
DUDDINGSTON VILLAGE CONSERVATION SOCIETY 
 
Registered as a charity 
 
1 Duddingston House Courtyard 
Edinburgh 
EH15 1JG 
Tel: 0131 661 7707 
  
e-mail:  mw@mwindsor.net 
 
 

 
Mrs Sue Bruce 
Chief Executive 
Edinburgh City Council 
Waverley Court 
4 East Market Street 
Edinburgh EH8 1BG 
 
Dear Mrs Bruce 
 
Planning application 2014/01343/VARY, Craigneuk, 15, Old Church Lane, Edinburgh EH15 
 
The Duddingston Village Conservation Society (DVCS) exists in order to protect the character and 
amenity of a unique area of Edinburgh.  A very large number of the residents are members and there 
is great concern here about how this application was handled, leading to a flawed decision. 
 
Steve and Gaynor Turner of 24 Old Church Lane, the property most affected by the extension to 
Craigneuk now taking shape have written to the Council's Head of Planning and Building Standards 
indicating their dissatisfaction with the way in which this matter has been dealt with by the Council's 
Planning Department. The Society agrees with and supports their view. The extension now being built 
is, in the Society's view, grossly out of scale, unduly prominent and severely detrimental to the visual 
amenity of the area and to the views to and from the Royal Park. 
 
The purpose of this letter is to detail the reasons for the complaint and to register our profound 
dissatisfaction with the way in which development proposals at Craigneuk have been handled. 
 
 
1. Notification of, and publicity for, proposals for development. 
 
The Government publication "A Guide to Development in Conservation Areas in Scotland", 
published in 2005 and current at the time of the 2009 application says, in answer to the question "Can 
I make comments on any application?" "Yes. Once an application is lodged...an advertisement will be 
placed in the local press...interested parties may make representations within ...21 days. The local 
planning authority must take these representations into account before making a decision". 
 
Can you confirm that the procedure required by S.65 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) (Scotland) Act, 1997 was followed in respect of the 2009 application? If not, 
why not? 
 
If the correct procedure had been followed it seems unlikely that the confusion that arose over the size 
and design of the extension would have occurred. The Society and local residents would have seen the 
plans that were the subject of the application and would, without doubt, have made representations. It 

 



appears that they were denied this opportunity by the Council's failure to comply with the provisions 
of the relevant legislation. 
 
Furthermore, when the Society took advantage of the Notification of the proposal 14/01875/TCO not 
only to object, in an email dated 30 May, to the cutting down of the trees on site, it also pointed out 
that the plans submitted at that time showed a number of modifications to the 2009 approval which, in 
our view, required consent. We also made clear our objections to them. We asked to be notified when, 
and if, any new application was submitted. We were not notified when the 2014 application to vary 
the 2009 permission was submitted, nor were local residents, and in consequence, in writing the 
Report of Handling your officers were able to report that "No representations were received". We can 
assure you that had the Society been given the opportunity to comment it would have reiterated the 
substance of our email of 30 May and raised strong objection to some of the proposals. 
 
2. Failure to comply with approved national and local policies relating to Development in 
Conservation Areas. 
 
S.61 of the 1997 Act makes clear a local planning authority's duty to "...preserve and enhance" the 
appearance of Conservation Areas. This is reflected in the Edinburgh Local Development Plan (most 
recently in the version of June 2014) Policy Env 6. Without embarking on a detailed critique of the 
merits of the decisions made in 2009 and 2014 it is clear that the latest proposal with its huge, out-of-
scale extension, its destruction of trees, its vastly extended area of hard surfacing and its oversized 
vehicular access and gates does not preserve and certainly does not enhance visual amenity in this 
critical location.  
 
This disregard of established policies leading to a flawed decision is perhaps an inevitable 
consequence of an apparent sloppiness and lack of care in the way in which the application was dealt 
with by the Council. This seems clear to us from the "Report of Handling".  
 
A few examples of this carelessness - and there are others - illustrate the point: 
a. The section from the subheading "Site Description" in paragraph 3.1 to the end of paragraph 3 (i.e. 
the meat of the report) has been lifted, with no regard to its accuracy, currency or relevance, from the 
2009 report. 
 
Therefore mistakes in the 2009 report are repeated in 2014. For example, it is stated in the 2009 report 
that the extension will be 23m x 15m x 7m. Mercifully this is not now, and never was, true. The 
dimensions on the submitted plans, then and now, are 18.55m x 6.6m x approx. 8m.  
 
b. What are we to make of the assertion in the penultimate paragraph on page 3 of the Handling 
Report, that the siting of the extension in front of the building line is "...to avoid disruption of the 
views towards Duddingston Kirk"? It has destroyed those views from Old Church Lane, Holyrood 
Park or Doctor Neils' Garden.   
 
c. Elsewhere, the changes proposed in the 2014 application mean that the 2009 report no longer holds 
true, but it is still quoted as though it is. For example the first paragraph on page 3 of the 2014 report 
says that an extended study will be accommodated on an extended upper ground floor. This feature 
has been omitted on the revised drawings. 
 
d. Furthermore the arrangement and function of the rooms proposed to be provided has been changed 
on the 2014 drawings but the report uncritically perpetuates the description from 2009. 
 
While these mistakes, and there are others, in isolation, may not be critical, their steady accumulation 
gives us no confidence whatsoever that the proposals were properly understood, appraised, measured 
against established policies, and eventually determined.  
 
 



3. Applications for tree work were mishandled. 
 
The 2009 application contained no proposals to fell or lop the trees on site. Presumably therefore the 
Council accepted the assurance implicit in the application that the development could be carried out 
without harm to the existing trees. However at the time of neither application does the Council appear 
to have made any attempt to exercise its duty to protect these Conservation Area trees. Instead, in 
2014 it seems to have decided to allow their destruction simply because the applicant asked for it.  
 
It might have been easier to understand how the Council came to its decision, if the Decision Notice 
itself had not been expressed in such garbled and self-contradictory terms.  
 
It clearly acknowledges that the trees make a contribution to the character and attractiveness of the 
Conservation Area yet that character and attractiveness can be sacrificed because it is asserted that the 
house extension and other structures might be at risk in the future from those trees if they are left 
unfelled. We consider that if this risk really exists then the Council was negligent in not taking 
account of it at the time of the 2009 application and seeking modifications to the proposal to ensure 
the preservation of the trees.  
 
In passing we would mention that we can find no basis for the applicants assertion that "The holly tree 
has permission to be removed..." which was apparently allowed to pass unchallenged by the Council's 
officers so that its retention as now proposed seems to be simply a ploy to soften up the Council to 
raise no objection to a far greater destruction of important trees.  
 
The Planning Department normally, and rightly, subjects planning applications relating to 
Duddingston Village to intensive scrutiny.  In this case, it has not done so at all.  Numerous errors 
have occurred during the planning processes.  More importantly, it is difficult to believe that the main 
question of the visual impact of the proposals on the village, the Royal Park and Duddingston Loch 
has received the attention it surely merited.  As a result an entirely inappropriate development has 
been allowed.  The loss of amenity is not only to the Duddingston Conservation Area.  The whole city 
has lost in a way that calls into question the capacity of the Planning Department to protect 
Edinburgh’s heritage and natural beauty. If confidence is to be restored, it is imperative that you 
conduct an investigation into how these failures took place and then take the necessary remedial 
action to ensure that they are not repeated.  

Moreover, if Conservation Societies like ours find that the Planning process does not help us 
rigorously to protect these areas we find ourselves toothless and can no longer contribute what we 
could and should do to the protection of the vital assets that the city has. This particular site could not 
be more sensitive. It is at the interface between the Royal Park and the entrance to Duddingston 
Village and is right beside its medieval Kirk. Yet the scrutiny it received not only from the Council 
but from Historic Scotland was negligible. We thank you for your attention to this matter and ask you 
to urgently investigate it and advise us of the outcome. 

Yours sincerely 

 
Dr Malcolm Windsor OBE 
Chairman  
 

cc Historic Scotland,     cc Cockburn Association  
 
 
  

 


