
DELEGATED REPORT

PLANNING APP No: 18/00502/FUL

Date Application Valid: 4th April 2018
KPI Deadline: 04/06/18 KPI Target Met? N

Proposal 2 Detached Dwellinghouses with Associated Parking and Garages

Address Site To East Of 2 Case Officer:
South Hirst Road Mr Gary McEwan
Harthill
North Lanarkshire

Local Plan Policies NORTH LANARKSHIRE LOCAL PLAN (NLLP)
• NBE 3B (Rural Investment Area)
• DSP 4 (Quality of Development)

Planning History None.
Site Visit Date(s) 411 of May 2018
Weekly List Date 12th April 2018 Weekly List Expiry Date 3d May 2018
Neighbour 11th April 2018 Neighbour Notification 2nd May 2018Notification Sent Expiry Date
Advert Date 18th April 2018 Advert Expiry Date gth May 2018

Detailed Considerations COMMENTS

Siting The application site forms part of an agricultural field 0.1551−la in area located
within the Rural Investment Area to the north east of two existing
dwellinghouses. The site is located south of the B7066, roughly equidistant
between Harthill in the east and Salsburgh in the west and west of the M8
junction 5. The site is bounded to the north by the 137066, to the south and east
by farmland and to the west by 2 residential properties.

Design and Materials The proposed development is for two, detached three bedroom
dwellinghouses. The dwellinghouses would be 1.5 storeys in height. The
proposal also includes two detached garages. The dwellinghouses would be
9.9m wide, 10.4m deep and 7.3m in height. The garages would be 3.6m wide,
7m long and 5.3m in height. The houses would be finished with wet dash
render, mock slate roof tiles and conservation roof lights, although full details of
materials have not been indicated. It is indicated that a beech hedge would be
used as boundary treatment.

Daylight/Sunlight The proposed dwellings and garages would result in no sunlight or daylight
issues.

Boundary Treatment Currently there is a 1m high post and wire fence around the boundary of the
field, which the application site forms part. The proposed site would be
enclosed by beech hedging.

Privacy The proposed dwellings would result in no significant privacy issues with the
closest neighbouring dwellinghouses.

Adjacent Levels The site slopes gradually upward from north to south across the site by 1−2m.

Landscaping (including garden The proposal includes generous front and rear garden areas. The dwellings
ground) comply with the council's minimum open space standards.

Access, Parking & Turning The proposal includes two parking spaces and a garage per dwelling. Three
and four bedroom dwellinghouses are normally required to have 3 parking
spaces.

Site Constraints None.

Consultation Responses Pollution Control − No objections. Various comments regarding noise, clean air
and nuisance during construction phase and lighting from the development.
They have also indicated that if the presence of any unsuspected
contamination becomes evident during construction then it should be brought to
the attention of the Planning Authority within one week or earlier.



Greenspace − No objections.

Roads − Object to proposal. Roads indicate that: The proposed development
will result in an increase in braking manoeuvres at this isolated junction to the
detriment of road safety; South Hirst Road is substandard with no street lighting
or pedestrian facilities present along its length; the applicant proposes to serve
the dwellings via a shared driveway from an access leading from South Hirst
Road as opposed to individual driveways from South Hirst Road and it would
appear the applicant proposes to provide two parking spaces for each dwelling
in a communal courtyard as opposed to a minimum requirement of three
spaces for each dwelling.

The applicant submitted additional information (detailed below) and Roads
provided further comments indicating that: initial comments forwarded in
response to request for observations on this planning application were not
related to the visibility splays to which the applicant's agent refers. It should be
noted while the existing visibilities appear to be satisfactory at present, the
applicant only has control over the splay to the right from the eastern junction of
South Hirst Road along Hirst Road. Hirst Road forms part of the route classified
as the B7066, it is subject to the national speed limit of 60mph at and on the
approaches to the proposed development site as previously indicated and is
rural in nature. The initial comments forwarded are therefore related to the
increase in vehicle braking and turning manoeuvres on Hirst Road at its
junctions with South Hirst Road, which will result from two additional dwellings
being constructed at this proposed development site, where other drivers may
not expect to encounter a junction. South Hirst Road was constructed a
significant number of years ago and the standards applied at that time are no
longer considered acceptable. Other elements of its substandard nature also
exist in addition to the lack of street lighting footways noted by the applicant's
agent. A minimum width of 5.5m is normally required along a traditional road to
allow two vehicles to pass along with 2.Om wide footways. It would appear
South Hirst Road is less than 5.5m along a significant part of its length and at
some points narrows to some 3.3m, particularly near its western end, which is
unsuitable to allow two vehicles to pass, particularly when pedestrians are also
present. The bends near each end immediately south of its junctions with Hirst
Road are substandard with radii less than 25m and footways and a system of
street lighting. No scope would appear to exist to allow South Hirst Road to be
improved and vehicles will be able to access South Hirst from either of its two
junctions with Hirst Road. It is therefore unsuitable to accommodate any
further increase in traffic either pedestrian or vehicular in its current form. It is
possible to access each plot directly from South Hirst Road as opposed to a
shared access arrangement leading from the outside of the eastern curve of
South Hirst Road to a parking courtyard. The proposed access arrangement
also has the potential to confuse drivers to the alignment of South Hirst Road,
as it may appear the road extends further east than at present, particularly due
to the increased width resulting from access being taken from the outside of the
existing bend. The proposed access to the parking courtyard does not appear
to be wide enough to allow two vehicles to pass along its length. The location
of the parking spaces appear remote and may resulting in subsequent
occupiers stopping their vehicles on the access closer to the access to their
home. To be considered as a parking space garages should have minimum
internal dimensions of 3.Om wide x 6.Om long. The proposed garages are
narrower than 3.Om along part of its length and cannot be considered as a
parking space. In addition to these comments Roads indicated that it was noted
that a SUDs facility is proposed along the northern boundary of the proposed
development site. It would appear this facility will not be maintained from the
curtilage of the site boundary and any works required are likely to be carried
out from Hirst Road to the potential detriment of road safety and efficiency. It
was also noted that a beech hedge is proposed to be planted along the
boundary of the site and as the hedge matures it is likely to extend into the
necessary visibility splay.

Representations One letter of representation has been received from Councillor Cochrane
following the neighbour notification process and the comments are as
follows:

1) The aoolication site was the creation of a road Dlannina decision in the



which created a bypass for the farm and 2 other houses as well as
increasing the width of the road. This left a piece of land of approximately
0.8 acre. The applicant has tried in the past to rent the land to the local
farmer, but even keeping horses on this has proven to be unsustainable.
Not only has this failed but the applicant has been left with substantial bills
to remove tyres and rubbish from the site. The main problem is that the
houses to the west of the property have very limited vision to the east due
to the design of the current dwelling houses. Building a property that fits
into this rural location seems to be the only way to make this land
productive and it is considered that this would enhance the location.

2) The Council's commitment to rural investment through NLC's
Supplementary planning guidance 08 is welcomed. However planning are
saying that this development does not fit the criteria due to it being a
"ribbon development" and not a "U" or "Horse shoe" as described in the
guidance. The above policy was brought in to allow investment in rural
areas and is outlined in the Scottish Government's Planning advice note
72. This was a document published to encourage investment in rural
Scotland. The development is small scale infill, as it would be infilling an
area of land that is of no use to agriculture. The development would
actually infill the community between the farm and the house at Junction 5
of the M8lShotts Road and in doing so would fit perfectly into the area and
would not be detrimental to the existing residential or visual amenity of the
area. The Scottish Government indicates that "Small−scale infill in existing
small communities can bring economic and social benefits by supporting
existing services such as schools and shops. Planning authorities should
generally seek to reinforce the building pattern of the existing settlement
and ensure that new buildings respect and contribute to the area's
architectural and cultural heritage." The building pattern in this area is linear
and the farm and the current buildings are organised in a linear pattern, not
a horseshoe or U shaped that is asked for within NLC's RIA policy. Scottish
Planning Policy (SPP) 3 Planning for Housing and SPP 15 (revised) Points
out the requirement for additional housing in an area should reflect local
needs including affordable housing. The land can no longer be used for
agriculture due to past development. "Together, the guidance and advice
indicates that the amount and location of housing that can be developed in
rural areas is determined by a number of factors. These include: Context −
Fit in the landscape; Identity − Design details which reflect the local
character, as well as an increased awareness of energy efficiency linked to
design standards; Connection − Proximity to services, e.g. schools, shops
(ideally within walking or cycling distance), ease of access (from an existing
road and foot path and to a rail station or bus route. Overall, new
developments in the countryside, if properly planned, sited and designed,
contribute to the quality of a landscape. With proper dialogue the architects
and planners should be able to come to an agreement on context and
identity. With regard to connection the houses would be within metres of
the M8 motorway, on the Harthill to Bellshill bus route and 1.8 miles from
Kirk O'Shotts Primary School, 3.4 miles from the Local Secondary School
and 3.2 miles from Shotts Railway station. This is actually an ideal location
for rural housing which is rural but close to existing infrastructure.

3) The applicant was given advice prior to submission of the application
indicating that there was a good chance of obtaining planning permission
for one house, however that it may be possible to get two houses and that
an architect should be sought.

The following response is provided to these comments:

1) Noted.
2) North Lanarkshire Council's interpretation of National Policy for the Rural

Investment Area is expressed and contained in council approved
Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) 08. To avoid isolated and
inappropriate developments, this policy focusses new residential
development on existing clusters of buildings and these are defined as
being farm steading groups of 5 or more buildings. The specifics of this
application are such that the proposed site is not considered to form part of
a cluster of buildings in terms of the policy and would be an inappropriate
linear addition to the 2 existing houses to the west of the site. Additional
develoDment within a cluster is not a aiven as there is a reauirement that



new development must enhance the existing grouping. Even if this was a
considered to be cluster in terms of the policy the proposal being a linear
extension is not considered to do this.

3) With regard to any advice given by the planning service prior to the
submission of the application, it would always be made clear that informal
advice was only that i.e. the only way that a proposal can properly be
tested is through the submission of a planning application. This always
carries risk that permission will not be obtained and can be an expensive
process.

Any Other Material None.
Considerations

Report

Site Description

The application site forms part of an agricultural field 0.155Ha in area located within the Rural Investment Area
to the north east of two existing dwellinghouses. The site is located south of the B7066, roughly equidistant
between Harthill in the east and Salsburgh in the west and west of the M8 junction 5. The site is bounded to the
north by the B7066, to the south and east by farmland and to the west by 2 residential properties.

Proposed Development

The proposed development is for two, detached three bedroom dwellinghouses. The dwellinghouses would be
1.5 storeys in height. The proposal also includes two detached garages. The dwellinghouses would be 9.9m
wide, 10.4m deep and 7.3m in height. The garages would be 3.6m wide, 7m long and 5.3m in height. The
houses would be finished with wet dash render, mock slate roof tiles and conservation roof lights, although full
details of materials have not been indicated. It is indicated that a beech hedge would be used as boundary
treatment.

Applicant's Supporting Information

The applicant has provided a full Design statement explaining the details of the proposal. The applicant has
also submitted further supporting information in the form of e−mails. The supporting information indicates that:

− The site was created as a result of the realigning of Hirst Road associated with the construction of the
M8 during the 1960s. The site has not been used as a field since and should be classed as brownfield.

− The development would reflect the adjacent neighbouring dwellings in terms of height and building line
and will form closure to the east by moving the east unit south and turning it through ninety degrees.

− Safe access will be retained to the remaining field.
− The garaging location is reflective of the garaging to the existing properties. Additional dry stane dykes

will be provided either side of the units, which in conjunction with the hedging form a courtyard in front
of the units. All surface finishes will be either grass or granular

− Current Scottish Planning Policy introduces a presumption in favour of development where this
development contributes to sustainable development and this will be a material consideration.
Paragraph 33 of SPP indicates that where relevant policies are out of date, or development plan is
more than 5 years old then there is a presumption in favour of development that contributes to
sustainable development. The North Lanarkshire Local Plan was adopted in September 2012 and is
now out of date. Paragraph 34 of SPP addresses 'prematurity'. If a proposal is not substantial or
cumulative effect significant, granting planning permission is unlikely to prejudice the emerging plan.
The proposal cannot be considered to be substantial or cumulatively contributing to substantial
development and as adoption is 2.5 years away, prematurity is not a consideration.

− Economic benefit by creating employment and investment.
− The proposal makes efficient use of land, increasing population and support for local centres.
− The development will support delivery of accessible housing allowing both existing and new residents

the opportunity to move from existing housing stock freeing it up for those at other points on housing
ladder.

− The proposal supports the objectives of climate change mitigation through the construction of houses
that meet/exceed the national standards in terms of sustainable construction and materials.

− The proposal takes cognisance of the principles of sustainable land use.
− The proposal has no negative impact on cultural heritage
− The development will adhere to local and national standards for minimising the production of waste

and encourage recycling.
− There will be no adverse impact on water or air quality.
− NPF 3 outlines the Scottish Government's desire to see a significant increase in house building to



ensure housing requirements are met.
− PAN 2/2000 indicates that a Planning Authority must maintain a 5 year housing land supply and

indicates that effective sites must be free from 7 constraints. The site is free from these constraints
− Proposal meets the assessment criteria within SPG 8
− The location of the development in relation to Junction 5 of the M8 and the national motorway network,

makes the development an ideal location to operate from home.
− There will be environmental improvements through provision of hedging, SUDS and nest boxes along

with provision of garden ground and access drive finishes.
− The addition of 2 units will bring balance to the access road and projects more of a settlement

appearance than currently exists.
− No loss of prime agricultural land.
− No loss of local residential amenity.
− The proposal takes cognisance of SPG 7 with regard to materials proposed which will reflect those of

the area.
− The development is accessible by a range of sustainable transport modes bus and rail services.
− The site is free of contamination.
− No infrastructure constraints, water electricity and telecoms are all adjacent to the site, education

capacity is available, surface water will be addressed via SUDs and foul will be addressed via small
treatment works discharging to land drains.

− The development area is not at risk of flooding.
− There are numerous locations across North Lanarkshire where small ribbon developments exist.
− 2 South Hirst Road is used by Mr Weir as the farmhouse for South Hirst Farm (more than 50 years).
− 4 South Hirst Road was used for bottling milk prior to it being utilised as a residential dwelling.

The applicant has also submitted further information following comments from the Council's Roads section
dated 06/06/18 which are detailed as follows:

la: A sightline appropriate to the road classification and speed, 4.5 x 215m, is what currently exists.
This complies with DMRB Volume 6, Section 2, Part 7, TD41195, Clause 2.21. The junction also
complies with DMRD Volume 6, Section 1, Part 1, 9/93, Table 3 and Clause 1.26 − forward visibility of
215m can be achieved over 1.5 times the Desirable Minimum Sight Stopping Distance, as is currently
provided. If it complies with both of the national design requirements above it is not considered to be a
detriment to road safety.
ib: If South Hirst Road is substandard due to the lack of street lighting, it must be asked why NLC
hasn't been provided for the current occupiers. As South Hirst Road is a loop there is no requirement
for vehicles to turn and a width less than 5.5m is acceptable with the number of units that would be
served by South Hirst Road. The width of the link between Hirst Road and South Hirst Road is 7.3m
and the radii at both ends are 10.5m. Due to the limited traffic that will use the road this can be shared
with pedestrians, as it currently is.
3a: The location is rural, not urban, and it has been designed this way to emphasise privacy and
setting and minimise points of possible conflict, although with 5 units this is extremely unlikely to occur.
3b: There are 2 parking spaces plus a garage for each new unit, in total 3 parking spaces. If necessary
it would be possible to incorporate an additional 2 spaces within the courtyard.

The applicant has submitted further information following further comments from the Council's Roads section
dated 10/07/18 which are detailed as follows:

− la: It is agreed that the applicant only has ownership of one side of the junction however when the
junction sightline a burden would have been applied to properties on both sides to ensure that the
sightline was maintained and from inspection it is obvious that the burden is being observed. The
sightlines are compliant with national requirements and as such drivers will be able to react as and
when necessary. It should be noted that there will only be 2 additional units, likely to be 4 additional
peak hour movements at the junction with Hirst Road which cannot be considered in anyway busy.

− ib: North Lanarkshire continue to utilise the 1984 Guidelines produced by Strathclyde Regional
Council together with updated aspects in relation to Traffic Calming and 'Designing Streets'. Aspects of
all 3 are present at the location. Roads can be narrowed to less than 5.5m if intervisible passing is
provided, bends can be less than 25m provided facility is available to accommodate over−riding and
footways are not required where the number of units are less than 25.

− 3a: An agreeable arrangement can be achieved if it is felt there are safety issues with the current
proposal. The parking has been located to reflect that preferred for a cluster scenario but can be
relocated if necessary.

− 3b: The garages can be sized to be 3 x 6m internally.
− Additional comments: SUDS can be accessed from land owned by the Applicant. The hedge will

require trimming once or twice a year. This can be undertaken from land within the Applicant's
ownership and if necessary a condition could be applied to the Consent to ensure no encroachment
alternatively, another form of boundary could be agreed.



Finally the applicant has provided the following further information:

− The planning service were consulted on more than one occasion prior to submission of the application.
It was indicated by planning that planning permission would be unlikely for four houses (as indicated on
rough drawings provided), however that there was a good chance that one house would be acceptable,
or possibly even two.

− The planning service advised that an architect or architectural technician should be contacted for the
submission of planning application.

− Never at any time did it feel like the advice given was 'informal'.
− Following this advice a planning application was submitted.
− The architect is more than willing to work with planners and is open to any suggestions they have to

make.

Development Plan

The site is designated as rural investment area in the North Lanarkshire Local Plan under Policy NBE 3B
(Rural Investment Area).

The proposal also requires to be considered against Policies DSP 1 (Amount of Development), DSP 2
(Location of Development), DSP 3 (Impact of Development on community facilities and infrastructure) and DSP
4 (Quality of Development).

Planning Assessment

Under Section 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, planning authorities are required that
in determining planning application proposals, where regard is to be had to the development plan, that
determination should be in accordance with this plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. In this
instance, there are no strategic implications and the application will therefore be considered in relation to local
plan policy. Therefore, the proposal can be determined against the North Lanarkshire Local Plan.

NBE 3B (Rural Investment Area) provides protection from inappropriate development, albeit that there are
circumstances where limited development is acceptable where it is seen to enhance the environment in which
it is to be set, and specifically requires new development to enhance an existing cluster, enhance natural
heritage value and respect natural boundaries. To avoid isolated and inappropriate developments, this policy
focusses new residential development on existing clusters of buildings and these are defined as being farm
steading groups of 5 or more buildings. Given that the application site is located adjacent to two existing
dwellinghouses, this is not a grouping which could be considered to be a cluster as defined by the
supplementary planning guidance (see below). The two adjacent dwellinghouses are not considered to form a
cluster, so therefore the proposed site does not form part of a cluster of buildings in terms of the policy. Not
only would the development not form part of a cluster, the location of the proposed dwellings would result in an
inappropriate linear addition forming a ribbon development. The specifics of this application are such that the
proposed site is not considered to form part of a cluster of buildings in terms of the policy and would be an
inappropriate linear addition therefore the development does not accord with policy NBE 3B.

Policies DSP 1 − DSP 4 also require to be considered. Under policy DSP 1, there is no justification required in
terms of supply and demand as the size of development is below the threshold of ten units. As the proposal is
not an acceptable proposed addition to existing land supplies, policy DSP 2 is not applicable. In relation to
DSP3 (Impact on Infrastructure), there would not appear to be any significant issues with regard to the potential
impact of the proposal on existing infrastructure. (Any planning permission would require conditions in any
event to ensure all services can be provided).

Policy DSP 4 details the quality criteria against which developments will be assessed. The proposed
development might have the potential to comply with the quality criteria in terms of traditional and rural forms of
design and materials. However further work and amendment would be required to the design of the
dwellinghouses. So, while some improvements could be sought, further discussions with the applicant in this
regard are not considered necessary given the basic policy principle failing of the proposal against policy NBE
3B (Rural Investment Area).lt should be noted that SPG 08 is discussed further below. Even if it was accepted
that the design of the houses and garages and landscaping proposed were considered to be satisfactory, the
proposed development fails to comply with other aspects of DSP4 in that the development would harm amenity
by failing to relate well to the existing context. The proposal will fail to enhance natural heritage, the proposed
dwellinghouses will have an adverse effect on the open rural character of the area and it could set an
undesirable precedent for residential developments in unacceptable locations in the countryside. As indicated
above, the council's roads development service has also expressed concern about the development. However,
given the rural context of the proposal and the naturally lower standards within the vicinity to which drivers are
generally accustomed, and the low levels of traffic associated with two additional houses, these concerns
would not be sufficient in this case to add support to an outright refusal of planning permission. Taking all of the
above into account, it is considered that the proposal is contrary to policy DSP4 of the North Lanarkshire Local



Plan.

Other Material Considerations:

Supplementary Planning Guidance: A material consideration is the Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) 8
Assessing Development in the Rural Investment Area. This supplementary guidance document is to be used in
conjunction with and to define Policy NBE 3B. One of the key things the supplementary guidance document
does is to define a cluster. SPG 8 indicates that clusters are defined as being farm steading groups of 5 or
more buildings. The overall intent of Policy NBE 3B is to focus development towards the recognised building
clusters, as this minimises the impact on the landscape, secures environmental improvements to the setting of
existing buildings and allows new development to connect with existing infrastructures and services. For the
reasons indicated above in the assessment of Rural Investment Area policy, it is considered that the proposal
is contrary to the Supplementary Planning Guidance.

PAN 72 − advocates the siting of new development in the RIA within or adjacent to an existing building cluster.
However, the national guidance does not define a building cluster and leaves each planning authority free to
provide its own definition. North Lanarkshire Council's interpretation of National Policy for the Rural Investment
Area is contained in Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) 08 and this clear guidance therefore represents
the council's own approved policy position.

Consultations: NLC Protective Services concerns could be addressed by the imposition of appropriate
conditions and Greenspace had no concerns. Roads have recommended refusal. Roads comments are
covered in the relevant section above.

Applicant's supporting information: In relation to the design statement submitted it is considered that: North
Lanarkshire Council's interpretation of National Policy for the Rural Investment Area is contained in
Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) 08. To avoid isolated and inappropriate developments, this policy
focusses new residential development on existing clusters of buildings and these are defined as being farm
steading groups of 5 or more buildings. The specifics of this application are such that the proposed site is not
considered to form part of a cluster of buildings in terms of the policy and would be an inappropriate linear
addition to the 2 existing houses to the west of the site. In terms of the further information submitted in
reference to the Council's Roads sections comments, these are noted. With regard to any advice given by
the planning service prior to the submission of the application, it would always be made clear that informal
advice was only that i.e. the only way that a proposal can properly be tested is through the submission of a
planning application. This always carries risk that permission will not be obtained.

Representations: Councillor Cochrane has provided comments in support of the proposal which have been
addressed above.

In conclusion it is considered that the development is inappropriate at this location because the proposed
site is not considered to form part of a cluster of buildings in terms of the policy and would be an
inappropriate linear addition to the 2 existing houses to the west of the site. The proposal will fail to enhance
natural heritage, the proposed dwellinghouses will have an adverse effect on the open rural character of the
area and it could set an undesirable precedent for residential developments in unacceptable locations in the
countryside. For these reasons, it is recommended that planning permission be refused.

Date 13th September 2018

Reasoned Justification

The proposal is considered not to comply with the terms of the adopted policy NBE3 B (Rural Investment
Area) and DSP 4 (Quality of Development) in the North Lanarkshire Local Plan, and associated
Supplementary Planning Guidance 'Development in the Rural Investment Area", in that it is an inappropriate
development in the rural area.

Recommendation: Refuse for the FollowingReasons:−1.

The proposal is contrary to Polices NBE 3B Rural Investment Area and DSP4 of the North Lanarkshire
Local Plan and associated Supplementary Planning Guidance Development in the Rural Investment
Area" as the application site is not part of a cluster and would be an inappropriate linear addition to the 2
existing houses to the west of the site, the proposal will not enhance natural heritage and the location of
the dwellinghouse will detract from the character of the rural area. Furthermore should planning
permission be granted, a precedent would be set for residential developments in unacceptable locations
in the countryside.


