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Our Ref:  
Your Ref: MH 
Contact: Mark Hamill 
Tel: 01698 302430 
Fax:  
E-Mail: hamillm@northlan.gov.uk 
Date: 22 Jan 2019  

 
 
 
Members of the 
Local Review Body 

Notice is given that a Meeting of the LOCAL REVIEW BODY is to be held within the Council 
Chamber, Civic Centre, Motherwell  on Thursday, 31 January 2019 at 10:05 am or 

immediately following the Planning Sub−Committee, whichever is the later, which you are requested 
to attend. 
 
The agenda of business is attached. 

  

 Members : Councillors: L Anderson, S Bonnar, B Burgess, M Coyle, S Coyle, H Curran, 

T Douglas, S Farooq, F Fotheringham, S Goldsack, A Graham, T Johnston, P Kelly, 

J Logue, F MacGregor, J McLaren, M McPake, A McVey, H McVey, C Quigley, 

J Reddin, W Shields, D Stocks, A Stubbs, S Watson. 

 

Head of Legal and Democratic Solutions  
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 AGENDA

(1) Declarations of Interest in terms of the Ethical Standards in Public Life Etc (Scotland) Act 2000

(2) Planning Application 18/00658/FUL - Retail Shop Unit with Two Flats above Site West of 1-6
Old Gartloch Road Gartcosh

 (a) Decision Notice of 27 August 2018 (page 5 - 8) (copy herewith)

 (b) Notice of Review Submitted on behalf of the Applicant (page 9 - 32) (copy herewith)

 (c) Report of Handling (page 33 - 36) (copy herewith)

 (d) Representations received from Interested Parties (page 37 - 48) (copy herewith)

 (e) Photographs of the Site Location (page 49 - 58) (copy herewith)

 (f) Extract of Relevant Policy Documents - North Lanarkshire Local Plan (page 59 - 60)
(copy herewith)

(3) Planning Application 18/00502/FUL - 2 Detached Dwellinghouses with Associated Parking and
Garages - Site to East of 2 South Hirst Road, Harthill

 (a) Decision Notice of 4 October 2018 (page 61 - 64) (copy herewith)

 (b) Notice of Review submitted on behalf of the Apllicant (page 65 - 86) (copy herewith)

 (c) Report of Handling (page 87 - 94) (copy herewith)

 (d) Representations received from Interested Parties (page 95 - 108) (copy herewith)

 (e) Photographs of the Site Location (page 109 - 122) (copy herewith)

 (f) Extract of Relevant Policy Documents (page 123 - 148) (copy herewith)
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Our Ref: 18/00658/FUL
Your Ref:
Contact: Mr Paul Williams
Tel: 01236632500
E−mail: esplanninQ@northlan.ciov.uk
Date: 27th August 2018

Mr Neeraj Salwan

d o Arthur Neil

8 Kinloch Avenue

Cambuslang

Glasgow

G72 8QA

Dear Sir/Madam,

Determination of Application
Planning etc (Scotland) Act 2006
Retail Shop Unit With Two Flats Above
Site West Of 1−6, Old Gartloch Road, Gartcosh, North Lanarkshire

Enterprise And Place
Lorna Bowden
Planning and Place Manager
Fleming House
2 Tryst Road
Cumbernauld
G67 1 J

I refer to your application for Planning Permission relative to the above proposal, which was registered on
10th May 2018. I write to advise you that this application was refused on 27th August 2018.

I enclose a copy of the Decision Notice.

We appreciate and value customer feedback to help us understand what we do well and where we need to
improve. This allows us to tailor our service to better meet your needs.

Please take a few minutes to complete our customer survey at
httJs://www.surveymonkey.co.ukJr/NLCdevelopmentmana.Qement. If you submitted on paper a survey form
and prepaid envelope are enclosed.

Yours faithfully,

g − 4 Lb−t
Shirley Linton
Head of Enterprise and Place

Enterprise & Housing Resources
SnreyL:a−Head

; Eec
Hemna eHS

2

Y ; a 3 raCy_UK

O M disabilky
Pconfident

_ LEADER

North
Lanarkshire

Council

AGENDA ITEM 2A
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North
Lanarkhire

Council

Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997
as amended by the

Planning etc (Scotland) Act 2006
Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure)

(Scotland) Regulations 2013

No: 1 8/00658/FUL
Date: 27th August 2018
To: Mr Neeraj Salwan

d o Arthur Neil
8 Kinloch Avenue
Cambuslang
Glasgow
G72 8QA

With reference to your application dated 30th April 2018 for planning permission under the above
Acts and Regulations for the following development:

Retail Shop Unit With Two Flats Above
Site West Of 1−6, Old Gartloch Road, Gartcosh, North Lanarkshire

North Lanarkshire Council, in exercise of its powers under the above Acts and Regulations, hereby
REFUSES planning permission for the reasons indicated in the paper apart.

The Council's reasoning for arriving at the above decision is asfollows:−Reasoned

Justification
The proposal will have an unacceptable detrimental impact on the residential amenity of 95 Lochend
Road and 95a Lochend Road and the surrounding residential area both in terms of massing and
inappropriate over−development. It is therefore considered that the proposal does not accord with the
terms of Policies HCF 1 A in terms of residential amenity and DSP 4 in terms of design in the North
Lanarkshire Local Plan

Shirley Linton
Head of Enterprise and Place
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Reasons

The proposed shop units and flats will have an unacceptable detrimental impact on the
residential amenity of 95 Lochend Road in terms of overbearing nature, loss of light and
outlook to the gable bedroom window; with regards to 95a Lochend Road in terms of
overshadowing of the rear garden and with regards to the surrounding residential area both
in terms of the impact of the massing and inappropriate over−development on the character
and amenity of the Old Gartloch Road cul de sac. It is therefore considered that the
proposal does not accord with the terms of Policies HCF 1 A in terms of residential amenity
and DSP 4 in terms of design in the North Lanarkshire Local Plan.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

PLEASE READ THESE NOTES CAREFULLY, THEY DO NOT CONSTITUTE LEGAL ADVICE, AND ARE NOT INTENDED TO BE
A COMPREHENSIVE GUIDE TO LAWS WHICH MAY APPLY TO THE DEVELOPMENT WHICH YOU PROPOSE TO CARRY
OUT. IF YOU WISH TO OBTAIN ADVICE ON WHICH YOU WILL BE ENTITLED TO RELY, YOU MUST CONSULT A SOLICITOR
OR OTHER APPROPRIATE PROFESSIONAL ADVISER, e.g. AN ARCHITECT OR CHARTERED SURVEYOR.

(1) A copy of the plan which accompanied your application is returned docketed appropriately.

(2) If the applicant is aggrieved by this decision taken under delegated powers by the Planning Authority he may request that
a review of the decision is undertaken by the Council's Local Review Body. A request for a review (Notice of Review)
should be submitted to North Lanarkshire Council's Corporate Services Section in accordance with the Planning etc
(Scotland) Act 2006 within three months of this decision.

The Local Review Body may uphold the original decision or may reverse or vary any part of it and may deal with the
application as if it had been made to them in the first instance. This is regardless of the specific issues raised in the Notice
of Review..

NOTE: A request for a review should be addressed to North Lanarkshire Council's Corporate Services Section, Civic
Centre, Windmillhill Street, Motherwell MI−1 lAB. The appropriate Notice of Review form is available online at
www.eplanning.scotland.gov.uk

(3) If permission to develop land is refused and the owner of the land claims that the land has become incapable of
reasonably beneficial use in its existing state and cannot be rendered capable of reasonably beneficial use by the carrying
out of any development which has been or would be permitted, he may serve on the Planning Authority a purchase notice
of his interest in the land in accordance with the provisions of Sections 88 to 94 of the Town and Country Planning
(Scotland) Act 1997.

(4) Where it appears to the Planning Authority that there has been a breach of planning control, they may serve enforcement
and stop notices requiring the breach to be remedied.
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NOTICE OF REVIEW
Under Section 43A(8) Of the Town and County Planning (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997 (As amended) In Respect

of Decisions on Local Developments
The Town and Country Planning (Schemes of Delegation and Local Review Procedure) (SCOTLAND)

Regulations 2013
The Town and Country Planning (Appeals) (SCOTLAND) Regulations 2013

IMPORTANT: Please read and follow the guidance notes provided when completing this
form. Failure to supply all the relevant information could invalidate your notice of review.

PLEASE NOTE IT IS FASTER AND SIMPLER TO SUBMIT PLANNING APPLICATIONS
ELECTRONICALLY VIA https:/Iwww.eplanning.scot

1. Applicant's Details 2. Agent's Details (if any)

Title M Ref No.
Forename N E E R A T Forename PRTHuR
Surname 5 A L W r J Surname NEIL

Company Name REACH PHARMACy Company Name
Building No./Name 4 Building No./Name 8
Address Line 1 L'INEDOCI−1 PLAeC Address Line I INLOtH 4\IE−NUE
Address Line 2 Address Line 2CIjI*1L,r4Cs CROSS CRr1lo5LAM4
Town/City Town/City GLACIO1,.J

Postcode (73 GAS Postcode G 1Z B QA

Telephone T e l e p h o n e 0 141 £ 41 41:511Mobile

Mobile
Fax Fax
Emaill Email O(.rtçpiLL tciAk tcdk .,iet

3. Application Details

Planning authority t−JOIZTI4 LANARKSHIRE COUNCIL I

Planning authority's application reference number i s / 0 0 b s s I F u L I

Site address

tTE WEST OF 7 − 6 , OLD C A a r L O C H R O A D CA1ZTC05H

NORTH LANARKSHIRE

Description of proposed development

R E T A I L SHOP UNIT WITH T h O FLATS ABOVE

AGENDA ITEM 2B
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Date of application V7 A p V 7 1 1 Z 0 1 8 Date of decision (if any) AL.)

Note. This notice must be served on the planning authority within three months of the date of decision notice or
from the date of exDirv of the Deriod allowed for determinina the aoDlication.

4. Nature of AoDlication

Application for planning permission (including householder application)

Application for planning permission in principle
El
El

Further application (including development that has not yet commenced and where a time limit has
been imposed; renewal of planning permission and/or modification, variation or removal of a planning
condition)

Application for approval of matters specified in conditions

5. Reasons for seeking review

Refusal of application by appointed officer

Failure by appointed officer to determine the application within the period allowed for determination
of the application

Conditions imposed on consent by appointed officer

6. Review procedure

El

El
El

The Local Review Body will decide on the procedure to be used to determine your review and may at any time
during the review process require that further information or representations be made to enable them to determine
the review. Further information may be required by one or a combination of procedures, such as: written
submissions; the holding of one or more hearing sessions and/or inspecting the land which is the subject of the
review case.

Please indicate what procedure (or combination of procedures) you think is most appropriate for the handling of
your review. You may tick more than one box if you wish the review to be conducted by a combination of
procedures.

Further written submissions
One or more hearing sessions
Site inspection
Assessment of review documents only, with no further procedure

9,
9,
D

If you have marked either of the first 2 options, please explain here which of the matters (as set out in your
statement below) you believe ought to be subject of that procedure, and why you consider further submissions or a
hearing necessary.

F i R r H E R f r ' − . 4 S I E i L 2 . U 4 t J i L L 13E R E Q e i D Er' rI4E AP?ELLA'4r

P E D w i r H r H E C L A R t F I A r I N i A N D E7)WLMNi4TiGrL O F T H E P—FA3t− "S FCR

2 F V 5 L A3 R Q T E c HLr−1 u.J H I j i 5 c 4 − CtZ 4 IZEJEw

7. Site inspection
In the event that the Local Review Body decides to inspect the review site, in your opinion:

Can the site be viewed entirely from public land?
Is it possible for the site to be accessed safely, and without barriers to entry? E
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If there are reasons why you think the Local Review Body would be unable to undertake an unaccompanied site
inspection, please explain here:

8. Statement

You must state, in full, why you are seeking a review on your application. Your statement must set out all matters
you consider require to be taken into account in determining your review. j you may not have a further
opportunity to add to your statement of review at a later date. It is therefore essential that you submit with your
notice of review, all necessary information and evidence that you rely on and wish the Local Review Body to
consider as part of your review.

If the Local Review Body issues a notice requesting further information from any other person or body, you will
have a period of 14 days in which to comment on any additional matter which has been raised by that person or
body.

State here the reasons for your notice of review and all matters you wish to raise. If necessary, this can be
continued or provided in full in a separate document. You may also submit additional documentation with this form.

REFER TO EPAIV4TE D O C U M E N T ATTACHED

irLED

R E c t 4 5 FOR ,− REVlE4

ARIftLJR N E I L —At4T

Have you raised any matters which were not before the appointed officer at the time
your application was determined? Yes IINo'

If yes, please explain below a) why your are raising new material b) why it was not raised with the appointed officer
before your application was determined and c) why you believe it should now be considered with your review.
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9. List of Documents and Evidence

Please provide a list of all supporting documents, materials and evidence which you wish to submit with your notice
of review

R . . E F R r o j C C Q N 1 P '−/lr.LC L I S T 4TTI4CHED

Note. The planning authority will make a copy of the notice of review, the review documents and any notice of the
procedure of the review available for inspection at an office of the planning authority until such time as the review is
determined. It may also be available on the planning authority website.
10. Checklist

Please mark the appropriate boxes to confirm that you have provided all supporting documents and evidence
relevant to your review:

Full completion of all parts of this form 19/

Statement of your reasons for requesting a review

All documents, materials and evidence which you intend to rely on (e.g. plans and drawings or
other documents) which are now the subject of this review.

Note. Where the review relates to a further application e.g. renewal of planning permission or modification,
variation or removal of a planning condition or where it relates to an application for approval of matters specified in
conditions, it is advisable to provide the application reference number, approved plans and decision notice from
that earlier consent.

DECLARATION

I, the applicant/agent hereby serve notice on the planning authority to review the application as set out on this form
and in the supporting documents. I hereby confirm that the information given in this form is true and accurate to the
best of my knowledge.

Signature: −Vu Name: j ARTHUR N E I L J Date: I − icv
loll

Any personal data that VOL have been asked to provide or this from will be held and processed in accordance with
Data Protection Legislation.
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Site: West of 1−6, Old Gartloch Road, Gartcosh

Proposal: Retail Unit with two flats above

Ref: 181006581FUL

REASONS FOR A REVIEW − STATEMENT

An application for Planning Permission was submitted to North Lanarkshire Council
and this was dated 27 April 2018. (for drawing refer to Production 'A')

Pre−Application discussions were carried out to address fees, daylighting, privacy,
parking etc (Edward Mclennaghan − Feb '18)

During the processing of the application further discussions were carried out with
Paul Williams to address a number of issues mainly regarding design matters. (Refer
to agents letter dated 14 June 2018 − Production 'B')

North Lanarkshire Council then issued a Refusal Notice dated 27 August 2018
(Refer to Production 'C')

The reasons for refusal were stated as follows:

The proposed shop units and flats will have an unacceptable detrimental impact on
the residential amenity of 95 Lochend Road in terms of overbearing nature, loss of
light and outlook to the gable bedroom window; with regards to 95a Lochend Road in
terms of overshadowing of the rear garden and with regards to the surrounding
residential area both in terms of impact of the massing and inappropriateover−development

on the character and amenity of Old Gartloch Road cul de sac. It is
therefore considered that the proposal does not accord with the terms of Policies
HCF IA in terms of residential amenity and DSP 4 in terms of design in the North
Lanarkshire Local Plan.

On receipt of the refusal notice the agent wrote to the planning department intimating
that the applicant was considering seeking a review of the decision by the Council's
Local Review Body however in order to do this clarification was needed to some of
the reasons stated − the planning department failed to respond (Refer to letter dated
7 September 2018 − Production '0') )

Also the agent requested a copy of Policies HCF 1A and DSP 4 referred to in the
refusal notice − again the planning department failed to respond.(Refer to agentse−mail

dated 31 August 2018 − Production 'E')

The appellant's case therefore in so far as it can be made without the
answers/clarification requested from the planning department is set out in agents
letters dated 7 September 2018 and 6 July 2018 − Production 'D' and Production 'F')

In view of the planning departments failure to respond to the agents communications
it is hoped that the Review Body will provide the relevant answers/clarification to the
points raised by the appellant.

Arthur Neil
17/11/2018
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−S ARTHUR NEIL
ARCJ−HTY

vLoci A v e t t e , & s L c g , 4c.cgow c t 7 2 262A

27 November 2018

Enterprise and Communities
North Lanarkshire Council
Fleming House
2 Tryst Road
Cumbernauld
G67 IJW

Attention: Graeme Lee − Planning Manager (North Area)

Dear Sir

Retail shop unit with two flats above
Site west of 1−6, Old Gartloch Road, Gartcosh, North Lanarkshire
Planning Application I 8/00658/FU L

I refer to the above and your Email dated 23 November 2018 and note what you
write.

Having read your response to the specific questions raised in my letter dated 7
September 2018 I would respond as follows.

Outlook from gable window

I note you acknowledge that it is an accepted principle that no one has a right to a
'view' in planning terms.

You then appear to try and explain the difference between 'view' and 'outlook' to
justify including 'outlook' in the reasons for refusal.

It is a matter of fact according to the Concise Oxford English Dictionary that there is
no recognisable difference between 'outlook' and 'view'.

The appellant considers therefore that the reason relating to a view from a window
has no place in planning terms (which you have already acknowledged) and as such
should not have been used as a reason for refusing this application.

A r t h u r NeIL A R r A ARIAS
0 1 4 1 ( 4 1 4133

t.ivteI.L ® tm Uztol L10'. Mt

Page 14 of 148



II

Page 2

Also I can advise you that the case officer was made aware how the design took full
cognisance of the existing window in the gable wall by adopting the following
measures. Production ('A' and 'Al')

a. Creating a space between the proposed building and the existing gable.
b. Removing a large section of the roof opposite the window to create a 'light well'.
c. Sloping the new roof away from the existing gable wall.

Having regard to the above it is noted that you have not provided any evidence to
demonstrate that the room with the gable window would not function adequately as a
bedroom.

Overshadowing of rear garden

I can advise you that the area at the rear of this current proposal consists of a single
storey structure with a flat roof which extends approximately 4 metres from the
boundary with No 95a. The introduction of a flat roof at this location reduces the
mass of the building on the boundary Production ('A' and 'Al') and is lower than the
previous building on the boundary Production ('J') and lower than that approved in
application 14/1 780/FUL Production ('G').

It is noted that you did not raise any concerns about overshadowing of rear garden
when you approved application 14/01780/FUL Production ('G')
Not withstanding the foregoing you have failed to demonstrate that the right of
sunlight is an accepted principle in planning terms and as such this should not have
been used as a reason for refusing this application.

Overbearing to the cul−de−sac

The proposed two storey building matches the adjoining shops in scale and is similar
in scale to many of the houses in the surrounding area some of which extend to
three storeys. Production ('K')

You state that the proposal would be overbearing to the cul−de−sac however it is
noted that you have not produced any evidence and/or illustrations to support this.

Page 15 of 148



/

page 3

Conclusion

The appellant considers that the Council should be encouraging the development of
brownfield sites in town centres particularly where there is an opportunity to provide
additional services and enhance the existing facilities for the residents of Gartcosh.

In circumstances where this refusal was allowed to stand it would almost certainly
condemn this village centre site to a vacant and derelict one for the foreseeable
future. Production ('Ks)

The appellant concludes that the reasons relating to 'outlook from gable window' and
'overshadowing of rear garden' have no place in planning law and as such should not
have been used as reasons for refusing this application.

The reason relating to 'overbearing to the cul−de−sac' is vague and lacks any
substantiation and as such should not have been used as a reason for refusing this
application.

Having regard to the foregoing and all previous submissions the appellant
respectfully requests that the Local Review Body set aside this refusal and grant
planning permission.

Arthur Neil
28/11/18

c.c. Mr Hamill − Local Review Body C 0 P V
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REAR ELEVATION

SITE I LOCATION PLAN
15OO

4))

Dwg no: Rph/ogr/sfs − 2A

Date: A p r t 1 8 IJVA

£1s•4,

A r t h t r P 4 L A R J A ARLkS
01.416+141.39

altldLtattatka

Prf'PLic i J c o y 6 IFUL

PROPOSED SHOP UNIT WIIH 2ND FIATS ABOVE

OLD GARTLOCH ROAD, GARFOOSH scale. 1:100
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ARTHUR NEIL
ARef−HTCT

} d L o c i A V e v e , ltbL4.sLcw,g, 4Lasgow Cj72 212A

14 June 2018

North Lanarkshire Council
Planning Dept.
Fleming House
2 Tryst Road
Cumbemauld
G67 1JW

Attention: Paul Williams

Dear Sirs

Retail shop unit with two flats above − Ref 18100658!FUL
Site west of 1−6, Old Gartloch Road, Gartcosh, North Lanarkshire

I refer to the above application for planning permission and to recent e−mail
communication

Following subsequent discussions with Paul Williams I have made a number of
amendments to the submitted drawings and now enclose a copy of both drawings
with revision 'A added to each drawing number.

I have summarised these below for your information.

1. Introduce perimeter eaves overhang to main roof.
2. Entrance doors to retail unit indicated on plan and elevation.
3. Facing brick introduced to end elevation to break up mass.
4. Screen to patios at rear held back Imetre from boundary wall to reduce mass on

boundary.
5. Bin spaces indicated on plan −3 commercial for retail and 6 domestic for flats.

I trust you find the foregoing to be satisfactory.

Yours faithfully

Arthur Neil

c.c. Neeraj Saiwan

p R o P J c r I o r ' J 0
A r t r Ne1.L AP—MA ARIAS

0 1 4 1 ' + 1 413
61v4jiLL @ tuL.tRLIptet
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North
Lanarkshire

Council

Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997
as amended by the

Planning etc (Scotland) Act 2006
Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure)

(Scotland) Regulations 2013

No: 1 8/00658/FUL
Date: 27th August 2018
To: Mr Neeraj Salwan

d o Arthur Neil
8 Kinloch Avenue
Cambuslang
Glasgow
G72 8QA

With reference to your application dated 30th April 2018 for planning permission under the above
Acts and Regulations for the following development:

Retail Shop Unit With Two Flats Above
Site West Of 1−6, Old Gartloch Road, Gartcosh, North Lanarkshire

North Lanarkshire Council, in exercise of its powers under the above Acts and Regulations, hereby
REFUSES planning permission for the reasons indicated in the paper apart.

The Council's reasoning for arriving at the above decision is asfollows:−Reasoned

Justification
The proposal will have an unacceptable detrimental impact on the residential amenity of 95 Lochend
Road and 95a Lochend Road and the surrounding residential area both in terms of massing and

"− ' inappropriate over−development. It is therefore considered that the proposal does not accord with the
terms of Policies HCF 1 A in terms of residential amenity and DSP 4 in terms of design in the North
Lanarkshire Local Plan

M L
Shirley Linton
Head of Enterprise and Place

R.C7i7UCTtON 0
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Reasons

The proposed shop units and flats will have an unacceptable detrimental impact on the
residential amenity of 95 Lochend Road in terms of overbearing nature, loss of light and
outlook to the gable bedroom window; with regards to 95a Lochend Road in terms of
overshadowing of the rear garden and with regards to the surrounding residential area both
in terms of the impact of the massing and inappropriate over−development on the character
and amenity of the Old Gartloch Road cut de sac. It is therefore considered that the
proposal does not accord with the terms of Policies HCF 1 A in terms of residential amenity
and DSP 4 in terms of design in the North Lanarkshire Local Plan.
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7 September 2018

North Lanarkshire Council
Planning Dept
Fleming House
2 Tryst Road
Cumbemauld
G67 1JW

Attention: Stuart Wilson

Dear Sirs

Retail shop unit with two flats above − Ref: 181006581FUL
Site west of 1−6, Old Gartloch Road, Gartcosh, North Lanarkshire

I refer to the above, to my e−mail dated 31 August 2018 and to the Decision Notice
outlining the reasons for refusal.

You will note from my e−mail that the applicant is considering seeking a review of the
decision by the Council's Local Review Body and it would be helpful if you would
provide some additional information on the reasons for refusal as some of them are
vague and lack precision.

95 Lochend Road

Reason: 'loss of light and outlook to the gable window bedroom'

1. With regard to loss of light do the council have a standard of daylighting which
they apply to bedrooms and if so could you let me have the relevant details.

2. Can you confirm that 'outlook' is a relevant planning matter and if so could you let
me have the relevant text/policy wording.

Reason: 'overbearing nature'

1. It is not clear what is meant by 'overbearing nature' having regard to the fact that
the proposal maintains the scale, size, footprint and character of the existing
shops and flats on Old Gartloch Road and provides a continuity of the existing
Streetscape at this location.

cont'd over

P IZO PUCT I Q r \ j

@
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95a Lochend Road

Reason: 'overshadowing of rear garden'

1. Overshadowing of the rear garden is not considered to be a relevant planning
matter for the following reasons:

a. A substantial single storey building was located on the boundary of the rear
Garden long before 95a was built and remained there until recently when it
was demolished due its derelict condition.

b. The council themselves did not consider overshadowing of the rear garden
to be a relevant planning matter when they recently granted permission for a
single storey building on the boundary of the rear garden − refer to consent
14/01 780/FUL.

The council have introduced this reason without due regard to items 1 and 2 above
and in so doing have undermined the principle of fairness and consistency by stating
this as a reason for refusing this application.

Reason: 'impact of the massing and inappropriate over development on the
character and amenity of the Old Gartloch Road Cu! de sac'

1. What/where is the Old Gartloch Road cut de sac.

2. In circumstances where the proposed development maintains the scale, size,
footprint and character of the existing shops and flats on Old Gartloch Road and
provides a continuity of streetscape at this location can you explain why it is
considered to be inappropriate over development.
Refer to drawing: rph/ogr/sfs −IA

I would welcome your comments and look forward to hearing from you.

Yours faithfully

Arthur Neil

c.c. Neeraj Salwan
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Page 1 o farthur

neil

From: "arthur neil" <artyneilta1ktalk.net>
Date: Friday, August 31, 2018 8:21 AM
To: <WilsonStuanorthIan.gov.uk>
Cc: "neeraj" <neerajreachpharmacy.com>
Subject: Re: Decision Notice − 1 8/00829/FUL

Stuart Wilson

I acknowledge receipt of your e−mail dated 27 August 2018 containing the Decision Notice for the
proposed
retail unit with two flats above at Old Gartloch Road, Gartcosh (Ref: 18/00658/F UL).
I have discussed this with the applicant and we were not only disappointed but surprised at the
reasons
for refusal. Following several discussions with the planning officer Paul Williams every effort was
made to address areas of
concern and amended plans were submitted. In view of the foregoing I can advise you that I have
been instructed by the
applicant to prepare a submission for a review of the decision by the Council's local Review Body. I
will write to you
again soon seeking more detailed information for the reasons for refusal and in the meantime it
would be helpful if
you could supply me with a hard copy of Policies HCF l À and DSP 4 referred to in the Decision
Notice. I shall be obliged
if you would send these to Arthur Neil, 8 Kinloch Avenue, Cambuslang,, Glasgow G72 80A.

Regards
Arthur Neil

From: WilsonStua@northlan.gov.uk
Sent: Monday, August 27, 2018 3:13 PM
To: artyneil@talktalk.net
Subject: Decision Notice − 18/00829/FUL

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find attached a copy of the Decision Notice for your clients above application. Any drawings that were
submitted with the application can be viewed on the North Lanarkshire Council website.

Yours Faithfully
Stuart Wilson

* * * * * * * * * * * ** * ** ** ** ** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ***************************
North Lanarkshire Council's Web Site −
http://www.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/

This e−mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and
intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they
are addressed. If you have received this e−mail in error, please
notify the System Manager and thereafter delete the e−mail from

your system. The System Manager may be contacted at
postmaster@northlan.gov.uk.

p R o 0 J c ' r i o r J E
8/31/2018
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ARTHUR NEIL
ARC−f−i−rrcr

jdi',Loc,h A v g t e , CavwbvsLavt.0, 4LcSow c 2 RQA

6 July 2018

North Lanarkshire Council
Planning Dept
Fleming House
2 Tryst Road
Cumbemauld
067 IJW

Attention: Paul Williams

Dear Sirs

Retail shop unit with two flats above − Ref 181006581FUL
Site west of 1−6, Old Gartloch Road, Gartcosh, North Lanarkshire

I refer to the above and to your e−mail dated 22 June 2018 and note your further
comments to the amended drawings sent under cover of my letter dated 14 June
2018.

The applicant has asked me to respond and I would comment as follows.

Overlooking
In housing−developments overlooking and privacy to rear gardens is generally
provided by a 1.8m high screen fence between the gardens and this is considered
adequate with regard to privacy and overlooking.
Additionally in two storey housing developments the upper floor windows overlook
the adjacent rear gardens as a matter of fact and this degree of overlooking is
considered acceptable.
In this proposal there are no upper floor windows capable of overlooking the
adjacent rear garden of 95A and the 1.8m high screen fence at the rear of the
proposal provides the same degree of privacy to the rear garden of 95A as in other
housing developments.
Also you will note from the plans drawing no (RPH/OGRISFS IA) that the building
which existed on the boundary of the rear garden of 95A is not materially different in
its massing to that which is being proposed.

Window on gable of existing building
You will note that the mass of the building being proposed has been reduced
considerably immediately opposite the window on the gable of the existing building
by the introduction of a light well.
This not only reduces the impact of the proposal on the window in the existing
building it also provides daylight to the rooms of the proposed flats.
It would appear from the size of the existing window that this is not a principal
apartment and that the lounge in the existing flat is located at the front of the building
unaffected by the proposal.

Arttht.tr NeLL A R I A ARIAS
0 1 4 1 4 1 413

tktkl$.ea @ tRLktRUZ.$.et
P R o D u c T I O N (DPage 25 of 148
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Ref I 8/00658/FUL

Parking

It is not always possible in land locked sites to provide on site parking and I am
advised by the applicant that there is sufficient spaces in adjacent streets to cater for
this modest development of two small flats.

I trust this clarifies how the design has addressed the points raised by you and that
this will be of assistance in finalising your report.

Yours faithfully

6Wj.
Arthur Neil

c.c. Neeraj Salwan
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DELEGATED REPORT

PLANNING APP No: 18100658/FUL

Date Application Valid: 10th May 2018
KPI Deadline: 10.07.18. (PA TO 28.08.18.) KPI Target Met? Yes

Proposal Retail Shop Unit With Two Flats Above

Address Site West Of 1−6 Case Officer:
Old Gartloch Road Mr Paul Williams
Gartcosh
North Lanarkshire

Local Plan Policies North Lanarkshire Local Plan

Policy HCF 1A − Existing Residential Area − Supports Uses appropriate to a Residential Area
when no detriment to Residential Area.

DSP 4 (Quality of Development)

Planning History
• 1 0/00885/PREAPL Improvement of Existing Seating, Tree and Shrub Planting and Provision of

Two Gateway Seating Areas
• 12/00276/FUL Formation of Car Wash and Valeting Facility
• 14/00559/PREAPL Change of Use for Empty Property to MOT Station
• 14/01780/FUL Construction of Shop Unit
• 1 7/00808/ADV Directional Sign Board

Site Visit Date(s) 2405.18.
Weekly List Date 17th May 2018 Weekly List Expiry Date
Neighbour Neighbour Notification
Notification Sent 10th May 2018 Expiry Date 31st May 2018

Advert Date 23rd May 2018 Advert Expiry Date

Detailed Considerations COMMENTS

Siting The application site is an existing vacant commercial yard located to the west of 1−6
Old Gartloch Road, Gartcosh. The yard is located adjacent to an existing traditionally
built Edwardian style two storey building with shop units comprising a hot food
takeaway, shop, restaurant, hairdressers and pharmacy on the ground floor and
residential properties above. The existing Edwardian style building is of two storeys
with a dual−pitched roof with bookend fronting gables and integrated bay windows with
a central eyebrow dormer. It is finished in render and sandstone and was built in 1914
for the Gartcosh Cooperative Society. The surrounding area is predominantly
residential in nature. The site is bounded by residential to the north and west as well
as a grassed area immediately to the west which is part of the curtilage of the dwelling
to the north. There is open space to the south and the existing shop building to the
east.

Design and Materials The proposed building is two−storey with a dual−pitched, hipped roof with a central
eyebrow pediment and clock feature to echo the existing adjacent Edwardian building.
Either side of this pediment would be two symmetrical tripartite windows on the first
floor above two traditionally design shopfronts. The two flatted dwellings proposed on
the first floor would be accessed from a central doorway on the ground floor. Each flat
would have an external patio area to the rear on the first floor facing north. The
proposed building measuresl5.5m deep with a width of approx. 12.5 metres. The
height would be 6 metres to the eaves and 9.8 metres to the ridge. The applicant
proposes materials to match the adjacent Edwardian building. However, it is
considered that contrasting materials would be better in order not to compete with the
older building.

Daylight/Sunlight Potential issue with rear garden of 95a Lochend Road.

Boundary Treatment The external walls of the unit will effectively form the boundary of the site.

Privacy No substantive privacy issues, duo to 1.8 metre screen fence proposed for patio areas.

Adjacent Levels Lower lying ground level to the north.

Landscaping (including garden No landscaping due to traditional street fronting nature of proposal and possible
ground) overdevelopment.

Access, Parking & Turning None proposed public parking facilities are located in the area, including on street
availability around the corner.

AGENDA ITEM 2C
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Site Constraints Coal Authority Zone − not high risk.

Consultation Responses The Coal Authority has confirmed that the site does not fall within a High Risk area
therefore a CMRA is not required and standing advice would apply.

NLC Protective Services have offered standard advice regarding hours of operation for
the proposed shops as well as a BS 10175:2001 S.I. required and any associated
mitigation carried out prior to construction work.

Representations 5 representations have been received from surrounding residents outlining the
followingconcerns:−•

Impact/overshadowing/Loss of outlook on side (western) gable bedroom
window of flatted dwelling at 95 Lochend Road (proposed building too
close and too tall).

• Loss of privacy to dwellings to the north of the site.
• Overshadowing of garden immediately to the north.
• Concern about the size and massing of the proposed western gable wall

in relation to side garden of 8 Old Gartloch Road and overall context of cul
de sac.

• Proposed bin area would lead to vermin.
• Impact on sewage/drainage infrastructure.
• Failure to reinstate northern boundary wall after demolition of previous

building.
• Concern about possible Hot Food Takeaway.
• Potential operational noise from shop ventilation and chilling systems
• Impact on levels of traffic and existing parking.

Any Other Material No
Considerations

Report

This application seeks full planning permission for the construction of a two−storey building containing two shop units
on the ground floor and two flatted dwellings above on the first floor.

The proposed building has been designed to reflect the style and features of the adjacent former Edwardiantwo−storey
Co−op building immediately to the east of the application site. This has resulted in a proposed two−storey

building with hipped gables with a central pediment clock feature finished in dry−dashed render and facing brick panels
and grey rooftiles. Traditionally proportioned shopfronts and windows are also proposed.

The application site once contained a vacant commercial yard and derelict buildings which is understood was once a
stables associated with the adjacent Co−op building. The site is located at Old Gartloch Road, Gartcosh. The adjacent
former Co−op building is a traditional two storey building dating from the Edwardian period with book−end gable
features and a central eyebrow feature. The original Co−op shop has been sub−divided into separate units containing
a hot food takeaway, shop, restaurant, hairdressers and pharmacy on the ground floor and flatted dwellings above.
The surrounding area is predominantly residential in nature with a variety of architectural styles and eras and material
finishes reflecting the changing development over the years within the village.

The site falls within an area covered by Policy HCF 1 A (Protecting Residential Amenity and Community Facilities
(Residential Areas) where there is a presumption against developments detrimental to residential amenity in primarily
residential areas. The policy advises that developments of an ancillary nature may be acceptable subject to impact on
residential amenity and provision for servicing and parking.

As a result of initial assessment of the proposal concern was expressed regarding the impact on the garden of 95a
Lochend Road and also the outlook and daylighting of the bedroom window of the flat at 95 Lochend Road. The
proposal would result in the eaves of the proposed building being approximately 0.9 metres from this bedroom window
at it nearest and approximately 3.3 metres away from the top of the window with the apex of the proposed building
rising approximately 3.8 metres above the sill of the bedroom window. As a result of this, amended drawings were
submitted which set the proposed 1.8 metre high screen wall associated with the proposed outdoor patio areas for
both proposed flats 1 metre back from the mutual boundary with 95a Lochend Road. Nothing was amended in terms
of the issue with the window of 95 Lochend Road.

Although the application site is part of a residential area and is subsequently zoned as such in the adopted local plan,
it is clear that the existing vacant yard area and associated derelict industrial buildings are adjacent to and form part
of a local convenience centre due to the historical context of the site. It is recognised that a previous Planning
Permission has been granted for a single storey shop unit on the same plan as the current proposal. The proposed
shop units are acceptable in principle as the site forms part of the retail/service core of the village as reflected in the
previous planning consent. However, it is considered that the 2 no proposed flatted dwellings constitute inappropriate
over−development of the application site in terms of plan, scale and massing. The fact that the design incorporates
light wells in both the eastern and western first floor gables to provide natural light to a proposed WC and bedroom for
each proposed flat reflects the fact that the proposal constitutes over−development of the site. It is considered that the
previously approved single storey scheme represents the limit of acceptable development on the site. Concerns overPage 34 of 148



the overdeveloped nature of the proposal, massing and impact on the adjacent flatted dwelling at 95 Lochend Road
have been put to the applicant but no further amendments to the proposal have been made in this regard.

In terms of the points of objection these are assessed as follows:−•

Impact/overshadowing/Loss of outlook on side (western) gable bedroom window of flatted dwelling at 95
Lochend Road (proposed building too close and too tall).

Comment: Although the proposed building has hipped gables, it is considered that the proposed
overdevelopment of the site and inappropriate massing would have a detrimental impact on this adjacent
flatted dwelling. In other words, the proposed building is too tall and too close to the existing building to the
east which would result in an unacceptable impact on the side bedroom window of 95 Lochend Road in
terms of loss of outlook and loss of light

. Loss of privacy to dwellings to the north of the site.

Comment: It is not considered that the proposal will result in a loss of privacy in this way due to the
proposed 1.8 metre high screen fence proposed near the northern boundary in relation to the proposed first
floor patio areas.

• Overshadowing of garden immediately to the north.

Comment: This garden is already currently overshadowed by the existing boundary wall and it is
considered that the proposed building will add to this overshadowing due to the height of the proposed
building.

• Concern about the size and massing of the proposed western gable wall in relation to side garden of 8 Old
Gartloch Road and overall context of cul de sac.

Comment: It is considered that the proposed massing of the building and in particular the western gable of
the proposed building is inappropriate and will have an incongruous and overbearing impact in the context
of the Old Gartloch Road cul de sac which would be exacerbated by the lower lying ground levels of the cul
de sac.

• Proposed bin area would lead to vermin.

Comment: This would be dealt with under separate Environmental Health legislation.

• Impact on sewage/drainage infrastructure.

Comment: This is an issue for Building Standards and the relevant utility bodies.

• Failure to reinstate northern boundary wall after demolition of previous building.

Comment: There are no planning conditions to this effect on Planning Permission 14/01 780/FUL (the single
storey shop consent), although re−instatement of the wall is inherent on the approved drawings.

• Concern about possible Hot Food Takeaway.

Comment: This planning application seeks consent for Class 1 retail units. Any proposal for a Hot Food
Takeaway would need a separate Planning Permission for a Change of Use after the proposal (if permitted)
came into use.

Potential operational noise from shop ventilation and chilling systems.

Comment: This would be dealt with under separate Environmental Health legislation.

• Impact on levels of traffic and existing parking.

Comment: The proposal will have an impact in terms of traffic generation and parking provision but not
significantly more than the impact of the previous consent for the single storey shops (Planning Permission
14/01780).

In conclusion, it is considered that the proposal represents an unacceptable overdevelopment of the site which would
result in unacceptable impacts on adjacent residents and the character and amenity of the locale. It is considered that
the proposed shop units and flats will result in an unacceptable loss of residential amenity in terms of the first floor
side window on the western gable of the flatted dwelling at 95 Lochend Road. The NLLP also requires proposed
developments to be assessed against policies DSP 1 (Amount of Development), DSP 2 (Location of Development),
DSP 3 (Impact of Development) and DSP 4 (Quality of Development). Given the scale and nature of the development,
DSP 1, DSP 2 and DSP 3 are not relevant. Policy DSP 4 states that development will only be permitted where high
standards of site planning sustainable design are achieved. The proposed shop unit is considered to incorporate a
design compatible with the adjacent commercial units. Whilst it is recognised that the redevelopment of this site will
remove an existing derelict and unsightly area by the construction of a new building, it is considered that the proposed
building represents an unacceptable overdevelopment of the site to the detriment of surrounding residential amenityPage 35 of 148



and in particular to the residential amenity of 95 Lochend Road (overbearing structure in close proximity to a bedroom
window resulting in a loss of light and outlook). The impact that the proposed building mass will have on the rear
garden of 95a Lochend Road in terms of being overbearing in relation to height and massing along the mutual
boundary of the site with the southern boundary of the rear garden of 95a Lochend Road is also considered to
unacceptable. It is also considered that this relationship will have an unacceptable impact on the natural light afforded
to this rear garden. It is noted that the proposed building mass on the boundary with 95a Lochend Road will be similar
to that of the original buildings on site but the rest of the proposed building fails to recognise the relationship with 95a
Lochend Road (especially the side bedroom widow) or the remainder of the cul de sac. Also the historical context has
been lost and is no longer relevant and has been superseded by more recent developments and the proposed massing
is not considered acceptable in terms of modern standards. It is therefore considered that the proposal does not accord
with policies HCF 1 A and DSP4 of the North Lanarkshire Local Plan.

For the above reasons it is concluded that the proposed shop units and flats will have an unacceptable detrimental
impact on the residential amenity of 95 Lochend Road and 95a Lochend Road and the surrounding residential area
both in terms of massing and inappropriate over−development. It is therefore considered that the proposal does not
accord with the terms of Policies HCF 1 A in terms of residential amenity and DSP 4 in terms of design in the North
Lanarkshire Local Plan. It is therefore recommended that planning permission be refused.

Date 27th August 2018

Reasoned Justification

The proposal will have an unacceptable detrimental impact on the residential amenity of 95 Lochend Road and 95a
Lochend Road and the surrounding residential area both in terms of massing and inappropriate over−development. It is
therefore considered that the proposal does not accord with the terms of Policies HCF 1 A in terms of residential amenity
and DSP 4 in terms of design in the North Lanarkshire Local Plan.

Recommendation: Refuse for the following reason:

The proposed shop units and flats will have an unacceptable detrimental impact on the residential amenity of 95
Lochend Road in terms of overbearing nature, loss of light and outlook to the gable bedroom window; with regards to
95a Lochend Road in terms of overshadowing of the rear garden and with regards to the surrounding residential area
both in terms of the impact of the massing and inappropriate over−development on the character and amenity of the
Old Gartloch Road cul de sac. It is therefore considered that the proposal does not accord with the terms of Policies
HCF 1 A in terms of residential amenity and DSP 4 in terms of design in the North Lanarkshire Local Plan.
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Murray Alan

From: S Slim <s.slim l314@gmail.com>
Sent: 31 May 2018 10:28
To: OAA
Subject: photos to go with objection email from Graeme MILLS ref 18/00658/FUL (AMU)
Attachments: rear wall 001 .tif

Categories: Orange Category

Attention of

Mr Paul Williams

Attached is photos taken in rear garden o f 95a Lochend Rd, As referred to in first email objection to
application, these photos show original height o f wall was not restored to height, which can be seen in
photo 1 (gable end showing wall to have been higher than Steel door in picture.Partial height restoration
has taken place but still around 1 metre short of intended
Following pictures show damage to rendering , down pipes , other pipes , which have also been left for
years , despite original conditions imposed by North Lanarkshire Planning & Building Control, when
authority to demolish Stables & ancillary buildings in yard was given.
If you were to put yourself in the place of the people living at the above address, i am quite sure you would
be disgusted & very unhappy with this daily view. No one should be subjected to this to the detriment of
their garden amenities & privacy /well being.

Further photos show Bins & Milk trolleys , which will have to be accommodated into proposed bin store (
4mtrx2.5mtr approximate s ize) The location of which is encroaching as has previously stated in formal
objections.
Also extractor flue protruding out from wall by 80cm into alleyway 1 mtr wide

yours
Mr Graeme Mills

AGENDA ITEM 2D
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From: Cathy and Billy Russell
Sent: 28 May 2018 16:35:18 +0100

To: Regen & ES Planning
Subject: Objection to planning application 18/00658/Ful (AR)

Dear Sir or madam
I will list my objections as follows The two balconies facing north are going to be an invasion of our

privacy as they are overlooking our back garden and into back of our house and neighbouring
properties.Will also block daylight and impact privacy of end flat on remaining building.
The alley at side is not broad enough to accommodate both fire exits from original building The kitchen

door exit opens out the way and has a rail which extends out to stop people running into one another from
the rear fire door so you have a fire door a rail and a run round ..This was part of fire regulation for the
buildings.

Bin area is not adequate for all bins, Rubbish and vermin are a problem at the moment and this will only
exacerbate the problem. .As well as this the alley could be used as a congregation area impacting on all
surrounding homes and could also cause problems to fire exits.
There is no extra parking proposed for the flats.Parking and traffic is a major problem just now and this
will add to it School buses pick up and drop of outside building and often have to double park. People
already double park and park dangerously to access shops this will increase the problem making an
already dangerous situation worse.
There are also problems with sewerage ,drains on lochend Road as it is old Victorian sewerage system
They are already massively overused and stressed due to two new local pumping stations and local
ongoing building works They smell awful and have been causing toxic obnoxious fumes in the village and
the addition of 4 new building will cause even more problems.
Id also like to point out that a 3 metre high wall is supposed to be replaced at rear of building and has of
yet not been done . Planning dept assured us this would be replaced within five years . This has caused us
lots of problems with litter ,bottles being thrown and children climbing walls etc
Cathy and Billy Russell
97 Lochend Rd,
Gartcosh
Glasgow
G698AQ
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00658/FUL

Application Summary
Application Number: 18/00658/FUL
Address: Site West Of 1−6 Old Gartloch Road Gartcosh North Lanarkshire
Proposal: Retail Shop Unit With Two Flats Above
Case Officer: Mr Paul Williams

Customer Details
Name: Mr Graeme Mills
Address: 95A Lochend Road, Gartcosh, Glasgow, North Lanarkshire G69 8AQ

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:

Objections as follows

1)
The applicant has shown complete disregard for Planning Department & Building Control as to
conditions already imposed & not complied with

as to the demolition of former building on this proposed site
Namely that a condition of demolition of former stables & yard buildings,
that the common boundary wall between it & neighbours at 95a Lochend road , was to be
reinstated back to its former height & that all render be made good The applicant has also lefi
rainwater pipes badly damaged & not made good , with the result of ( Four Years on from said
works rainwater is still being discharged onto the rear garden of 95a Lochend Road THIS
TURNING A LAWN INTO NOTHING BUT MOSS & MUD DURING WINTER MONTHS.

This total disregard for above department & also the neighbour affected is completely
unacceptable

2) Before any application is considered it should not take effect until this serious breach of
conditions is addressed & the wall reinstated to former height along with render & pipe work
associated with this

I have attached photos of this breach of conditions
My 84 year old Granny had to endure this mess for the last years of her life , looking on at this for
approximately three years (daily ) before she sadly passed away in NOVEMBER 2016.
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3) Proposed Plans are flawed in that they do not show an entry into shops showing only entry to
flats ( although it has been many years since my father went school When I showed the
drawings to him he remembers his time in Technical Drawing & what constituted a solid wall from
door openings & windows
4) The plans show a distinct lack of detail & thought
4a No detail as to what screening is & proposed screening does not guarantee privacy for any of
the neighbours as anyone over 6ft 6ins can see over into houses & gardens below. I also
consider that the screening at height stipulated would allow for persons to stand up on chair or
stool also invading privacy of neighbours. Completely unacceptable

5) Site of Bin Store not appropriate or of adequate size for all existing shops plus new shop & flats
above minimum 3 wheely bins for each flat plus adequate commercial bins for shop along with
existing shop bins of which there are numerous . Would not adequately fit into proposed storage

area of around 4mtrs x 2.5mtrs
6) Bin store shown is encroaching on steps leading from existing Fire Escape door, the steps are
at present 140CM WIDE WITH SAFETY BARRIERS IN PLACE
As proposed building is shown at around 1 0 0 c away from existing gable end & the stairs would
block entry/exit of bins not feasible on current drawings
7) I also think that the siting of the above bins would constitute a Fire hazard to existing Fire

escape
8) existing extractor flue is 80 cm out from original gable leaving gap of 20cm to proposed building
again a potential Fire Hazard
9) I wish to request the the appropriate Fire Regulations Officer is consulted on this before any
decision as to application. I will therefore be making enquiries with local Fire Brigade as to them
assessing before & after Regulations on this proposed development
10) Shadowing from proposed Final height of roof would have a further impact on the garden &
house at 95a Lochend Road
also affecting neighbours at Flat 95 Lochend Road as roof towering over there window at gable
end
11) Existing drains from shops currently go into this yard ,what
consideration has been given as to current state of these old drains & how will repairs take place if
shop & flats are built over them.
12)No provision provided for parking issues regarding Flats current government guide lines not
heeded no provision for additional traffic visiting shop or flats No provision for delivery lorries Milk
Trolleys ,Bread Baskets, or other deliveries . Sight issues exiting small development on Old
Gartloch Rd. from this. This road in & around shops is parked both sides & also on corners leading
down to Lochend Rd. buses & lorries having difficulty navigating this corner at times
13) Looking slightly further westward across the A752 there is currently Thousands of houses
going up in this development , vehicles from householders in here will no doubt be using the shops
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on Old Gartloch Rd , adding further to the existing parking problems
14) There is currently a Primary School approximately 100−120 mtrs away from Old Gartloch Road
shops & safety of Pupils must be considered when taking into points above regarding congestion
at present & future impact of proposed development
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Comments for Planning Application 18/006581FUL

Application Summary
Application Number: 18/00658/FUL
Address: Site West Of 1−6 Old Gartloch Road Gartcosh North Lanarkshire
Proposal: Retail Shop Unit With Two Flats Above
Case Officer: Mr Paul Williams

Customer Details
Name: Dr Alexander Southern
Address: 28 Old Gartloch Road, Gartcosh, North Lanarkshire G69 8EU

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:lt was not possible to see what the type of business would be using the retail unit. This
is a very important consideration for us that will have a bearing on how and if we object to the
proposed development.

In any case, we would be extremely upset if the new retail unit was to be used for a takeaway food
shop from which the air quality in our bedroom and amenity spaces would likely be adversely
affected. We would expect the presence of a commercial food odour likely to have a negative
impact on our well being. This negative impact would arise from a reluctance (perceived or real) to

use our own amenity as we do now and the mental stress that accompanies such restriction. If the
local authority can impose a restriction on future tenants that forbids the unit being used for food
preparation and cooking, we would see this as a reasonable way to avoid us objecting to the
proposed development.

Operational plant noise from vents and chillers for example presents a concern upon which we
object to the development. I understand that a noise impact assessment may not have been
completed for the proposed development yet but the outcome of this and the choice of any
mitigation measures adopted would determine if we were to continue to object on the grounds of
operational noise impacting our amenity space. Note that there is currently no industrial or
commercial noise audible in our amenity space during the hours we typically use it, therefore we
would not expect to have to tolerate any change from this baseline resulting from the proposed
development.

We have very strong concerns about the construction working hours proposed. Mainly, residents
to the west of the proposed development are already suffering a prolonged period of construction
noise due to the nearby large housing development and as such we are well aware of how the

Page 42 of 148



noise from a construction site can impact on us and our health and well being in our homes. In

particular the construction hours proposed give no regard to those of us that have cause to work

from home. Therefore we object to the development on the grounds of yet further construction

noise affecting our amenity spaces in the early mornings, evenings and weekends.

Should the local authority see it reasonable to limit the use of construction machinery to between
lOam − 4pm on weekdays, then we would have no objection on the grounds of construction noise.

Traffic and parking − where will the new tenants park their cars? We feel the local authority should
properly consider the impact of parking the vehicles associated with two flats and a shop on an
already busy street. Furthermore, we are aware that there is a
parking bay next to our amenity space. Should the retail unit attract customers it is not
unreasonable to assume they will park in those bays given the close proximity to the proposed
shop.

Consequently we would object on the grounds that during the evenings and weekends (weekday
daytime not a concern) when we want to use our amenity there will be a significant increase in
road traffic noise using the bays associated with the shop. This can be avoided if the local
authority marks the spaces as being for residents only for example.

It is not clear from the elevation drawing if the proposed development would have a view of our
amenity space from the west elevation. In the event that there is a window on the west
facade of the proposed development we would very strongly object to the development on the
grounds that it would diminish the privacy of our amenity space and have a detrimental effect to
the desirability of our property should we wish to sell in the future. We feel this can be reasonably
avoided with good design and planning and if it is avoided we would not have objection to the
development on these grounds.

Additionally, we already experience a problem with litter in our front and back garden due to being
in close proximity to a convenience shop. We feel that another shop unit, even closer to us, would
only add to this problem and we therefore further object to the proposed development on these
grounds.
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NORTH LANARKSHIRE COUNCIL

INTERNAL MEMORANDUM

TO: Head of Planning & Development
Central Area Office
Kildonan Street
Coatbridge

FAO P Williams

Your Ref. 18/00658/FUL

My Ref. Flare 516339

Copied to:

FROM: Andrew McPherson
Head of Regulatory Services & Waste
Solutions
453 Main Street
Coatbridge
ML5 3RS

Ask for: Margaret Morgan Ext 07793599105

Date 15/5/18

Subject: I 81006581FUL
Retail Shop Unit With Two Flats Above
Site West Of 1−6, Old Gartloch Road,
Gartcosh, North Lanarkshire
Grid Reference: 270310 661916
Ward No:

1. Construction work associated with this development shall conform to BS−5228, Noise from
Construction and Open Sites.

2. Due to the close proximity of the development to noise sensitive dwellings during the period
of construction working hours should be limited to:

8.00am to 7.00pm Monday to Friday
8.00am to 1 .00pm Saturdays.
No noise to be audible from the site on Sundays or Bank Holidays.

3. Best practicable means shall be adopted to control site generated dust and prevent dust
emission beyond the site boundary. If site generated dust is found to be impacting upon
property/residents out with the site the operation responsible shall be suspended until
suitable dust suppression measures are put in place.

4. During preparation of the site and construction no waste materials may be burned on site.

5. This residential development is likely to be affected by noise from road traffic. Additionally
there may be an issue from noise to the residential units from the proposed commercial
premises below i.e. early morning/late night deliveries and fan units. A noise impact
assessment requires to be carried out for this development. The findings of the
assessment should be submitted to the Local Authority in the form of a report which details
the extent of any associated impact and any mitigation measures proposed. I would
therefore request that the application is not determined until the report submitted and any
proposed mitigation are approved by the Local Authority.

6. To ensure potential risks arising form previous land uses around the site have been fully
assessed, before the development starts, a comprehensive site investigation requires to be
submitted to the satisfaction of the Local Authority. The investigation must be carried out in
accordance with the British Standard Code of Practice BS 10175: 2001 "The InvestigationPage 46 of 148



of Potentially Contaminated Sites". The report must include a site specific risk assessment
of all relevant pollution linkages, be carried out in accordance with the Environment Agency
publication, Model Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination CLRII, and be
submitted in both hard copy and electronic format. Depending on the results of this
investigation a detailed remediation strategy may be required. Any remediation work
required must be completed and verification provided by the developer to the satisfaction of
the Local Authorities before development begins.

7. Should external lighting be provided as part of this development it is recommended that
specifically designed lighting equipment is used which minimises the upward spread of light
near to and above the horizontal. Care should be taken when selecting luminaries to
ensure that appropriate units are chosen and that their location will reduce spill light and
glare to a minimum. Glare should be kept to a minimum by ensuring that the main beam
angle of all lights directed towards any potential observer is not more than 700. Higher
mounting heights allow lower main beam angles, which can assist in reducing glare. In
areas with low ambient lighting levels, glare can be very obtrusive and extra care should be
taken when positioning and aiming lighting equipment.

The Scottish Executive has recently published a Guidance Note entitled "Controlling Light
Pollution and Reducing Lighting Energy Consumption" and is available to download at
http://www.scotland.gov.uk.

8. In order to eliminate odour complaints should a flue system be installed in the commercial
unit then the flue should terminate at least 1 metre above the eaves and be located away
from upstairs windows.

jr,<

Margaret Morgan
Environmental Health Officer
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The Coal
Authority

ta '4

V

.'

XVESTOR IN PEOPLE

RTPI
/

/ Learning Partner

For the Attention of: Mr Paul Williams

North Lanarkshire Council

[By Email: econsuItationnorthIan.gov.uk]

15 May 2018

Dear Mr Paul Williams

PLANNING APPLICATION: I 8/00658/FUL

200 Lichfield Lane
Berry Hill
Mansfield
Nottinghamshire
NGI8 4RG

Tel: 01623 637 119 (Planning Enquiries)

Email: planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk

Web: www.gov.uklcoalauthority

Retail shop unit withtwo flats above; SITE WEST OF, 1−6 OLD GARTLOCH
ROAD, GARTCOSH, NORTH LANARKSHIRE, G69 8EU

Thank you for your consultation notification of the 10 May 2018 seeking the views of
The Coal Authority on the above planning application.

The Coal Authority Response: Material Consideration

I can confirm that the above planning application has been sent to us incorrectly for
consultation.

The application site does not fall with the defined Development High Risk Area and
is located instead within the defined Development Low Risk Area. This means that
there is no requirement under the risk−based approach that has been agreed with the
LPA for a Coal Mining Risk Assessment to be submitted or for The Coal Authority to
be consulted.

The Coal Authority Recommendation to the LPA

In accordance with the agreed approach to assessing coal mining risks as part of the
development management process, if this proposal is granted planning permission, it
will be necessary to include The Coal Authority's Standing Advice within the Decision
Notice as an informative note to the applicant in the interests of public health and
safety.

Yours sincerely

Christopher Telford BSc(Hons) DipTP MRTPI
Principal Development Manager

Protecting the public and the environment in mining areas
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AGENDA ITEM 2F

Page 59 of 148



 

Page 60 of 148



Our Ref: 18/00502/FUL
Your Ref:
Contact: Mr Gary McEwan
Tel: 01236632500
E−mail: esplanningnorthlan.gov.uk
Date: 4th October 2018

Mrs Anne Carson

d o Hareshaw Properties Limited

17 Wilsons Road

Hareshaw

Motherwell

Scotland

ML1 5NA

Dear Sir/Madam,

Determination of Application
Planning etc (Scotland) Act 2006
2 Detached Dwellinghouses with Associated Parking and Garages
Site To East Of 2, South Hirst Road, Harthill, North Lanarkshire

Enterprise And Place
Lorna Bowden
Planning and Place Manager
Fleming House
2 Tryst Road
Cumbernauld
G67 1J

I refer to your application for Planning Permission relative to the above proposal, which was registered on
4th April 2018. I write to advise you that this application was refused on 4th October 2018.

I enclose a copy of the Decision Notice.

We appreciate and value customer feedback to help us understand what we do well and where we need to
improve. This allows us to tailor our service to better meet your needs.

Please take a few minutes to complete our customer survey at
https://www.surveymonkey.co.uk/r/NLCdevelopmentmanagement. If you submitted on paper a survey form
and prepaid envelope are enclosed.

Yours faithfully,

1M LJAA
Shirley Linton
Head of Enterprise and Place

E n t e r p r i s e & H o u s i n g Resources
Shirley Lnton
Head of Emerphse and Place
Fleming House
2 Tryst Road
Cumbenaula G6 ljVi
wwwnorthlanarkshiregovuk

1110 disal!x'ity'
confident I
LEADER

North
Lanarkhire

Council

' 4A F' :rpn
CLL :'ION_
GLA03W 2018

P r o u d H o s t Venue

AGENDA ITEM 3A
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North
Lanarkhire

Coundi

Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997
as amended by the

Planning etc (Scotland) Act 2006
Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure)

(Scotland) Regulations 2013

No: 18/00502/FUL
Date: 4th October 2018
To: Mrs Anne Carson

d o Hareshaw Properties Limited
17 Wilsons Road
Hareshaw
Motherwell
Scotland
MI−1 5NA

With reference to your application dated 4th April 2018 for planning permission under the above Acts
and Regulations for the following development:

2 Detached Dwellinghouses with Associated Parking and Garages
Site To East Of 2, South Hirst Road, Harthill, North Lanarkshire

North Lanarkshire Council, in exercise of its powers under the above Acts and Regulations, hereby
REFUSES planning permission for the reasons indicated in the paper apart.

The Council's reasoning for arriving at the above decision is asfollows:−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.

Lb−v
Shirley Linton
Head of Enterprise and Place
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Reasons

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.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

PLEASE READ THESE NOTES CAREFULLY, THEY DO NOT CONSTITUTE LEGAL ADVICE, AND ARE NOT INTENDED TO BE
A COMPREHENSIVE GUIDE TO LAWS WHICH MAY APPLY TO THE DEVELOPMENT WHICH YOU PROPOSE TO CARRY
OUT. IF YOU WISH TO OBTAIN ADVICE ON WHICH YOU WILL BE ENTITLED TO RELY, YOU MUST CONSULT A SOLICITOR
OR OTHER APPROPRIATE PROFESSIONAL ADVISER, e.g. AN ARCHITECT OR CHARTERED SURVEYOR.

(1) A copy of the plan which accompanied your application is returned docketed appropriately.

(2) If the applicant is aggrieved by this decision taken under delegated powers by the Planning Authority he may request that
a review of the decision is undertaken by the Council's Local Review Body. A request for a review (Notice of Review)
should be submitted to North Lanarkshire Council's Corporate Services Section in accordance with the Planning etc
(Scotland) Act 2006 within three months of this decision.

The Local Review Body may uphold the original decision or may reverse or vary any part of it and may deal with the
application as if it had been made to them in the first instance. This is regardless of the specific issues raised in the Notice
of Review..

NOTE: A request for a review should be addressed to North Lanarkshire Council's Corporate Services Section, Civic
Centre, Windmillhill Street, Motherwell MLI lAB. The appropriate Notice of Review form is available online at
www.eplanning.scotland.gov.uk

(3) If permission to develop land is refused and the owner of the land claims that the land has become incapable of
reasonably beneficial use in its existing state and cannot be rendered capable of reasonably beneficial use by the carrying
out of any development which has been or would be permitted, he may serve on the Planning Authority a purchase notice
of his interest in the land in accordance with the provisions of Sections 88 to 94 of the Town and Country Planning
(Scotland) Act 1997.

(4) Where it appears to the Planning Authority that there has been a breach of planning control, they may serve enforcement
and stop notices requiring the breach to be remedied.
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North
Lanarkhire

Council

Fleming House 2 Tryst Road Cumbernauld G67 1JW Tel: 01236 632500 Fax: 01698 302115 Email: esdm@northlan.gov.uk

Applications cannot be validated until all the necessary documentation has been submitted and the required fee has been paid.

Thank you for completing this application form:

ONLINE REFERENCE 100089399−003

The online reference is the unique reference for your online form only. The Planning Authority will allocate an Application Number when
your form is validated. Please quote this reference if you need to contact the planning Authority about this application.

Applicant or Agent Details
Are you an applicant or an agent? * (An agent is an architect, consultant or someone else acting

on behalf of the applicant in connection with this application)

Agent Details

El Applicant NAgent

Please enter Agent details

Hareshaw Properties LimitedCompany/Organisation:

Ref. Number: You must enter a Building Name or Number, or both: *

First Name: * Robert I
Building Name:

Last Name: * Sneddon
I

Building Number:

I Address 1
Telephone Number: * 07931833128 (Street): *

Extension Number: Address 2:

Mobile Number: Town/City: *

Fax Number: Country: *

17

Wilsons Road

Hareshaw

Motherwell

Scotland

ML1 5NAPostcode: *

Email Address: * hareshaw.properties@sky.com

Is the applicant an individual or an organisation/corporate entity? *

Individual E l Organisation/Corporate entity

Page 1 of 5
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Applicant Details
Please enter Applicant details

Title: Mrs You must enter a Building Name or Number, or both: *

Other Title: Building Name:

First Name: *

Last Name: *

Anne Building Number:

Carson Address I
(Street): *

62

Springfield Road

Salsburgh

Scotland

ML7 4L

Company/Organisation
I ]

Address 2

Telephone Number: *

Extension Number:

Mobile Number:

Fax Number:

Email Address: *

Town/City: *

Country: *

Postcode: *

Site Address Details
Planning Authority: North Lanarkshire Council

Full postal address of the site (including postcode where available):

Address 1:

Address 2:

Address 3:

Address 4:

Address 5:

Town/City/Settlement:

Post Code:

Please identify/describe the location of the site or sites

663467 286707Northing E a s t i n g
____________________________________

Page 2 of 5
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Description of Proposal
Please provide a description of your proposal to which your review relates. The description should be the same as given in the
application form, or as amended with the agreement of the planning authority: *
(Max 500 characters)

2 Detached dwellinghouses and associated garages and parking. Site to east of 2 South Hirst Road, Harthill, North Lanarkshire.

Type of Application
What type of application did you submit to the planning authority? *

Application for planning permission (including householder application but excluding application to work minerals).

El Application for planning permission in principle.

Further application.

LII Application for approval of matters specified in conditions.

What does your review relate to? *

Refusal Notice.

Grant of permission with Conditions imposed.

LI No decision reached within the prescribed period (two months after validation date or any agreed extension) − deemed refusal.

Statement of reasons for seeking review
You must state in full, why you are a seeking a review of the planning authority's decision (or failure to make a decision). Your statement
must set out all matters you consider require to be taken into account in determining your review. If necessary this can be provided as a
separate document in the 'Supporting Documents' section: * (Max 500 characters)

Note: you are unlikely to have a further opportunity to add to your statement of appeal at a later date, so it is essential that you produce
all of the information you want the decision−maker to take into account.

You should not however raise any new matter which was not before the planning authority at the time it decided your application (or at
the time expiry of the period of determination), unless you can demonstrate that the new matter could not have been raised before that
time or that it not being raised before that time is a consequence of exceptional circumstances.

Proposal complies with policy NBE313 and SPG which states acceptable development "up to 4 housing units", satisfies DSP4,
doesn't prejudice the RIA, contributes to sustainable development, enhances the amenity by reflecting existing development, good
access, no detrimental impact on existing roads or natural heritage, well located for local amenities and transport, of high design
standard, precedent has been set by App Ref 11/01 266/FUL. Not all information supplied, letter 30/5/16, uploaded.

Have you raised any matters which were not before the appointed officer at the time the L I
Yes

N No
Determination on your application was made? *

If yes, you should explain in the box below, why you are raising the new matter, why it was not raised with the appointed officer before
your application was determined and why you consider it should be considered in your review: * (Max 500 characters)

Page 3 of 5
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Please provide a list of all supporting documents, materials and evidence which you wish to submit with your notice of review and intend
to rely on in support of your review. You can attach these documents electronically later in the process: * (Max 500 characters)

LRB Statement Meeting Letter dated 30 May 2018 Google Maps 1−5 Google Maps 6−9 Applicant Letter to NLC NLC email relate
and incorrect decision notice 1810031 NLC email re correct decision notice 181108 Screen shot 181018 00502 FUL Screen shot
181112 00502 FUL

Application Details
Please provide details of the application and decision.

What is the application reference number? * 1 8/00502/FUL

What date was the application submitted to the planning authority? * 04/04/2018

What date was the decision issued by the planning authority? * 04/10/2018

Review Procedure
The Local Review Body will decide on the procedure to be used to determine your review and may at any time during the review
process require that further information or representations be made to enable them to determine the review. Further information may be
required by one or a combination of procedures, such as: written submissions; the holding of one or more hearing sessions and/or
inspecting the land which is the subject of the review case.

Can this review continue to a conclusion, in your opinion, based on a review of the relevant information provided by yourself and other
parties only, without any further procedures? For example, written submission, hearing session, site inspection. *

0 Yes
LI

No

In the event that the Local Review Body appointed to consider your application decides to inspect the site, in your opinion:

Can the site be clearly seen from a road or public land? * Yes L I No

Is it possible for the site to be accessed safely and without barriers to entry? * Yes L I No

Checklist − Application for Notice of Review
Please complete the following checklist to make sure you have provided all the necessary information in support of your appeal. Failure
to submit all this information may result in your appeal being deemed invalid.

Have you provided the name and address of the applicant?. * Yes L I No

Have you provided the date and reference number of the application which is the subject of this
Z

Yes
LII No

review? *

If you are the agent, acting on behalf of the applicant, have you provided details of your name
Z

Yes
LI

No
L I N/A

and address and indicated whether any notice or correspondence required in connection with the
review should be sent to you or the applicant? *

Have you provided a statement setting out your reasons for requiring a review and by what Z

Yes
L I No

procedure (or combination of procedures) you wish the review to be conducted? *

Note: You must state, in full, why you are seeking a review on your application. Your statement must set out all matters you consider
require to be taken into account in determining your review. You may not have a further opportunity to add to your statement of review
at a later date. It is therefore essential that you submit with your notice of review, all necessary information and evidence that you rely
on and wish the Local Review Body to consider as part of your review.

Please attach a copy of all documents, material and evidence which you intend to rely on
X

Yes
L I No

(e.g. plans and Drawings) which are now the subject of this review *

Note: Where the review relates to a further application e.g. renewal of planning permission or modification, variation or removal of a
planning condition or where it relates to an application for approval of matters specified in conditions, it is advisable to provide the
application reference number, approved plans and decision notice (if any) from the earlier consent.

Page 4 of 5
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Declare − Notice of Review
I/We the applicant/agent certify that this is an application for review on the grounds stated.

Declaration Name; Mr Robert Sneddon

Declaration Date; 03/12/2018

Page 5 of 5
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Print

Subject: Re: 18/00502/FUL− Site to East of 2 Hirst Road, Harthill

From: hareshaw.properties@sky.com (hareshaw.properties©sky.com)

To: esplanning@northlan.gov.uk;

Cc: lesleycarson123btinternet.com;

Date: Wednesday, 31 October 2018, 12:53

Dear Gary McEwan,

Many thanks for your prompt response to this morning's telephone conversation.

Page 1 o fOn

behalf of the Applicant we would be grateful if you could provide a copy of the decision notice relating to
Application Reference 1 8/00502/FUL and not 18/01389/CLP which was attached to your e−mail.

As mentioned during the telephone conversation, it is almost 4 weeks since the date on the decision notice
and neither the Applicant or ourselves have received communication regarding the decision from North
Lanarkshire Council.

We would also like to highlight that there is no indication on the Planning Portal of the Application having been
advertised in the local press, normally by exhibiting the 'Press Cutting, although we have been issued with a
receipt for this occurring, copies of both attached. We would request that you either provide a copy of the
'Press Cutting or refund the Advert Application Fee without delay.

Kind regards

Robert Sneddon
Mobile: 07931 833 128

From: "esplanning@northlan.gov.uk" <esplanning@northlan.gov.uk>
To: hareshaw.properties@sky.com
Sent: Wednesday, 31 October 2018, 12:05
Subject: 18/00502/FUL − Site to East of 2 Hirst Road, Harthill

Dear Robert Sneddon,

Please find attached a copy of the Decision Notice in relation to the above application.

You should have received a copy of this when the Decision Notice was made publically
visible on the Council's online planning information system. On behalf of the Council I
would like to sincerely apologise that you did not receive the decision notice on 05/10/18.

Kind regards,

Gary McEwan
Planning Assistant

North Lanarkshire Council
Enterprise and Housing Resources
Enterprise and Place
Fleming House
2 Tryst Road
C urn bern a u Id

https://maii.yahoo.com/neo/launch?.src=ym&reason=myc 02/12/2018
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Print

G67 1JW

ESPlanning@northlan.gov.uk
01236 632500
http://www.northlanarkshire.gov.uk

*********************************************************************
North Lanarkshire Council's Web Site −
http:Ilwww.northlanarkshire.gov.ukl

This e−mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and
intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they
are addressed. If you have received this e−mail in error, please
notify the System Manager and thereafter delete the e−mail from
your system. The System Manager may be contacted at
postmaster©northlan.gov.uk.
E−mail transmission is not secure and information can be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, delayed or incomplete. The sender does
not accept any liability for errors or omissions arising as a result
of e−mail transmission or interception. Please note that incoming
e−mails are routinely scanned for the purpose of detecting offensive
or inappropriate materials.

Attachments

Screen Shot 1800502 FUL.pdf (65.18 KB)
South Hirst NLC Planning Fees receipt.pdf (80.49 KB)
Decision Notice−DECISION NOTICE.pdf (135.39 KB)

Page 2 o fhttps:Hmail.yahoo.com/neo/launch?.src=ym&reason=myc

02/12/2018
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Print

Subject: 18/00502/FUL − South Hirst Road Decision Notice

From: esplanningnorthlan.gov.uk (espIanningnorthlan.gov.uk)

To: hareshaw.properties@sky.com;

Date: Thursday, 8 November 2018, 11:45

Dear Robert Sneddon,

Page 1 ofWith

reference to our phone conversation of 08/11/18 and your e−mail dated 07/11/181 would
sincerely apologise that you did not receive the Decision Notice for the above application. I am
afraid that I cannot explain what happened. Now attached is the correct decision notice.

With regard to the advert, I have queried the situation with our support section and will update you
in due course on this matter. However our system does indicate that an advert was submitted in the
West Lothian Courier on 18/04/18.

Kind regards.

Gary McEwan
Planning Assistant

Planning and Place
Enterprise and Communities
North Lanarkshire Council
Fleming House
2 Tryst Road
Cumbernauld
G67 IJW

ESPlanninza northlan.gov.uk
01236 632500
http ://ww w. north Ianarksh ire.gov.uk

North Lanarkshire Councils Web Site −
http ://w\\\v.north l ail arksh ire.gov.uL/

This e−mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and
intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they
are addressed. If you have received this e−mail in error, please
notify the System Manager and thereafter delete the e−mail from
your system. The System Manager may be contacted at
postniastera north Ian .gov.uL.
E−mail transmission is not secure and information can be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, delayed or incomplete. The sender does
not accept any liability for errors or omissions arising as a result
of e−mail transmission or interception. Please note that incoming
e−mails are routinely scanned for the purpose of detecting offensive
or inappropriate materials.

https://mail.yahoo.com/neo/launch?.src=ym&reason=myc 02/12/2018
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Print

Attachments

South Hirst − Decision Notice−DECISION NOTICE.pdf (107.08 KB)

Page 2 o f 2

https://mail.yahoo.com/neo/Iaunch?.src=ym&reason=myc 02/12/2018
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20 August 2018

Dear Graeme Lee

Ref: 18/00502/FUL − South Hirst Road, Harthill

I refer to our telephone conversation on Friday 17 August regarding the above application
and write to provide further relevant information.

In May 2017 I had a telephone conversation with Lisa Smith about the possibility of

obtaining planning permission, to build a house or houses, at South Hirst Road, Harthill. Lisa
explained that the plot of land was in the Rural Investment Area and we had a discussion
around this. We also discussed the implications of the coal zoning of the area and she
advised me to contact the Coal Authority. She explained about zoning saying that Zone 2 or
3 would be ok but Zone 1 not so good. Lisa was of the opinion that obtaining planning

permission would not be "shootie in" but "if I had a good story" it might be possible.
Following on from my discussion with Lisa Smith I contacted the Coal Authority who advised
the plot is "outside the high area in respect of development". This was confirmed in writing.

In October 2017 I had a meeting in Fleming House with Lisa Smith. We had a lengthy
discussion about the plot at South Hirst Road, with Lisa recommending that the best way
forward would be to get some plans of the area, in scale 1:500 and 1:250, and present them

to her for further assessment. The drawings should show proposed buildings and access.
She told me that people often ask planning officers for advice and then "do their own
thing". As this project is so important to me I was determined to follow any advice given to

me by the planning department.

In October 2017 I also had a discussion with Alan Leslie about the same plot of land. Alan
and Lisa were of the same opinion in that I should not employ an architect, at this time, due
to high cost.

In January 2018 I had a meeting with Jim Lennon in Fleming House. As suggested by Lisa
Smith I presented Jim Lennon with some rough plans of the site at South Hirst Road. The
1:500 plan showed four houses in a straight line and Jim immediately said that I would not
get planning permission for four houses. Jim Lennon studied the letter and plans, which I
brought to the meeting, for some time. He drew a circle on the plans with his finger and
said there was a good chance that I would get permission for one house and if I "worked
away" could get two. He suggested that I employ an architect.

Never at any time did I feel that the information given to me, by Lisa Smith or by Jim
Lennon, was on an informal basis.
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Following the information and advice provided during the aforementioned discussions a
Planning Application was submitted 30th March 2018.

My architect, Robert Sneddon, is more than willing to work with planners and is open to any
suggestions that they may make.

Yours sincerely

Anne Lesley Carson
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Hareshaw

E−mail

North Lanarkshire Council
Planning & Regeneration
Development Management,
Fleming House
2 Tryst Road
CUMBERNAULD
G67 1 J

3 0 1 1 May 2018.

Dear Sirs,

Limited

Our Ref: 18/202

2 Detached dwelling houses, east of 2 South Hirst Road, Harthill
Planning Application Ref: 18/00502/FUL

We act as agent for L Carson.

Further to your e−mail of 2 4 ' May 2018 and the meeting of 29th May 2018,
Sneddon/McEwan, we write to comment on the points discussed.

A Cluster:

It is agreed that the two houses do not constitute a cluster as stipulated in SF0.08,
farmbuildings in a 'C' or 'U' form. We would suggest that there are currently alternative
forms of clusters throughout North Lanarkshire that are not 'C' or 'U' shaped.

Section F of SPG.08 states:
'The overall intent of Policy NBE 3B is to focus on development towards the

recognised building clusters....'.
It does not state that this is the 'only' way to develop a cluster.

The nearby farms to the west, North Hirst and South Hirst, are linear buildings with a stub
to the rear. South Hirst also has a building on the opposite side of the road. Neither
arrangement forms a 'C' or a 'U' shape.

By adding the dwellings as proposed, a similar configuration would be created.

The buildings to the east at the junction of Hirst Road and Shotts Road are randomly
located and do not form a 'C' or a 'U' cluster.

All of the above sited configurations contain farm buildings.

It should be noted that 2 South Hirst Road is used by Mr Weir as the farmhouse for South
Hirst farm and has been for more than 50 years. Also 4 South Hirst Road was used for
bottling milk prior to it being utilised only as a residential dwelling.

B 50m radius:

SPG.08 doesn't state that the origin of the 50m radius should be centred at the centre of
the existing cluster. The proposal has located the 10 0 diameter circle to encompasses
the minimum recommended 85% footprint final form

Properties
17Wilsons Road

Hareshaw
ML1 5NA

Tel: 07931 833128
hareshaw.prorertiessky.com

Registered Office: Abercorn House, 79 Renfrew Road, Paisley, PA3 4DA
Company No.: SC306786Page 76 of 148



C Location of road:

The current 2 properties located to one side of a substantial road and junction off Hirst
Road looks unbalanced, odd and 'out on a limb'. The addition of the 2 proposed properties
would address this peculiarity.

D Enhancement:

The proposal for the buildings reflects those adjacent in that they are of a similar shape,
footprint size and elevation features of the original buildings pre−extensions. The new
properties will be constructed to current standards which are well in excess of those of the
existing properties which in itself is a major enhancement from an environmental point of
view.

The more obvious enhancement will be the boundaries surrounding the buildings. These
will be developed with dry stane walls and hedging to encapsulate them into the adjoining
existing plots but at the same time identifying them as more together than individual. The
ground surfaces are all proposed as 'soft', to enhance the rural setting and be
environmentally positive, and parking has been located discretely behind wall and hedging
and does not clutter the main elevation of the properties.

E Ribbon development:

There are numerous locations nearby and across North Lanarkshire, plan attached to
illustrate, where small ribbon developments are present, a few of which are listed below
illustrating that they are not uncommon in North Lanarkshire, in particular, and adjoining
districts:

1. North side of Hirst Road opposite 'Tam's Loup' quarry,
2. North side of Hirst Road, close to Llynallan Road, 4 + 2 units for Mr Chapman, not

yet commenced.
3. Shottsburn Road west of House 0 ' Muir Road,
4. Dewshill Cottages, off House 0 ' Muir Road,
5. Newmill & Canthill Road at Shotts Kirk,
6. Forrestburn,
7. Airdrie Road, Low Caldercruix,
8. Adjacent to railway bridge between Low Caldercruix and Plains,
9. Greengairs Road east of eastern Greengairs village boundary,
10. Bowhousebog Road.

It will be interesting to establish why it is thought that your Roads colleagues would
recommend refusal. The junction with Hirst Road complies with DMRB TD41/95, 4.5 x
215m, and there is as good as no traffic generated from the existing properties and land. It
should also be noted that a 2.5m 'x' dimension was accepted for the Mr Chapman's
development further east on Hirst Road which accommodates 4 dwellings on 1 access.

We would also reiterate the following comments:

The application land is not a field and hasn't been so since the M8 motorway
works re−aligned the B7066 Hirst Road isolating the land as productive farmland
during the early 1960's. It should be classed as 'brownfield'.
Mrs Carson has a strong emotional link with this area and the application land is
part of the family farm on which she grew up.
There is a lack of suitably located, appropriate sized housing in various locations
of North Lanarkshire and Mrs Carson is now at that point where she is looking to
move to a smaller property, needs to ensure that it will be as efficient as possible
and in a location that suits. She has the land to meet these requirements and is
willing to work with yourselves to realise this property.

Registered Office: Abercorn House, 79 Renfrew Road, Paisley, PA3 40A
Company No.: SC306786

Page 77 of 148



• Also by moving to a smaller property and freeing up her current property it will
create a chain of opportunities along the various points of the very limited
Salsburgh property market.

• This proposal can be delivered.

Once you have had an opportunity to consider the above we would wish to discuss before
you move to a decision.

Should you require any further information please do not hesitate to contact the
undersigned.

Yours faithfully

Robert G. Sneddon
Managing Director

Registered Office: Abercorn House, 79 Renfrew Road, Paisley, PA3 4DA
Company No.: SC306786
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HPL
Application: 1 8/00502/FU L

Proposal: 2 Detached Dwellinghouses with Associated Parking and Garages

Location: Site To East Of 2 South Hirst Road, Harthill, M U 5TD.

Local Review Body Statement.

Introduction:

This statement relates to the refusal of planning permission by North Lanarkshire Council for the above
dated 4th October 2018 for reasons of:

The proposal is contrary to policies NBE 3B Rural Investment Area and DSP4 of the North
Lanarkshire Local Plan and associated Supplementary Guidance Planning Guidance
"Development in 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 the natural heritage and the location of the houses 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.

The applicant contests this reason for refusal by referring to the complete submission in support of the
development and the contrasting conclusions / decisions of the following applications:

Application Administration I Management:

A number of aspects, listed below, regarding the administration / management of the application give cause
for concern, some of which relate directly to the decision making:

1. An Advertisement Fee was submitted at the time of the application. From observing the Planning
Portal as at 18th October 2018 the application wasn't advertised and the Fee was not refunded.
This was then amended as at 12 1h November 2018. Copy of both Planning Portal screen shots
attached.

2. A letter dated 301h May 2018 relating to a meeting between the Planning Officer and the Agent,
submitted 6" June 2018, has not been uploaded onto the Planning Portal and has not been
considered in the process of determination. Copy of letter& plans attached.

3. A letter submitted by the Applicant, 211t August 2018, has not been uploaded to the Planning
Portal. Copy of letter attached.

4. The Decision Notice of 4th October 2018 has not been issued to the Agent or Applicant as at 6h
November 2018. It was eventually issued 8th November 2018. Copy of e−mail attached.

5. A Decision Notice was issued following a telephone call by the Agent on 315t October 2018 to NLC
Planning however, the Decision Notice issued 31 St October 2018 related to Application Reference
18/01 389/CLP. Copy of e−mail attached.

Mobile: 07931 833 128 E−mail: Hareshaw.properties@sky.com
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HPL
Appeal Site:

The application review site extends to 0.155 hectares and is located east of 2 South Hirst Road, Harthill.
The site is bounded to the north by the B7066, to the east and south by open fields and to the west by the
short length of South Hirst Road. The property is accessed from South Hirst Road with the access 40m
from its junction with the B7066 connecting Salsburgh and Harthill with the M8 and surrounding towns.
South Hirst Road, which is of a loop form, currently serves 2 residential properties and a farm.

Access to existing facilities, amenities, and services are available from existing bus stop on the B7066.

Proposed Development:

The proposed development is for two, 1.5 storey detached three bedroom dwellinghouses. The proposal
also includes two detached garages. The dwellinghouses would be similar in plan and height to those to
the west. The garages would be 3.6m wide, 7m long and 5.3m in height, large enough to be considered as
a parking space by NLC Roads Section. The houses would be finished with wet dash render, mock slate
roof tiles and conservation roof lights.

Development Policy Overview:

Section 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 provides that where, in making any
determination under the Planning Acts, regard is to be had to the development plan, the determination shall
be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

Scottish Planning Policy (2014) introduces a presumption in favour of development that contributes to
sustainable development. Paragraphs 32 and 33 of the SPP state that: "The presumption in favour of
sustainable development does not change the statutory status of the development plan as the starting point
for decision−making. Proposals that accord with up−to−date plans should be considered acceptable in
principle and consideration should focus on the detailed matters arising. For proposals that do not accord
with up−to−date development plans, the primacy of the plan is maintained and this SPP and the presumption
in favour of development that contributes to sustainable development will be material considerations.

Where relevant policies in a development plan are out−of−date or the plan does not contain policies relevant
to the proposal, then the presumption in favour of development that contributes to sustainable development
will be a significant material consideration. Decision makers should also take into account any adverse
impacts which would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the wider
policies in this SPP. The same principle should be applied where a development plan is more than five
years old.

North Lanarkshire Local Plan became operative 12th July 2012 and is now out−of−date.

It is the applicant's contention that these review proposals contribute to sustainable development in line
with SPP presumption in favour. It brings into beneficial use a redundant plot site, consolidates an existing
small settlement and poses no harm to the existing landscape or wider Green Belt function.

Planning Policy:

The development plan comprises Clydeplan Strategic Development Plan (2017) and out of date North
Lanarkshire Local Plan (2012).

Mobile: 07931 833 128 E−mail: Hareshaw.properties@sky.com
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HPL
The Clydeplan Strategic Development Plan:

Other than setting a general planning policy framework and development priorities for the conurbation the
CSDP has no direct bearing on a development of this scale. It is noted however, that the Council are failing
to maintain a required 5−year housing land supply as evidenced through a series of recent appeal decisions.

This current review can be considered within a context of a housing land shortfall.

North Lanarkshire Local Plan (NLLP):

The out of date North Lanarkshire Local Plan identifies the application site as Rural Investment Area, RIA.
Non−compliance with Policy NBE 313, and its accompanying Guidance, and DSP 4 have been cited as the
determining factors in the reason for refusal.

PAN 72advocates the siting of new development in the RIA within or adjacentto an existing building cluster.
National guidance does not define a building cluster and leaves each planning authority free to provide its
own definition, and NLC have defined clusters as being farm steading groups of 5 or more buildings.

Policy NBE 38 1 quite clearly stipulates that one of the 'Types of acceptable development:' as 'yp
to 4 housing units" This is less than the "5 or more" stipulated for a cluster thus quite clearly
providing an alternative to clusters for development in the RIA.

The criteria set out in policies NBE 3A2 and NBE 3A3 are addressed in the Planning and Design Statement
submitted with the application.

The applicant contends that the development proposal addresses all aspects of Policy DSP 4 and any
aspects which are considered not to do so can be resolved with willing discussion with NLC Planning. At
no point during the consideration process has NLC Planning identified any aspect that fails to meet the
requirements of DSP 4. This matter only became evident when the Delegated Report was published on the
Planning Portal.

The proposed development would enhance the amenity by reflecting the linear development on South Hirst
Road and that on Hirst Road, east of the M8 junction and north of Tam's Loup quarry.

The proposal will enhance natural heritage in that the development is proposed on heavy soil that is
unsuitable for anything other than growing grass and by inspection at anytime throughout the year, it is
evident that it is poor quality grass. The Applicant has communication from Scottish Agricultural College
confirming that due to the size of the plot it unviable to support agriculture and the land is only suitable for
grass growing.

Development of an area of 'open rural character' is questionable in that, although the level of the
development is high its visibility from anywhere other than a close proximity is very limited due to
topography, forestation and existing development.

Residential development in the countryside should not be considered undesirable as alluded to in the
Delegated Report.

The applicant contends that the development can be justified as in compliance with Policy NBE 3.

Mobile: 07931 833 128 E−mail: Hareshaw.properties@sky.com
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HPL
Provision of Housing:

Scottish Planning Policy stipulates that there will be a presumption in favour of development that contributes
to sustainable development, with this presumption representing a 'significant material consideration'. The
applicant is in a position to deliver the development, unlike a previous consented development on Hirst
Road to the east where the consent expired October 2018 without being delivered. The aforementioned
consented site was also within the RIA, as noted within the Delegated Report, although evidence of
compliance with Supplementary Planning Guidance SP08 was not illustrated within the documents on the
Planning Portal.

Precedent:

Precedent has already been established for linear development within the RIA with consent 11/01 266/FUL
being granted for a linear 4 dwelling development south of Kirk 0 ' Shotts cemetery.

Conclusion:

The review application site is extremely well suited to accommodating residential development. It is
considered that planning permission should be granted for the following key reasons:

• Contrary to what has been stated in both the Delegated Report and The Decision Notice, the
proposal complies with the terms of the adopted policy NBE3 B (Rural Investment Area) and
associated Supplementary Planning Guidance "Development in the Rural Investment Area" which
states acceptable development as "up to 4 housing units".

• The objectives of DSP 4 (Quality of Development) in the North Lanarkshire Local Plan are
satisfied and where NLC Planning considered that they do not, willing negotiation between NLC
Planning and the Applicant can resolve those differences.

• The development proposals contribute towards sustainable development when assessed against
the terms of SPP.

• The development does not prejudice the aims, objectives, purpose or integrity of the RIA in this
location.

• The proposed development would enhance the amenity by reflecting the linear development on
South Hirst Road and Hirst Road.

• The development will not have a significantly detrimental impact upon any landscape features
including views from distance.

• The development will have no detrimental impact on natural heritage.

• The proposed development is acceptable in terms of physical access to the site and impact on
the external road network.

• The site is well located in terms of access to local amenities and existing transport facilities.

• The development will be of a high design standard and help to consolidate an existing
community.

• North Lanarkshire is littered with small linear development, as highlighted in meeting letter of 6tt1
June 2018, and precedent has already been established within the RIA by the development
south of Kirk 0 ' Shotts cemetery.

Mobile: 07931 833 128 E−mail: Hareshaw.properties@sky.com
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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.

AGENDA ITEM 3C
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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 thePage 88 of 148



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 thatPage 89 of 148



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 toPage 90 of 148



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.
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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 LocalPage 92 of 148



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. Page 93 of 148
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Wilson Stuart

From: McEwan Gary
Sent: 13 September 2018 16:15
To: Regen & ES DM
Subject: FW: Local members letter of support to 1 8/00502/FUL (SW)

Categories: Orange Category

Hello,

As per Graeme Lee's e−mail below can this be redacted and added to the application file please?

Thanks,

Gary

From: Lee Graeme
Sent: 02 August 2018 10:17
To: Regen & ES DM <esdm@northlan.gov.uk>
Cc: McEwan Gary <mcewanro@northlan.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: Local members letter of support to 18/00502/FUL

Please add Cllr Cochrane to uniform as a rep (supporting) and add email to idox − you will need to redact etc thanks
Graeme

Planning Manager (Local Developments)

North Lanarkshire Council, Enterprise and Housing Resources, Enterprise and Place, Fleming House,
2 Tryst Road, Cumbernauld G67 1JW

ESPa
01236632500

_

Consider the environment. Please don't print this e−mail unless you really need to.

1

AGENDA ITEM 3D
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From: Cochrane Thomas −Councillor
Sent: 31 July 2018 23:24
To: Lee Graeme < −Cc: Bowden Lorna <

−
>;

Subject: Local members letter of support to 18/00502/FUL

G rea me,

As you can see this "Wedge" of land was the creation of a road planning decision in the past
which created a bypass for farm and 2 other houses as well as increasing the width of the road.
This has left a piece of land of approximately 0.8 acre.
My constituent has tried in the past to rent this land to the local farmer, but even keeping
horses on this has proven to be unsustainable. Not only has this failed but my constituent has
been left with substantial bills to remove tyres and rubbish that has been deposited onto her
land. 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 property that fits into this
rural location seems to be the only way to make this land productive and in my opinion would
enhance this location.

As a councillor for the largest rural area within North Lanarkshire, I welcome the councils
commitment to rural investment through NLC's Supplementary planning guidance 08.

The Planners are saying that this development does not to fit this criteria due to it being a
"ribbon development" and not a "U" or "Horse shoe" as described in the guidance.

As a local elected member, I was approached by the applicant due to her unhappiness with the
an indication that the delegated officer and his senior were looking at recommending refusal to
the above application.
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As you are aware, 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 encouraged investment in rural Scotland.
You would agree that this is small scale infill, as it would be infilling an area of land that is of no
use to agriculture. This development would actually infill the community between the farm and
the house at Junction 5 of the M8/Shotts Road as can clearly be seen in the above image and in
doing so, in my opinion, would f i t perfectly into the area and would not be detrimental to the
existing residential of visual amenity of the area.

This is what the Scottish government says about this type of development;
"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 liner, this can be seen in the image above. 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. On this occasion I would say we have a need to use land that is no longer of agriculture
use 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.

• Ident i ty − 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, I am sure the architects and Planners can come to agreement on context
and Identity. Connection, these houses would be within metres of the M8 motorway, on the
Harthill to Belishill 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.

Furthermore, I need to ask why my constituent was given the following advice?

Email below for clarification purposes and is an exact copy and paste from my in box.

" I would like t o clar i fy the detai ls o f a conversat ion I had wi th Jim Lennon, Senior Planning
Off icer, North Lanarkshire Council a t Fleming House, Cumbernauld on 11 January 2018.

We had a lengthy discussion regard ing the possibi l i ty o f m e obta in ing planning permission
t o build a house o r houses on a plot o f land, I own, a t South Hirst Road, Harthi l l . I
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presented various plans of the area in scale 1:2500 and scale 1:500 and also a sample
house type.

I explained how this small area of land, of 0.89 acres, had been severed from Blairmains
Farm over 50 years ago by the construction of the B7066 and the new access to South
Hirst Road. The land has no value in respect of pasture land or crop growing and has
remained unused over this period of time.

Jim Lennon made me aware of its RIA status and we talked about other RIA developments
nearby le Kirk 0 ' Shotts and Glebe Farm both Salsburgh. The Kirk 0 ' Shotts development
is four properties side by side.

Jim Lennon studied the plans very carefully and finally suggested that there was a good
chance of obtaining planning permission for one house and if I "worked away" I could get
permission for two. He further suggested that I employ the services of an architect.

Following on from this meeting I decided to contact an architect. This decision was made
solely on the advice given to me by Jim Lennon. I had the expectation of gaining planning
permission to build at least one house.

Robert Sneddon, of Hareshaw Developments Limited submitted plans on my behalf in
April 2018 and I have recently been advised by him that my application is likely to be
refused by N.L.0 Planning Department.

I very much appreciate your assistance in the matter.

Yours sincerely

Anne Lesley Carson"

The combination of Scottish planning policy in rural areas and the advice my constituent was given
would point to North Lanarkshire Council approving this application. To my knowledge there has
been no public objections to this application.

Regard

e&. 7 t ,mm ?odraage

T d e d e c 6wwam

1 d 13 7t'e.444e.
1føt 4a.%444ee
07939 210017
My privacy statement is available at Privacy Statement
This explains how I will use your personal data.

4
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NORTH LANARKSHIRE COUNCIL
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSETS

ROADS OPERATIONS − OBSERVATION ON PLANNING APPLICATION

North
Lanarkshire

"IIII Council

Roads Contact W McAlpine
Planning Contact Gary McEwan
Planning Application No. 18/00502/FUL Drg No. Hareshaw Properties Limited − 02
Applicant Mrs Arnie Carson
Proposed Development 2 Detached Dwellinghouses with Associated Parking and Garages
Location Site To East O f 2, South Hirst Road, Harthill

1. EXISTING ROADS Consideration of the: General impact, Type of Connection(s) (Road Junction Footway
Crossing). Location (s) of Connection (s), Sighthnes. Pedestrian Provision.

a) The applicant proposes to access the development site from South Hirst Road, which presently appears to serve two
dwellings and a farm, via its junction with Hirst Road which forms part o f the route classified as the 137066. Hirst Road is
rural in nature and is subject to the national speed limit o f 60mph. No street lighting or pedestrian facilities exist along its
length in the vicinity or on the approaches to its junction with South Hirst Road. The proposed development will result in
an increase in braking manoeuvres at this isolated junction to the detriment o f road safety.

b) South Hirst Road is also substandard with no street lighting or pedestrian facilities present along its length.

2. N E W ROADS Consideration of the: Width. Layout. Junction Details (location, radii. sightlines). Turning
Facilities, Pedestrian Provision, Provision for Services.

a) N/A

3. SERVICING AND Consideration o f the: Servicing Arrangements/ Driveways, Parking Provision, Layout of
PARKING Parking.

a) 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.

b) It would appear the applicant proposes to provide two parking spaces for each dwelling in a communal courtyard as
opposed to a minimum requirement o f three spaces for each dwelling.

RECOMMENDATION I would recommend that this application be refused for the reasons noted in la), lb), 3a) and
3b) above.

NOTES FOR INTIMATION TO APPLICANT
(i) CONSTRUCTION CONSENT (S21)* Required for all adoptable roads and footpaths.
(ii) ROAD BOND (S17)* Required i f building works are to be undertaken before roads are completed.
(iii) ROAD OPENING PERMIT (556)* Required for any works on the public road.

p .Bus iness Manager Environmental Assets............... WUiizww ('4c'ALp−n..e.'.
........................ Date .... Oi J i − e − 'i−S............
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Planning Application 18/00502/FUL
Proposed Residential Development
South Hirst Road
Harth ill

Response to Agent's Comments of 26 June 2108 following initial observations from Roads
Service

1 a) The 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
shodul 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.

1 b) 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

3a) 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.

3b) 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.

WJMCA−10 July18
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From: McAlpine Willie
Sent: 10 Jul 2018 17:30:02 +0100
To: McEwan Gary
Cc: Nimmo Cohn
Subject: RE: 18/00502/FUL − Site To East Of 2, South Hirst Road, Harthill − 2 Detached
Dwellinghouses with Associated Parking and Garages
Attachments: PA1800502FU L South HirstRdHarthillResponseAgentComment.doc.docx

Gary,

I have reviewed the applicant's agent's comments and have attached my response to the points raised
for your consideration.

In addition to these comments I would also advise during the review of these proposals as a result of
these comments being forwarded it was noted a SUDs facility is proposed along the northern boundary
of the proposed development site. It would appear this facility will be 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

In addition it was also noted during this review a beech hedge would be planted along the boundary of
the development site. As this hedge matures it is likely to extend into the necessary visibility splay.

I would consider the above points to be further grounds for recommending planning consent for this
application be refused.

Willie

From: McEwan Gary
Sent: 09 July 2018 12:02
To: Roads − Development Team <RoadsDevelopmentTeam@northlan.gov.uk>
Cc: McAlpine Willie <McAlpineW@northlan.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: 18/00502/FUL − Site To East Of 2, South Hirst Road, Harthill − 2 Detached Dwellinghouses
with Associated Parking and Garages
Importance: High

Hello,

I have received the attached comments from the agent following your consultation response dated
21/06/18 (also attached). I just wanted to know if you would like to make any further comments?

Kind regards,

North Lanarkshire Council
Enterprise and Housing Resources
Enterprise and Place
Fleming House
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2 Tryst Road
Cumbernauld
G67 IJW

ESPlanning(northlan.gov.uk

01236632500

http://www.northlanarkshire.qov.uk

Consider the environment. Please don't print this e−mail unless you really need to.

From: McEwan Gary
Sent: 06 June 2018 11:11
To: Roads − Development Team <RoadsDevelopmentTeam north lan.gov.uk>
Cc: McAlpine Willie <McAlpineW@northlan.gov.uk>; Lee Graeme <LeeG@northlan.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: 18/00502/FUL − Site To East Of 2, South Hirst Road, Harthill − 2 Detached Dwellinghouses
with Associated Parking and Garages
Importance: High

Hello,

Any update on when I should receive comments regarding this application?

Thanks,

Gary McEwan
Planning Assistant

North Lanarkshire Council
Enterprise and Housing Resources
Enterprise and Place
Fleming House
2 Tryst Road
Cumbernauld
G67 IJW

ESPlanningnorthlan.qov.uk

01236632500

http://www.northlanarkshire.gov.uk
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eA,

Consider the environment. Please donut print this e−mail unless you really need to.

From: McEwan Gary
Sent: 24 May 2018 10:53
To: Roads − Development Team <RoadsDevelopmentTeam@northlan.gov.uk>
Cc: McAlpine Willie <McAlpineW@northlan.gov.uk>
Subject: 18/00502/FUL − Site To East Of 2, South Hirst Road, Harthill − 2 Detached Dwellinghouses with
Associated Parking and Garages

Hello,

18/00502/FUL − Site To East Of 2, South Hirst Road, Harthill − 2 Detached Dwellinghouses with
Associated Parking and Garages

I am still waiting for comments in relation to this application. Can you confirm for me when I will likely
receive these?

Kind regards,

Gary McEwan
Planning Assistant

North Lanarkshire Council
Enterprise and Housing Resources
Enterprise and Place
Fleming House
2 Tryst Road
Cumbernauld
G67 IJW

ESPlanninqnorthIan.qov.uk
01236632500
http://www.northlanarkshire.gov.uk

Consider the environment. Please don't print this e−mail unless you really need to.
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NORTH LANARKSHIRE COUNCIL

INTERNAL MEMORANDUM

TO: HEAD OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

F.A.O. Gary McEwan

FROM: Assistant Business Manager −
Greenspace Development

ASK FOR: Biodiversity and Access Officers

01236 780636

YOUR REF: S118/00502IFUL

MY REF:

DATE: 04.05.18

COPIED TO: SUBJECT: Harthill, South Hirst Road − 2

detached dwellinghouses with associated

parking and garages − site to east of 2 South

Hirst Road

Designation

There is no nature conservation designations associated with this site. The nearest protected site

lies approximately 1 83meter to the south of the site. Which is South Hirst Grassland a Site of

Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC).

Biodiversity

The site forms part of a larger field that has been grazed in the past. It consists of poorsemi−grassland,

marshy grassland and some tall ruderal vegetation.

Access
The Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 currently allows access rights across the application site,

which appears to be a small ex−pastoral field.

Section 6 of the LRA excludes from access rights land on which there is any building or other

structure or works, plant, fixed machinery, caravans, tents or other places used to give a person
privacy or shelter.

Section 6 of the LRA also excludes land which is adjacent to a house, caravan, tent or other similar

domestic place as is sufficient to give persons living there reasonable measures of privacy and

undisturbed enjoyment. This would apply to a private garden, for example.

File path
Page 104 of 148



Therefore, for the reasons above, access rights across the site would be excluded once the planned

houses, gardens and car parking spaces were created.

The loss of access is likely to have a negligible effect on local access takers.

There are no recorded Rights of Way or Core Paths associated with this application.

No objection.

Conclusion
In terms of biodiversity. Greenspace Development have no objections to this proposal.

File path
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NORTH LANARKSHIRE COUNCIL

INTERNAL MEMORANDUM

TO: Head of Planning and Development
Fleming House
Tryst Road
Cumbernauld

FAO: Gary McEwan

FROM: Andrew McPherson
Head of Regulatory Services and Waste
Solutions
Pollution Control Team
Kildonan Street
Coatbridge

Ask for: Mr Robertson Ext (01236) 638630

Your Ref:

My Ref:

Copied to:

1 8/00502/FUL

FLARE 514657

Date 12th April, 2018

Subject: 2 detached dwelling houses with
associated parking and garages

Site to the east of 2 South Hirst Road,
Harthill

Grid reference: 286615 663410

I refer to the above application and have the following comments to make:

Construction Phase (Noise, Clean Air and Nuisance)

1. Construction work associated with this development shall conform to BS5228 − Noise from
Construction and Open Sites.

2. Due to the close proximity of the development to noise sensitive property construction
working hours should be limited to the following days and times:

08:00 hours to 19:00 hours Monday − Friday
08:00 hours to 13:00 hours Saturdays
with no noise producing works undertaken on Sundays and Public Holidays

3. Best practicable means shall be adopted to control site generated dust and prevent dust
emission beyond the site boundary.

4. During preparation of the site and construction no waste materials may be burned on site in
connection with the development.

5. The construction of the development shall not give rise to nuisance in terms of Section 79
of the Environmental Protection Act, 1990.

http:/Ichloel 3:8080/IDOXSoftwarelsecure/IG_dispiay/881 427.docx?docid=881427&appid=1 002&Iocation=VOLUME4&ext=docx&page=
0&size=1 &version=O&ftrString=&dispiayTextAsls=false&code=LEWEBFTIVQ
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2

Lighting from Development

6. Any external artificial lighting provided as part of this development should not give rise to
nuisance in terms of Section 79 of the Environmental Protection Act, 1990 as amended by
the Public Health etc. (Scotland) Act, 2008.

Potential Ground Contamination

7. The presence of any previously unsuspected contamination which becomes evident during
the development shall be brought to the attention of the Planning Authority within one week
of its discovery or earlier. At this stage, a more detailed site investigation to determine the
extent and nature of the contaminant(s), and a site specific risk assessment of any
associated hazards, may be required to satisfy the Planning Authority that the site is
suitable for use in relation to ground contamination.

I trust that this information is satisfactory at this time.

Mark Robertson
Environmental Health Officer

Page 107 of 148



 

Page 108 of 148



AGENDA ITEM 3E
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AGENDA ITEM 3F
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