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Date of Notice 06.02.2026

Proposal      Installation of rooflights to dwelling house

    

Applicant         Ms Laura Kyle

1. Introduction

This Statement accompanies the Notice of Review submitted in respect of the refusal of planning permission for the 
installation of conser vation-style rooflights at 21 Langside Drive , Glasgow.

The application relates to an unlisted Victor ian villa located within a designated Conser vation Area. The proposal seeks 
permission for the installation of two rooflights on the west-facing side roof slope of the or iginal dwelling.

The decision notice states that the proposal is contrar y to:

• NPF4 Policy 7: Histor ic Assets and Places
• CDP9: The Histor ic Environment
• SG9: Histor ic Environment

Specifically on the basis that the rooflights would introduce an anomalous inter vention in a prominent location that fails to 
respect the architectural character of the building and would detract from the wider conser vation area.

For the reasons set out below, it is respectfully submitted that the proposal complies with the Development Plan when read 
as a whole and that the refusal does not proper ly reflect the limited visual impact, policy compliance, and conser vation-
sensitive design of the revised scheme.

2. Policy Context

NPF4 – Policy 7: Histor ic Assets and Places

Policy 7 suppor ts proposals affecting histor ic assets where they:

• Preser ve or enhance the character and appearance of the asset and its setting
• Are based on an understanding of the histor ic environment
• Avoid adverse impact on the special interest of the asset

CDP9 and SG9 – Histor ic Environment

SG9 (paras 2.41–2.42) provides specific guidance on rooflights within Conser vation Areas. It states:

• Rooflights should not be introduced on the front elevation of unlisted buildings in 
Conser vation Areas.

• Conser vation-style rooflights are the preferred solution.
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• Units should replicate traditional rooflights in design, be low-profile , flush-fitted, include 
glazing bars, and be coloured to blend with the roof finish.

• The number and location of rooflights will be taken into consideration.

3. Compliance with SG9 – Location

The proposal does not include rooflights on the pr incipal (front) elevation of the villa.

The two rooflights are positioned on the west-facing side roof slope. While the proper ty occupies a corner plot, this side 
elevation is not equivalent to a pr incipal façade in architectural or townscape terms.

Impor tantly:

• The side boundar y is defined by a masonr y wall, fence and mature hedge planting.
• An updated Visual Impact Assessment was submitted to demonstrate winter conditions when 

deciduous foliage is absent.
• The hedge provides effective year-round screening from Langside Drive .
• From pedestr ian eye level on the public footway, the rooflights are not visible .
• In key viewpoints, the existing chimney stack obscures the relevant por tion of roof slope.
• In other positions, the roof overhang prevents a direct line of sight.

The proposal therefore complies with SG9 paragraph 2.41, as no rooflights are introduced on the front elevation, and the 
side elevation is not publicly perceptible in a manner that would impact the conser vation area.

4. Compliance with SG9 – Design and Materials

Following officer feedback, the proposal was revised to:

• Reduce the size of all rooflights by approximately one third
• Specify conser vation-style rooflights
• Incorporate central glazing bars
• Use a por trait or ientation
• Align rooflights ver tically with existing window openings
• Ensure low-profile , flush-fitted installation
• Specify dark-coloured frames to blend with the existing natural slate roof finish

The number of rooflights has been kept to the minimum required (two units).

The revised specification directly addresses the design cr iter ia set out in SG9 paragraph 2.42 and reflects a conser vation-led 
approach to detailing.

The rooflights do not:

• Interrupt the r idge line
• Project above the plane of the roof
• Alter the roof silhouette
• Remove or disturb architectural detailing

They are modest, propor tionate inser tions within a secondar y roof slope.
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5. Prominence and Visual Impact

The refusal descr ibes the rooflights as being located in a “prominent” position.

Respectfully, this assessment does not reflect the site conditions demonstrated in the submitted Visual Impact Assessment.

Prominence must be assessed by reference to:

• Actual public visibility
• Degree of interruption to roof scape
• Contr ibution to conser vation area character

The proposed rooflights are:

• Not visible from the pr incipal elevation
• Not perceptible from pedestr ian level due to boundar y treatment and existing building 

elements
• Positioned on a secondar y roof plane

Even in the unlikely event of par tial seasonal visibility, the reduced scale , flush conser vation detailing, and limited number 
ensure that no mater ial harm ar ises to the character of either the building or the wider conser vation area.

The defining character istics of the Conser vation Area — stone façades, roof form, chimneys, massing and boundar y 
treatments — remain entirely unaffected.

6. Compliance with NPF4 Policy 7

The proposal preser ves the character and appearance of the building and conser vation area because it:

• Retains the or iginal roof form and silhouette
• Introduces only minor, reversible alterations
• Does not alter the architectural composition of the pr incipal elevation
• Utilises sympathetic mater ials and detailing

Rooflights are a lightweight and reversible inter vention. They do not constitute structural alteration to the roof and could 
be removed without permanent harm to the histor ic fabr ic .

The proposal represents a modest adaptation of a traditional dwelling to meet contemporar y living requirements without 
extending the building or alter ing its massing.

As such, it accords with the intent and requirements of Policy 7.

7. Context Within the Street

It is noted that comparable rooflights are present on neighbouring proper ties, including examples located on more 
prominent roof slopes facing Langside Drive .

While each application must be assessed on its own merits, this demonstrates that rooflights are not alien features within 
the wider roof scape context.
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The proposal at No. 21 is mater ially less prominent than examples visible on pr incipal elevations within the immediate 
vicinity.

8. Sustainable Adaptation and Use

The rooflights facilitate the sensitive conversion of the attic space to provide two home working areas.

The proposal:

• Enables continued occupation of the proper ty by a growing family
• Suppor ts modern working patterns
• Avoids the need for relocation or external extension
• Makes efficient use of existing building stock

Such modest adaptation aligns with broader sustainability pr inciples within NPF4, encouraging the continued viable use of 
existing buildings.

9. Officer Correspondence and Revisions

Following pre-determination discussions, the application responded positively to officer feedback by:

• Reducing the scale of rooflights
• Revising the specification to conser vation-style units
• Submitting a Statement of Amendments
• Providing an updated Visual Impact Assessment

The revisions directly addressed the design concerns raised.

It is respectfully submitted that the revised scheme demonstrates a clear willingness to achieve policy compliance and 
mitigate potential impacts.

10. Conclusion

The proposal:

• Complies with SG9 paragraphs 2.41–2.42
• Preser ves the character and appearance of the building
• Does not introduce rooflights on the pr incipal elevation
• Has negligible visual impact due to screening and positioning
• Utilises conser vation-appropriate detailing
• Represents a minor, reversible inter vention

When assessed against NPF4 Policy 7, CDP9, and SG9, the proposal does not result in mater ial harm to the character of the 
building or conser vation area.

Procedural Clarification

The decision notice dated 6 Februar y 2026 refers to a Handling Repor t. At the time of submitting this Notice of Review, a 
copy of that repor t has not been made available to the applicant. A request for the Handling Repor t was submitted by email 
on 13 Februar y 2026.
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Given that the application was or iginally submitted on 13 October 2025 and validated on 31 October 2025, the applicant 
has proceeded with submission of the Notice of Review in order to avoid fur ther delay.

Should the Handling Repor t contain additional reasoning beyond that set out in the decision notice , the applicant reser ves 
the r ight to respond to any such matters.

It is therefore respectfully requested that the Local Review Committee over turn the refusal and grant planning permission.

Signed: Daniel Bär, Architect
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Applicant Response to Report by Executive Director of Neighbourhoods, 
Regeneration and Sustainability (“the Briefing Note”) 1 

We thank the Councillors for taking the time to consider our application. Our comments 
below are intended to accompany our Statement of Appeal, following the publication of 
additional documentation by the Council.  

Committee Considerations 

In response to Committee Considerations, contained in Section 7 of the Briefing Note, 
we would be grateful if the Committee would consider a couple of points.   

Building Line 

- The Report notes that “The City Development Plan defines a building line as “The 
elevation fronting a road, not including elements such as the front of any porches, 
canopies, garages or bay windows…Rooflights are proposed to be introduced to 
an elevation fronting the road, contrary to policy.”  

- Planning circular 1/2024 explains: “Additional restrictions apply to windows 
situated on the principal elevation of a building and side elevations that front a 
road. This is because these are generally the more prominent parts of the 
building and therefore more sensitive to change.”2 

- In addition, the National Planning Framework states: “Development proposals will 
be accompanied by an assessment which is based on an understanding of the 
cultural significance of the historic asset and/or place. The assessment should 
identify the likely visual or physical impact of any proposals for change, 
including cumulative effects and provide a sound basis for managing the impacts 
of change.”3 

- We believe for the reasons set out below that the visual impact would be very 
limited.   

Visual Impact 

- Section 7 of the Briefing Note also states that “The rooflights of the upper roof are 
visible from Langside Drive at the traffic lights and at Corrour Road”.  

- Image 9 in the Photographs submitted by Tim Moss shows the view travelling 
Northbound on Langside Drive (the side elevation can’t be seen travelling 
southbound) and images 10-12 show the view from the bottom of Corrour Road. 
While we don’t wish to suggest that there is no possible vantage from which the 
rooflights can be seen, the images make clear that the proposed site of the 
rooflights is significantly obscured from view and from many angles is impossible 

 
1 Report by Executive Director of Neighbourhoods, Regeneration and Sustainability 
2 Planning circular 1/2024: householder permitted development rights 7 
3 National Planning National Planning Framework 4 Policy 7a – Available here  

https://www.gov.scot/publications/national-planning-framework-4/pages/3/


to see. As part of the Statement of Appeal, our architect also submitted a number 
of  additional images and a comprehensive visual impact assessment, which also 
highlights the difficulty of seeing the rooflights.  

- As noted in paragraph 4.1.02 of the Report, the west elevation (which faces 
Langside Drive) is bound by a wall, fence and mature hedge planting (trees) which, 
together, significantly obscure the view of the property from the road (Photographs 
9-12 referenced above show this). In case it is helpful to add, we have no intention 
of interfering with the wall, fence or hedging and our understanding of relevant 
legislation is that we couldn’t do so without Council consent.   

Concluding Remarks 

- The Report asks the Committee to consider whether: 
o The introduction of a new rooflight to this elevation would constitute a 

detriment to the traditional façade of the front elevation which would erode 
the character of the conservation area?  

o The introduction of an incongruous element to a key view of the 
conservation area would affect heritage amenity of the area? 

- We respectfully submit that the rooflights do not constitute a “detriment to the 
traditional façade” or introduce an “incongruous element to a key view”. For the 
reasons set out above, the rooflights are difficult to spot and are if constructed in 
line with the Document of Suggested Conditions, which we fully intend to do, 
would have a limited impact on the character of the conservation area.   

- The significant coverage of the west elevation by the wall, fence and trees means 
that the elevation itself isn’t prominently visible from Langside Drive / Corrour 
Road (as suggested in the Reasons for Refusal (paragraph 3.1.03 of the Briefing 
Note)). This is evidenced by the Photographs submitted by Tim Moss and our 
architect.  

- We also note the proposed solution of relocating the lights to the rear roof. We 
discussed this at length with our architect. However, this would mean relocating 
a bathroom and moving many of the workings of the house, which are located to 
the rear of the property. This would be a costly exercise and would involve ripping 
out a perfectly good bathroom to reposition it elsewhere, which would not be an 
environmentally friendly solution.  

- We note the publication of the Document of Suggested Conditions on our 
application portal and would like to reiterate that we are happy for our proposal to 
be accepted on the basis of the conditions contained therein. 

Thank you for taking the time to consider our appeal.  

 




