
 

DELEGATED REPORT  
 

PLANNING APP No: 19/01681/FUL 
 

Date Application Valid: 14th January 2020                                      
KPI Deadline: 13th March 2020     KPI Target Met:     Yes 
 

Proposal Four Storey Block of 12 Flats with Associated Landscaping and Car Parking 
Address 451 Main Street 

Wishaw 
North Lanarkshire 
ML2 7PJ 

Case Officer: 
Mr Keith Bathgate 

Local Plan Policies HCF1A (Residential Areas) 
DSP1 – DSP4 (Development Strategy Policies) 
NBE2B (Promoting the Built Environment) 

Planning History No recent planning history 
Site Visit Date(s) 7th February 2020 
Weekly List Date 16th January 2020 Weekly List Expiry Date 6th February 2020 
Neighbour 
Notification Sent 15th January 2020 Neighbour Notification 

Expiry Date 5th February 2020 

Advert Date n/a Advert Expiry Date n/a 
 

Detailed Considerations COMMENTS 

Siting The site is vacant land formerly occupied by Wishaw Ex-Servicemen’s Club, which is a 
corner plot fronting a small roundabout on the corner of Main Street and Cleland Road. 
The clubhouse of Wishaw Golf Club is diagonally opposite, but the rest of the surrounding 
area is predominantly residential and includes a mixture of buildings including bungalows, 
large villas and flats.  The two properties directly bordering the site are both small 
bungalows.  The site is close to the edge of Wishaw Town Centre, around 100m to the 
east, while a recreation ground/play area is situated approximately away 70m to the west. 

Design and Materials The former social club building was a rambling complex of one and two-storey elements 
whose footprint filled almost the whole site. 
 
The proposed new building would be a four-storey stub-block containing 12 x 2-bed flats, 
and would have a broadly L-shaped footprint and a flat roof.  Materials would be render 
with a brick base course and vertical cladding on the top floor (intended to resemble a 
mansard roof), as well as feature cladding between windows.  Two flats on each upper 
floor would have small projecting balconies, while the third would have a Juliette balcony. 

Daylight/Sunlight The site borders bungalows to the south and south-east (although the latter does have 
accommodation in its roof space).  Despite the height of the proposed building it is unlikely 
that these would experience increased direct overshadowing because of the orientation.  
Both houses previously bordered 2-storey buildings hard on the boundary, whereas the 
proposed flats would be positioned away from the boundary.  Other neighbours are 
unlikely to experience loss of direct sunlight.  

Boundary Treatment There are recently installed 1.8m timber screen fences on the boundaries of the two 
adjacent bungalows, that to the south standing on top of a low retaining wall.  One fence 
has been blown over by recent storms.  There is temporary security fencing along the 
street edges. 
 
The proposal would retain the existing screen fences on the rear/side boundaries, while 
a new 1.1m timber fence would be provided along the whole of the street frontage other 
than the access.  

Privacy Due to the height of the proposed flats, upper windows would allow views into 
neighbouring rear gardens, in particular those of the two bungalows adjoining the site.  
There is already some overlooking of gardens due to the proximity of the various house 
to each other, and the presence of two-storey flats at Anderson Court to the south, but 
the proposal would increase the overlooking significantly. 

Adjacent Levels The site and surrounding area are generally level, although the bungalow to the south (32 
Cleland Road) is at a slightly higher level, resulting in the low retaining wall along this 
boundary.  No significant levels changes are proposed as part of the development. 

Landscaping (including garden 
ground) 

There is no landscaping on the site.  Neighbouring houses have low garden planting.  
There are mature garden and street trees on the east side of Cleland Road. 
 
The proposal involves only minimal landscaping as the site would be almost fully occupied 
by the building footprint and its car park.  Two new trees are proposed in front of the 
building adjacent to the roundabout, but these would be close to the windows of the new 
flats so could only be small ornamental trees. 

Access, Parking & Turning Historically the former club appears to have had service access at the western end of the 
Main Street frontage, and possibly a small amount of informal parking on the shallow 
forecourt along that frontage.  There would have been a substantial parking shortfall for 
the former club, and no turning facilities. 
 



 

The proposal would have its access close to the same point on Main Street, serving a 
parking court with 22 spaces (including 2 disabled spaces).  The parking court aisle is 
intended to allow turning, although Roads have expressed concern about its width [q.v.].  
A bin storage area would be provided at the back corner of the site, enclosed by a low 
fence. 

Site Constraints Coal Authority High Risk Area 
Consultation Responses • NLC Protective Services recommend a condition requiring a site investigation, and 

conditions on construction noise; 
• NLC Roads has various comments on the proposal, which are discussed below. 
• The Coal Authority has no objection subject to conditions addressing coal mining 

legacy risks. 
• NLC Education had not responded at the time of writing. 

Representations Three representations have been received from neighbours.  One supports the 
proposal and welcomes the positioning of the building as far from his boundary as 
possible.  The other two object to the proposal due to concerns about 
overlooking/loss of privacy, the design/height of the proposed building being 
overbearing, and noise/pollution from the proposed car park affecting adjacent 
properties.  

Any Other Material 
Considerations 

Two large houses facing the site on the opposite side of Cleland Road are listed category 
B and C respectively. 

 
Report 
 
Development Plan Policies 
Planning applications are required to be determined in accordance with the policies of the development plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise.  In this case the proposal does not raise any strategic issues and therefore 
can be assessed against the adopted North Lanarkshire Local Plan 2012. 
 
The site is within a Residential Area, where policy HCF1A presumes against development detrimental to residential 
amenity.  The redevelopment of this site for residential use would be consistent with HCF1A subject to the development 
being acceptable on its own merits.  However, as discussed below, it is considered that the specific proposals in this 
instance would be detrimental to residential amenity and that the proposal is therefore contrary to policy HCF1A. 
 
Policy DSP1 refers to planned land supplies, including that for housing.  The site is a small windfall site and therefore 
not part of the allocated housing land supply, but as it is an urban brownfield site it does not require to be justified in 
terms of supply and demand and it is consistent with the locational criteria for new development contained in policy 
DSP2. 
 
Policy DSP3 indicates that where development will place additional demands on community facilities or infrastructure, 
the developer shall be required to contribute towards the costs of new or improved provision.  The Education Service 
was consulted late due to an oversight, so at the time of writing it is not yet known whether there would be a requirement 
for a contribution towards local school capacity in order to satisfy this policy. 
 
Policy DSP4 requires that all development have a high standard of site planning and sustainable design.  Amongst the 
criteria for assessing this are that the design for the site should address siting, layout, density, form, scale, height, 
massing, proportion and open space issues.  Development should also successfully integrate into the local area and 
avoid harm to the neighbouring amenity by relating well to the existing context and avoiding adverse impacts such as 
overlooking and loss of privacy.  As discussed below it is considered that the proposal would be an overdevelopment of 
the site with adverse impact upon the amenity of neighbours, and therefore contrary to this policy. 
 
Policy NBE2B indicates that the Council will promote the built environment by requiring proposals which affect the setting 
of listed buildings to contribute to their enhancement.  The proposal is considered to detract from the setting of nearby 
listed buildings and is thus contrary to this policy. 
 
Design and Amenity 
The redevelopment of this site for residential purposes is consistent with development plan policy and in principle is to 
be welcomed.  The former social club was something of an outlying use and would probably have given rise to occasional 
noise and disturbance in the evenings, especially when functions were held.  The former social club buildings were also 
not particularly attractive, and included two storey blank walls hard against the boundaries of adjacent gardens.  The 
redevelopment of the site for housing therefore provides an opportunity to address these issues to the benefit of the 
character and amenity of the area. 
 
However, the proposal involves a scale and density of development which is significantly greater than the prevailing 
pattern of development in the vicinity.  Although close to the edge of the town centre this is a relatively quiet residential 
area comprised predominantly of low-density housing, and with no significant through traffic.  The houses closest to the 
site are of very mixed style and age, ranging from small bungalows to the large listed villas on Cleland Road  However 
the two houses immediately bordering the site are both bungalows, and the height differential between these and the 
proposed four-storey block would be jarring.  It is accepted that it can often be appropriate to provide a higher building 
on street corners as a landmark feature, but in this case it is considered that the proposed flats would be so much higher 
than the surrounding development that they would appear as an incongruous feature in the street. 
 
It is acknowledged that there are some flats in the vicinity of the site, including modern flats on Cleland Road.  However 
these are lower than the proposal, being 3-storeys at the corner of the busy Glasgow Road and stepping down to 2-
storeys closer to the application site.  There is a largely 4-storey block on May Gardens (opposite the site but set back 



 

from the roundabout), and that building is somewhat similar in its scale to the application proposal (its upper floor being 
clad to appear as a mansard roof).  The applicant’s design statement relies heavily on this building to justify the proposal, 
however it is not considered that the circumstances are analogous.  The May Garden flats benefit from a significantly 
larger site and they are well set back from Main Street, partially screened by mature trees and by their own landscaping, 
whereas the proposal would be hard against the street with minimal landscaping. 
 
The design of the proposed flats would be contemporary and attractive enough in its own right, but it would not relate to 
the style of any of the immediately neighbouring houses, and it is considered that this would exacerbate the problems 
arising from the height of the building in terms of its impact on the streetscape.  The presence of such a large and 
incongruous building directly opposite them would also detract from the setting of the two listed buildings on Cleland 
Road. 
 
The height of the development would also give rise to overlooking of adjoining gardens, particularly those of the two 
houses which border the site.  Whereas the gardens around this corner are already somewhat overlooked due to the 
proximity of other houses, the presence of a 4-storey flatted development towering over them would significantly increase 
the perception of overlooking. 
 
The site is relatively small for a development of 12 units, with the result that in order to provide the parking required by 
the Council’s standards almost the whole of the undeveloped part of the plot would be used, leaving no room for any 
garden space for the residents and only token landscaping around the site.  There is however a recreation ground close 
to the site, which would mitigate to some extent, but the absence of meaningful open space within the site is a further 
indication of overdevelopment. 
 
Technical Issues 
Issues relating to coal mining legacy risks and site investigation requirements could be addressed by conditions.  It is 
possible that a developer contribution may be appropriate to address capacity issues in local schools, but although this 
question has not been resolved at the time of writing the issue is moot if permission is not to be granted. 
 
The Roads Service has raised various technical issues.  In particular, these refer to the need to demonstrate appropriate 
visibility splays for the junction and roundabout, and also to concerns about the layout of the car park and bin store.  It 
is likely that such concerns could be addressed by amendments, but as the overall design is fundamentally unacceptable 
it would not be worthwhile to pursue these. 
 
Representations 
Concerns about height and loss of privacy are addressed above, and are considered to be justified.  The height of the 
building may cause some overshadowing, but due to the orientation of the various properties, the separation between 
buildings and the fact that the previous building was built hard to the site boundaries it is considered that the impact on 
the lighting of neighbouring houses would be acceptable.  Noise and pollution from parking areas would be unlikely to 
be significant.  The fact that one representation supports the proposal is noted, but it is nevertheless considered that the 
impact on neighbours would be detrimental due to overlooking. 
 
Conclusions 
Overall, it is considered that the proposal would be a significant overdevelopment of the site.  If the site were to be 
developed to a similar density to the immediate neighbours it would be suitable for perhaps one detached house or a 
pair of semis.  It is accepted that a slightly higher density than this might be justifiable given that it is a corner site and 
that the previous social club building was itself quite substantial, but it is considered that a four storey development of 
12 units is beyond the capacity of the site.  The proposed building would appear incongruous within the streetscape and 
its height would cause overlooking of neighbouring gardens from upper flats.  As such, the proposal would be contrary 
to policies HCF1A and DSP4, and it is recommended that the application be refused. 
 
Date 19th February 2020 

 
Reasoned Justification 
 
Whilst the site is suitable for residential development, the proposed 4-storey building containing 12 flats would amount to 
an overdevelopment of the site.  Due to its size the building would appear incongruous within the streetscape and would 
detract from the appearance of the area and the setting of nearby listed buildings.  The upper flats would also cause 
overlooking of neighbouring gardens.  It is therefore considered that the proposal would be contrary to policies HCF1A, 
DSP4 and NBE2B of the North Lanarkshire Local Plan. 

 
Recommendation: Refuse for the Following Reasons:- 
  

1. The height of the proposed building would be disproportionately large relative to neighbouring properties, 
and it would therefore appear as an incongruous feature on a prominent corner and detract from the 
setting of neighbouring listed buildings.  As such, the proposal would be contrary to policies HCF1A, 
DSP4 and NBE2B of the adopted North Lanarkshire Local Plan 2012. 

 
2. The proposed development would detract from the amenity of adjacent residential properties by reason 

of overlooking and loss of privacy.  As such, the proposal would be contrary to policy DSP4 of the adopted 
North Lanarkshire Local Plan 2012. 


