfJntll to amenity and t"PI$U''tU'far 

djaalNewRh 
1. a bike shed is not a 

�~�c�e�d� 
mention bike sheds 

�b�e�C�~�U�J�H�t� _ .%!D'i'aft 

alteration or AV?<liinliiu· .. n" 

on 'Hoon fli't"aJl"eO" ...... 'e< 

3. it will not result in unreasonable loss of privacy or naturat light to 
neighbouring properties 
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4. even jf the Council pertains it is valid to asseu a bike shed in relation to 
this set of guidelines! the proposed bike shed will not be detrimental to 
neighbourhood amenity and character as: 
a) it will not visible from the 
b) there are numerous other in the 
neighbourhood, which are visibts street, as well as those which are 
not visible the street. There are bike sheds, garden and bin sheds 
which can already be seen and our shed - whits not even visible - would be 
of a similar wood material to those already in existence and already approved 
by the City Council Planning Department. 

I draw your attention In particular to 48 Craiglea Drive where planning 
permission was submitted for a shed, which similar ours, would not be 
seen from to due to an htdga, Planning permiuion for 
this bike shed was granted on appeal and thereby sets a preicedient 

Other examples already In existence include: 
28 St Clair Terrace - garden shed - visible 
15 St Clair Terrace - bike shed - visible 
8 Plewiands Terrace - bike shed - visible 
3 St Ninians Terrace - bin shed- visible 
133 Craiglea - bin shed - Vlmf. 
10T Craiglea - tsrge garden - visible 
29 Craiglea - bike shed - VHUrlllm 

93 Craiglea - bike shed - VI_rlll_ 

51 Momingside Drive - bike shed - URl'iI"IIIa 

5. Given the above, contrary to the Council assertion, our proposal can be 
seen to positively narmon1S9 with the existing local area. 
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Having addrened the Council's reasons for refusing permission, we 
would like to draw your attention to elements of the Edinburgh City 
Local Plan which are supportive to our proposal. 

In the 'Strategy' section of the Plan one of Driwn b' Change to 
achieve 'A More Sustainable City' through reducing carbon emissions from 
motorised transport. Indeed the plan states 'The pllf1rming system has a key 
trJIe to In ensuring that growth sustalnlf1blet in reducing alrbon 
emissions manlf1gelJblFJ IFJveIs In minimising other ~ 
environment. effects of dewlopment. U 

By refusing convenient. suitable storage of commuters' bicycles the planning 
department can be seen to be aeting against stated By approving 
cycle storager similar that which has aifeady been approved for other IoaJI 
hOUMholds, the Council will be enabling residents to reduce carbon 
emissions by commuting on bicycle. 

• To minim/M the detrimental eff«:ts of tmfflc and pafldng on 
communities and tha environment. 

Tha plan further statE.: 

9.2 Edinburgh is a compact city which has managed to sustain rellf1tively high 
IFJve/s of public transport UM, walking and cycling compared to other cities. 
Wddng and oydlng the city Imd other ~ of work Mt· masonablFJ 
options for meny people IlvkIg mote centrai hoUsing areas. 

9,4 The consequences of Mcessive ClfJI' UM and d~y Stews" known, 
in terms of ~ and dfltefiorating air quality, and for the soonomy. the 
envInmment and people who do have accNS to 11 air. improved 
tmntJport system based on sustainable altemativeN to the air Is therefore a 
high priority for Edinburgh, to tackle congestion, enable evsl)l'One to tha 
best possiblFJ accNS to jobs e~1 iJnd provide wider 
COImeations of a bating Edinburgh~s eN 11 dly IInd 
getaway This Is central objective of Local 
Transport Strategy, which pfOPO$es continued investment public tmnsport. 
walking cycling and in particular s tram ~ for the msln movement 
corridors, 

By chooling to commute city centre by bicycle we are pOlitively 
contributing to the prelervaiion of the conservation area and the wider 
community by producing carbon monoxide emislionl and not uling 

support UI doing this the Council needs to convenient ltomge 
is iltiCUre and does require taking wat through a house on 

a minyday, 
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Further, one of the residents works ror the City Council who not only 
encourage biking to work but also encourage biking to meetings and between 
Council venues which this resident has undertaken 00 behalf of the Council -
both to reduce travel costs and contributing to emissloos, The Council 
should therefore be supportive such efforts by allowing convenient and 
secure bicycle st'Orage, which in this case would n'Ot even visible to 
residents and passer&-by. 

The plan continues: 

Policy Tra 6 - Private Cycle Parking 

Planning ptKn'lissloo be granted for development where the cycle parking 
and ~ fJlfWlsion to 0. made complies with the «andam. ., in 
wpplementary planning guidance. 

9,16 The ~ of adtlqu_ cycle parking and ~ facII/tIe$ 
Important In meeting objectJve of the Local Transpod Sttategy to Increase 
the proportion of joumeyIJ made by cycle. The CouncJJ1s parking standards set 
out the required levels of provision of cycle parking and storage facilities In 
housing developments and a range of non-rasidential developments. 

PolIcy Tra 6 - o.Jgn Off-Street Car and 

Cycle parking should similarly be provided close to entrences.; preferably In 
covered seoora Iocstionst encourage cycle use. 

9.3Q Encouragement of walking: and cycling Is at the heart of govemment and 
Council proposals to promote mars wstainable travel1 improve health and 
provide equally for people who for whatever reason do not own a car. 

As the Council cycle parking an Important facility for residents of 
new housing developments, so too it should consider the needs of residents 
in older properties, Just as residents in new properties or offices are neither 
expected leave bikes 00 street, carry through their 
property store them, likewise residents of terraced properties should 
be aUowed off .. street, oonvenient storage which is similar that .Iready in use 
by other residents in surrounding properties. 

local TNll'\l!!Il~ Strategy which our 

Tnflrt!Jport Stmtegy 2007-12 

BACKGROUND 
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does not po/lute. Cyclists need very little space and cycling facilities are 
relatively inexpensive. 
Since 1999. the proportion of all trips made in the City by Edinburgh 
r&SkJents bicycle risen an eighth, accidents involving 
cyclists reduced. However. cycle trips. account less 2% 
of all trips made, although the percentage of trips to work are up from 
1.B% to 3.1%. Edinburgh's trawl patterns. and experience elsewhere, 
~ there is potentitJl furthtJr growth. Increasing cycle use can 
reduce pollution and congestion whilst having positive benefits in terms of 
haaIth. Increased cycle use Is also likely to benefit buslnasses in the city 
centre and treditiona/local shopping centres. as they are much more 
accessible by cycle than out of town stores. 

OBJECTIVE 
To ensure that cycling an attrsct/w, _ffg and SflCure option for all short and 
medium distance journeys. 

By approving our propout the 
refusing our proposal Council 

Cycle 12 

is supporting the above objective. By 
acting against this prol~lt 

The Council will teke ective measufft to encourage cycling through marKeting 
and training. 

If the Council is spending budget on actively encouraging cycling, it is 
adingagainst this budgetary spend by refuSing our bike sheet 

In summary we make the following poimB; 
- we are not proposing to act against the Councilfs objective of $/ensuring 

that new development Is of the highest design quality snd rsspects, 
_feguards and enhances the speclsl charscter of the city" 
we are positively helping to "Msurs that city develops in an integrated 
and sustainsble mannr 
there is no published guidance on bike sheds on the website and 
when we enquired about this to making the application, the Planning 
Department there no written guidance on topic 
by th. Ihed Council. against policy as an 
employer and acting against own budgetary spend to encourage biking 
to work, and for by not facilitating safe and convenient storage of 
bicydes. 

re 11/02405/FUL Page 7 7 

00 10 


