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11 th December 2002 

Mr & Mrs Airress 
7 Gullane Crescent 
Westerwood 
Cumbernauld 
G68 OHR 

Condie Plummer Architects 
23 Brouster Hill 
East Kilbride 
G74 IAH 

Extension to Dwellinghouse 

7 Gullane Crescent, Westerwood, Cumbernauld G68 OHR 

57: Westerwood, Carrickstone and Dullatur Councillor Gordon 
Murray 

275575676535 

N/02/01659/FUL 

This application site is covered by residential policies in the 
Cumbernauld Local Plan 1993. 

No 

4 Representation Letters 

Not Required 

The applicants seek permission for the construction of a two-storey rear extension to a detached 
dwellinghouse at 7 Gullane Crescent. The extension will accommodate a kitchen and dining room 
extension on the ground floor and a bedroom on the first floor. Following neighbour notification three 
letters of objection have been received from the residents at 9 Gullane Crescent, details of which are 
contained in my report. Another letter of objection has been received from Councillor Gordon Murray 
who has requested a site visit. Despite the concerns of the objectors, I recommend that planning 
permission be granted. 

Recommendation: 

1. 

Grant Subject to the Following Conditions:- 

That the development hereby permitted shall be started within five years of the date of this 
permission. 





Reason: To accord with the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997. 

2. That the facing materials to be used for the external walls and roof shall match in colour and 
texture those of the existing adjoining building. 

Reason: To safeguard the residential amenity of the area. 

Background Papers: 

Application form and plans received 1 1 th December 2002 

Letter from John Gair,Chartered Architect, 51 Thomson Drive, Bearsden, Glasgow, G61 3NZ received 
18th December 2002 (on behalf of Mr. 8, Mrs. Bell, Gullane Crescent) 
Letter from John Gair, 51 Thomson Drive, Bearsden, Glasgow, G61 3NZ received 24th December 2002 
(on behalf of Mr. & Mrs. Bell, Gullane Crescent) 
Letter from Councillor Gordon Murray,P 0 Box 14, Civic Centre, Motherwell, ML1 1TW received 3rd 
January 2003 (on behalf of Mr. & Mrs. Bell, Gullane Crescent) 
Letter from John Gair, 51 Thomson Drive, Bearsden, Glasgow, G61 3NZ received 10th March 2003. 
(on behalf of Mr. & Mrs. Bell, Gullane Crescent) 

Any person wishing to inspect these documents should contact Mr. Thomson at 01236 616466. 



APPLICATION NO. NlO2lOl659lFUL 

REPORT 

1. 

1.1 

1.2 

1.3 

2. 

2.1 

3. 

3.1 

3.2 

Description of Site and Proposal 

This application is for a two storey rear extension at 7 Gullane Crescent, Westerwood, 
Cumbernauld. The property in question is a large two storey detached house in a 
neighbourhood of similar properties. The applicant has a large rear garden ground measuring 
12 metres wide by 25 metres long. Directly behind this is an area of open space which lies 
adjacent to the public road. 

The applicant originally planned to construct a two storey extension measuring 6 metres long 
by 6.5 metres wide by 7.3 metres high. This was to provide a kitchen extension and dining area 
on the ground floor and a master bedroom with an en suite on the first floor. On the northhorth 
west elevation the applicant proposed to have patio doors leading to an area of decking on the 
ground floor, and a set of French doors forming a mock balcony feature on the first floor. Two 
velux windows will be installed in the roof of the extension. 

The applicant has submitted amended plans indicating a 0.5 metre reduction in the length of the 
extension. The first floor French door feature has been moved to the west/south west elevation. 

Development Plan 

The adopted local plan for the area within which this site is located is the Cumbernauld Local 
Plan 1993. Policy HG3 seeks to protect the amenity of existing residential areas and presumes 
in favour of extensions to existing dwellings which are in keeping with the scale and character of 
the dwelling and the surrounding area. 

Representations 

Four letters of representation have been received, one from Councillor Gordon Murray and three 
from the neighbours, Mr and Mrs Bell at 9 Gullane Crescent. Two of the letters from the 
neighbours and Councillor Murray's letter were in response to the original plans. Councillor 
Murray has requested that a site visit be conducted. The grounds of objection can be 
summarised as follows: 

0 

0 

The proposed extension is too large and too tall and this will deprive No. 9 of sunlight in 
their garden and will reduce natural light into their lounge; 
The French window feature will directly overlook the garden at No. 9 all will affect their 
amenity and privacy. There are no essential planning or architectural reasons for this 
feature and its location other than giving the applicant a good view of the Kilsyth hills. 

One additional letter was received regarding the amended plans and the objections can be 
summarised as follows: 

0 The scale and height of the proposed extension is still excessive - a reduction of 0.5 
metres in the length from the original plans is more of a gesture than a real attempt to 
address the massing; 
The extension will still overshadow No. 9 reducing the amount of daylight; 
The extension is an over-development of the site; 
Velux windows are not in keeping with the style or design of other houses in the estate. 

0 

0 



4. Plannina Assessment and Conclusions 

4.1 

4.2 

4.3 

4.4 

4.5 

4.6 

4.7 

4.8 

4.9 

4.10 

4.1 1 

Planning decisions must be made in accordance with the development plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. The main consideration in assessing this application is how 
the proposed extension will impact on the surrounding residential area in terms of scale and 
design. 

The applicants have chosen the most practical way to extend their property given the internal 
layout of the house and constraints to either side of their property. On one side of their house 
there is a garage, and there is insufficient space on the other side of the house to accommodate 
an extension. 

A rear extension minimises the impact on the amenity of the rest of Gullane Crescent and the 
applicant has a large rear garden which can easily accommodate the proposed extension whilst 
leaving plenty of usable garden ground. The proposal cannot be considered as over 
development of the site. 

The objectors’ concerns are that the proposed extension will have a detrimental effect on the 
amenity of the neighbouring properties, in particular No. 9 Gullane Crescent. The main 
concerns are stated in paras. 3.1 & 3.2 above. 

The objectors contend that the extension is too large and too tall and the 0.5 metre reduction in 
length in the amended plans is more of a gesture than a serious attempt to reduce the size. Any 
further reduction in the size of the extension would make the room sizes so small as to bring the 
point of the project into question. The main consideration is whether or not the impact of an 
extension this size will seriously affect the amenity of No. 9. 

The objectors have argued that the proposed balcony feature in the original plans will affect 
their privacy as it will directly overlook their rear garden. As this feature has been relocated in 
the amended plans and, as there are no longer any bedroom windows on this elevation, I 
conclude that the extension will not affect the privacy currently enjoyed by the residents of No. 
9. 

The objectors also contend that the proposed extension will deprive No.9 of sunlight on their 
garden and reduce the amount of natural light into their lounge. In order to establish whether or 
not this is the case, a “sunlightldaylight” test has been applied. The relevant test contained 
within the Building Research Establishment Guidelines titled “Site Layout Planning for Daylight 
and Sunlight: A Guide to Good Practice”, indicates that any potential loss of light is not 
significant enough to warrant a refusal of this application. 

It is my opinion that the design of the extension is acceptable and in keeping with the scale and 
character of the residential area. As the materials will match the existing house, it is considered 
that the extension does not detract from the original dwellinghouse. 

It is conceded that the velux windows are an unfamiliar architectural feature in this area. Their 
impact will be minimal as they are to the rear of the property and will not be obvious from the 
street. Neither will they affect the amenity or privacy of No. 9. 

Having considered the impact of the proposed extension on the amenity of the surrounding area 
in general and on No. 9 in particular, I am of the opinion that there are no grounds to justify 
refusing planning permission. 

Notwithstanding the objections received, it is recommended that permission be granted. 


