
 
Council Offices, Almada Street 
        Hamilton, ML3 0AA  

 
Friday, 30 April 2021 
 
 
Dear Councillor 
 

Planning Local Review Body 
 
The Members listed below are requested to attend a meeting of the above Committee to be 
held as follows:- 
 
Date:  Monday, 10 May 2021 
Time:  10:30 
Venue: By Microsoft Teams,  
 
The business to be considered at the meeting is listed overleaf. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Cleland Sneddon 
Chief Executive 
 

 
 

Members 
Isobel Dorman (Chair), Mark Horsham (Depute Chair), Alex Allison, Maureen Devlin, Ann Le Blond, 
Davie McLachlan, Graham Scott, David Shearer, Jim Wardhaugh 
 

Substitutes 
John Bradley, Walter Brogan, Stephanie Callaghan, Margaret Cowie, Ian Harrow, Martin Lennon, 
Katy Loudon, Joe Lowe, Lynne Nailon, Collette Stevenson 
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BUSINESS 

  
1 Declaration of Interests 

 
 

 

2 Minutes of Previous Meeting 
Minutes of the meeting of the Planning Local Review Body held on 25 January 
2021 submitted for approval as a correct record.  (Copy attached) 
 

 
 

3 - 4 

 

 

Item(s) for Decision 
 

3 Review of Case - P/20/1115 for Erection of Detached House at 45 Hunthill 
Road, Blantyre 
Report dated 29 April 2021 by the Executive Director (Finance and Corporate 
Resources).  (Copy attached) 
 

 
 

5 - 8 

3a Appendix 1 Planning Application Form 
 
 

9 - 18 

3b Appendix 2(a) Report of Handling 
 
 

19 - 30 

3c Appendix 2(b) Consultation Responses 
 
 

31 - 38 

3d Appendix 2(c) Representations 
 
 

39 - 54 

3e Appendix 3 Site Photographs and Location Plan 
 
 

55 - 62 

3f Appendix 4 Planning Decision Notice and Reasons for Refusal 
 
 

63 - 72 

3g Appendix 5 Notice of Review 
 
 

73 - 82 

3h Appendix 6 Further Representations 
 
 

83 - 94 

3i Appendix 7 Applicant's Comments on Further Representations 
 
 

95 - 106 
 

 

Urgent Business 
 

4 Urgent Business 
Any other items of business which the Chair decides are urgent. 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

For further information, please contact:- 

Clerk Name: Stuart McLeod 

Clerk Telephone: 01698 454815 

Clerk Email: stuart.mcleod@southlanarkshire.gov.uk 
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PLANNING LOCAL REVIEW BODY (PLRB) 
 
Minutes of meeting held via Microsoft Teams on 25 January 2021 
 
 
Chair: 
Councillor Isobel Dorman 
 
Councillors Present: 
Councillor Alex Allison, Councillor Margaret Cowie (substitute for Councillor Graham Scott), 
Councillor Maureen Devlin, Councillor Mark Horsham (Depute), Councillor Ann Le Blond, Councillor 
Davie McLachlan, Councillor Jim Wardhaugh 
 
Councillors’ Apologies: 
Councillor Graham Scott, Councillor David Shearer 
 
Attending: 
Community and Enterprise Resources 
G McCracken, Planning Adviser to the Planning Local Review Body 
Finance and Corporate Resources 
J Burke, Administration Assistant; S McLeod, Administration Officer; G Stewart, Legal Adviser to the 
Planning Local Review Body 
 
 

1 Declaration of Interests 
 No interests were declared. 
 
 
 

2 Minutes of Previous Meeting 

 The minutes of the meeting of the Planning Local Review Body held on 30 November 2020 were 
submitted for approval as a correct record. 

 
 The Committee decided: that the minutes be approved as a correct record. 
 
 
 

3 Review of Case P/20/0469 for Sub-Division of Garden Ground and Erection of a 2 
Storey Detached House at 15 Dunedin Drive, East Kilbride 

 A report dated 14 January 2021 by the Executive Director (Finance and Corporate Resources) 
was submitted on a request for a review of the decision taken by officers, in terms of the 
Scheme of Delegation, to refuse planning permission for planning application P/20/0469 by C 
Mullan for the sub-division of garden ground and erection of a 2-storey detached house at 15 
Dunedin Drive, East Kilbride. 

 
 To assist the PLRB in its review, copies of the following information had been appended to the 

report:- 
 

 planning application form 

 report of handling by the planning officer under the Scheme of Delegation together with 
representations and responses from statutory consultees 

 site photographs and location plan 

 decision notice 

 notice of review, including applicant’s statement of reasons for requiring the review 

 further submissions from interested parties following notification of the request for the 
review of the case 
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 comments from the applicant’s agent on the further submissions received from the 
interested parties 

 
 The relevant drawings in relation to the review were available for inspection prior to the meeting 

of the PLRB. 
 
 The PLRB heard the Planning Adviser in relation to the case. 
 
 The PLRB considered it had sufficient information to allow it to proceed to determine the review.  

The options available to the PLRB were to uphold, reverse or vary the decision taken in respect 
of the application taken under review. 

 
 In reviewing the case, the PLRB considered:- 
 

 the information submitted by all parties 

 the relevant policies contained in the Adopted South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan 
and associated Supplementary Guidance (SG):- 

 Policy 4 – development management and placemaking 

 Policy 6 – general urban area/settlements 

 Policy DM1 – design 

 Policy DM3 – sub-division of garden ground 

 Policy DM13 – development within general urban area/settlements 

 the relevant policies contained in the Proposed South Lanarkshire Local Development 
Plan 2:- 

 Policy 3 – general urban areas and settlements 

 Policy 5 – development management and placemaking 

 Policy DM1 – new development design 

 Policy DM3 – sub-division of garden ground 
 
 The Committee decided: that the decision taken by officers, in terms of the Scheme 

of Delegation, to refuse planning permission for planning 
application P/20/0469 by C Mullan for the sub-division of 
garden ground and erection of a 2-storey detached house 
at 15 Dunedin Drive, East Kilbride be upheld. 

 
 
 

4 Urgent Business 

 There were no items of urgent business. 
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Report 

Agenda Item 
 

 
 

Report to: Planning Local Review Body  
Date of Meeting: 10 May 2021 
Report by: Executive Director (Finance and Corporate Resources) 

  

Subject: Review of Case – Application P/20/1115 for Erection of 
Detached House 

 
 
1. Purpose of Report 
1.1. The purpose of the report is to present the information currently available to allow a 

review of the decision taken by officers, in terms of the Scheme of Delegation, on the 
following application:- 

[purpose] 
1.2. Summary Application Information 
 
 Application Type: Detailed Planning Permission  
 Applicant: Mr and Mrs Duffy 
 Proposal: Erection of Detached House  

Location:   45 Hunthill Road, Blantyre, G72 9SR 
Council Area/Ward: 15 Blantyre 

 
1.3. Reason for Requesting Review 
 

X 
Refusal of 
Application 

 
Conditions imposed 

 
Failure to give decision 
(deemed refusal) 

 
[1purpose] 
2. Recommendation(s) 
2.1. The Planning Local Review Body is asked to:- 
[recs] 

(1) consider whether it has sufficient information to allow it to proceed to 
determine the review without further procedure and, if so, that:- 

 
(a) it proceeds to determine whether the decision taken in respect of the 

application under review should be upheld, reversed or varied 
(b) in the event that the decision is reversed or varied, the reasons and the 

detailed conditions to be attached to the decision letter are agreed 
 

(2) in the event that further procedure is required to allow it to determine the 
review, consider:- 

 
(a) what further information is required, which parties are to be asked to 

provide the information and the date by which this is to be provided 
(b) what procedure or combination of procedures are to be followed in 

determining the review 
[1recs] 
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3. Background 
3.1. The Council operates a Scheme of Delegation that enables Council officers to 

determine a range of planning applications without the need for them to be referred 
to Area Committees or the Planning Committee for a decision.   

 
3.2. In terms of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, as amended by the 

Planning etc (Scotland) Act 2006, and the Town and Country Planning (Schemes of 
Delegation and Local Review Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013, where an 
application for planning permission relates to a proposal that falls within the category 
of “local development” and has been or could have been determined under the 
Scheme of Delegation, the applicant is entitled to request that the determination be 
reviewed by the Planning Local Review Body. 

 
4. Notice of Review – Statement of Reasons for Requiring the Review 
4.1. In submitting their Notice of Review, the applicant has stated their reasons for 

requiring a review of the determination in respect of their application.  (Refer 
Appendix 5) 
 

4.2. The applicant is entitled to state a preference for procedure (or combination of 
procedures) to be followed and has indicated that their stated preference is as 
follows:- 

 

 Further written submissions 
 

X Site inspection 

 Hearing session(s)  
Assessment of review documents 
only, with no further procedure 

 
4.3. However, members will be aware that it is for the Planning Local Review Body to 

determine how a case is reviewed. 
 
5. Information Available to Allow Review of Application 
5.1. Section 43B of the Planning etc (Scotland) Act 2006 restricts the ability of parties to 

introduce new material at the review stage.  The focus of the review should, 
therefore, be on the material which was before the officer who dealt with the 
application under the Scheme of Delegation. 

 
5.2. The following information is appended to this report to assist the Planning Local 

Review Body in its review of the decision taken by officers:- 
 

 Planning Application Form (Appendix 1) 

 Report of Handling by the Planning Officer under the Scheme of Delegation 
(Appendix 2(a)) 

 Copies of submissions from statutory consultees (Appendix 2(b)) 

 Copies of representations (Appendix 2(c)) 

 Site photographs and location plan (Appendix 3) 

 Decision notice (Appendix 4) 

 Notice of Review including statement of reasons for requiring the review 
(Appendix 5) 

 
5.3. Copies of the relevant drawings are available for inspection by contacting 

Administration Services prior to the meeting. 
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6. Notice of Review Consultation Process 
6.1. 3 further submissions, including a Statement of Observations from the Planning 

Officer on the applicant’s Notice of Review, were received in the course of the 14 
day period from the date on which notification of the request for a review of the case 
was given.  These are listed at and attached as Appendix 6. 

 
6.2 The applicant had the opportunity to comment on the further representations 

received.  Comments from the applicant are contained in the submission attached as 
Appendix 7. 

 
 
Paul Manning 
Executive Director (Finance and Corporate Resources) 
 
29 April 2021 
 
 
Link(s) to Council Values/Ambitions/Objectives 

 Work with communities and partners to promote high quality, thriving and sustainable 
 communities 

 Accountable, effective, efficient and transparent 
 
 
Previous References 

 None 
 
 
List of Background Papers 

 Guide to the Planning Local Review Body 
 
 
 
Contact for Further Information 
If you would like to inspect the background papers or want further information, please 
contact:- 
Stuart McLeod, Administration Officer 
Ext:  4815  (Tel:  01698 454815) 
E-mail:  stuart.mcleod@southlanarkshire.gov.uk 
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Report of Handling 
 
Report dated 22 January 2021 by the Council’s Authorised Officer under the Scheme of 
Delegation 

 
 

 

Appendix 2 

 
3b
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 Reference no. P/20/1115 

Delegated Report   

 Date January 2021 

 
Planning proposal: Erection of detached  dwellinghouse  

 
Location:  45 Hunthill Road 

Blantyre 
G72 9SR 

 
Application 
Type :  

Detailed planning application   

 
Applicant :  

 
Mr & Mrs Maurice Duffy 
 

  

Location :  
 

45 Hunthill Road 
Blantyre 
G72 9SR 
 

  

Decision: Application refused 

Report by: Area Manager (Planning & Building Standards) 
 

Policy reference: 
 

South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan (adopted 2015) 
Policy 4 - Development management and placemaking 
Policy 6 - General urban area/settlements 
 
Development Management, Placemaking and Design Supplementary Guidance (2015) 
Policy DM3 - Subdivision of garden ground 
 
Proposed South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan 2 (2018) 
Policy 3 – General urban area/settlements 
Policy 5 - Development Management and Placemaking 
Policy DM3 - Subdivision of Garden Ground 
 
Assessment 
Impact on privacy? No 
Impact on sunlight/daylight? No 
Impact on amenity? Yes 
Traffic issues? Yes 
Adheres to development plan policy? No 
Adverse comments from consultees? Yes 

 
Consultations Summary of response 
 
Roads Development Management 
Team 
 
 
 
 

 
A previous application submitted in August 2019 under 
planning reference P/19/1295 was subsequently withdrawn.  
This earlier application included proposals for a new four-
bed detached dwelling being accessed off a driveway 
serving the existing residential property at 45 Hunthill Road. 
 

3b
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We previously identified that the existing driveway was too 
narrow to support multiple properties. 
 
The proximity of an existing boundary wall belonging to 43 
Hunthill Road created a pinch point restricted to 2.70metres 
wide.  Our previous recommendation was for the existing 
driveway to be widened to 5.0metres to accommodate 
passing vehicles on what would become a shared access.  
This information was shared with the applicant at a site 
meeting on 5th November 2019. 
 
Proposals 
The current application shows proposals for a new four-bed 
detached dwelling on what is currently designated as private 
garden ground associated with 45 Hunthill Road. 
 
Based on the SCOTS National Roads Development Guide 
the applicant should provide a minimum of three parking 
spaces to serve the proposed four-bedroom house.  There 
are three spaces shown on the site layout allocated to the 
proposed dwelling.  These spaces should be provided in 
3.0metre by 6.0metre modules and their outline/extents 
should be clearly marked on the site layout to ensure that 
they can satisfactorily accommodated.  These three new 
spaces are separate to the three parking spaces shown 
serving the existing property at 45 Hunthill Road. 
 
There is a shared driveway to the front of both car parking 
areas; this appears to adequately facilitate the turning of 
vehicles such that they can enter and exit the access in a 
forward gear. 
 
The proposed site plan, drawing L01, shows an access 
width dimension of 4.13metres at the heel kerb line; the 
minimum driveway width for a shared access should be 
5.0metres.  However, the access remains constrained by 
the existing pinch point referred to above which prevents 
two-way vehicle movement.  The current application does 
not include any proposal for removal of the existing 
2.70metre wide pinch point to create a widened shared 
access. 
 
Our office spoke with the applicant on Wednesday 23rd 
September 2020 to discuss the application and we were 
advised that they are not in a position to secure the land 
owned by 43 Hunthill Road to facilitate a widening of the 
access. 
 
Conclusions 
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Environmental Services 
 
Scottish Water 
 
 

Given all of the above, we are unable to support the 
application until such times as the applicant has 
demonstrated that two-way vehicle movements can be 
accommodated within the access. 
 
No response to date. 
 
No objection 

Representation(s): 
 
► 3 Objection letters 
► 1 Support letters 
► 0 Comment letters 
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Planning Application Delegated Report 
 
1       Application Summary 
 
1.1 The applicant seeks planning permission for the sub division of garden ground and the  

erection of a dwellinghouse at 45 Hunthill Road, Blantyre.  
 

1.2 The built layout of the immediate surrounding area at this part of Hunthill Road is relatively 
conventional in character with most houses having a proper road frontage. The houses are 
generally single and one and a half storey properties and whist it is acknowledged that two 
storey properties can be found in the wider area these are remote from the application site. 

 
1.3 The proposed house will have four bedrooms (2 ensuite), will have accommodation over 2 

stories and will be positioned in the rear garden of the existing ‘donor’ house behind the 
adjacent neighbours property at 43 Hunthill Road. The proposed site would utilise the 
existing access off 45 Hunthill Road with a shared driveway.  
 

1.4 In terms of planning history, a planning application (P/19/1295) for a similar proposal was 
withdrawn following concerns raised by the Planning Service. It should also be noted that 
the applicant has also had pre-application discussions and both Planning and Roads and 
Transportation Services raised concerns in relation to the proposal. It should also be noted 
that planning consent was granted for a rear extension (HM/08/0159) in July 2008. 

 
1.5  The determining issues in the consideration of this application its compliance with the 

South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan (2015) and in particular Policy 4 – 
Development management and placemaking and Policy 6 – General urban 
area/settlements. In addition Policy DM3 – Subdivision of garden ground of the 
Development management, placemaking and design supplementary guidance is also 
relevant to the assessment of this application. 

 
1.6 On 17 August 2020 the Directorate for Planning and Environmental Appeals issued its 

report of the Examination of the proposed South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan 2. A 
number of amendments to policy have been recommended which will be carried through to 
the adoption stage.  For the purposes of determining planning applications the Council will 
assess proposals against the policies contained within the proposed South Lanarkshire 
Local Development Plan 2 alongside the Reporters amendments.  Whilst the Reporters 
amendments have yet to be ratified by South Lanarkshire Council they are nevertheless a 
material consideration. In this instance Policy 3 – General urban area/settlements, Policy 5 
– Development Management and Placemaking, and Policy DM3 - Subdivision of garden 
ground is also relevant to the assessment of this application. A full assessment of the 
proposal against these specific policies is contained in Section 3 of this report.  

 
2       Representation(s) 
 
2.1 Statutory neighbour notification was carried out and the application was advertised for 

neighbour notification purposes. Four letters of representation were submitted, three 
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objecting to the proposal and one which appears to have been submitted by the applicant 
in support of their planning application. The contents of the letters are summarised below. 

 
a) Concerns over road safety and that the proposal can’t comply with Transport 

Scotland’s required visibility splays. Width of access is not wide enough to 
allow lorry’s/vans to enter the rear of the property to deliver building supplies. 
Potential disruption to neighbour entering and leaving their property outside 
which there have been numerous accidents over the years. 
 
Response: As detailed previously, Roads and Transportation Services are unable to 
support the application because the shared access is not wide enough. 

 
b) It should be noted that the drawing LO1 submitted with the application earlier this 

year and in August is misleading in that it shows the boundary with Number 43 
Hunthill Road on the wrong line contrary to land registry documents. The 
boundary between Nos 43 and 45 is a stone wall approximately 1.1mm high and 
is the property of No 43. This drawing should be withdrawn. Note that the effect 
of a correction to show the wall will nullify the statement made on the drawing 
‘120 x 2.5m visibility splay easily achievable’. The stone wall is on plan ‘in the 
way’ and is too high to satisfy requirements. 
 
Response: Potential ownership and boundary disputes are ultimately a civil matter to 
be resolved privately between the parties involved and must not therefore unduly 
influence the determination of this application. Nevertheless Roads and 
Transportation Services are unable to support the application as detailed previously. 

 
c) Drainage on pavement is very poor outside number 45 Hunthill Road. 

 
Response: Given the sites location with an established urban area it is considered 
that it would be capable of being served. Furthermore, Scottish Water have offered no 
objection to the proposal. 

 

d) Concerns over structure of neighbouring wall from vehicles parking. 
 
Response: This is ultimately a civil issue and does not constitute a material planning 
consideration in the assessment of this planning application. 

 
e) The application form indicates there are no trees on site however there are trees on 

the boundary between 43 and 45 Hunthill Rd. The application form also 
indicates that the access will not be altered which needs clarified. 
 
Response: Noted. Roads and Transportation Services are unable to support the 
application as detailed previously 

 
f) The applicant has commented in support of their current planning application that 

they had a back extension built over 10 years ago with no access or entry 
problems or comments from neighbours. 
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Response: The planning history of the site has previously been noted. It is 
considered that this provides no justification for the current proposal which is contrary 
to policy as detailed in the assessment and conclusions below. 

 
3       Assessment and Conclusions 
 
3.1 Section 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, states that planning 

applications must be determined in accordance with the development plan, unless other 
material considerations indicate otherwise. The main determining issues therefore in the 
assessment of this application are whether the development is in compliance with national 
and local development plan policy and whether there are any other material planning 
considerations that would outweigh the provisions of the development plan. 

3.2 Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) advises that proposals should be determined in accordance 
with the provisions of the development plan and all developments should contribute to 
sustainable development.  

3.3 In terms of the South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan, Policy 4 seeks to ensure that 
all development proposals take account of the local context and built form. In this case the 
proposal is residential in nature and this accords with the surrounding land uses. That said 
the proposal fails to take into consideration and respect the character of the immediate 
area and surrounding properties. The built layout of the immediate surrounding area at this 
part of Hunthill Road is relatively conventional in character with most houses having a 
proper road frontage. The houses are generally single and one and a half storey properties 
and whilst it is acknowledged that two storey properties can be found in the wider area 
these are remote from the application site. Given the above context the introduction of a 
two-storey property within the site would be out of character and detrimental to the 
immediate area. Indeed the development of a detached dwellinghouse at the rear of the 
site would represent a form of backland development due to the absence of a proper road 
frontage. Given the proposed sites physical characteristics, being relatively long and 
narrow, and the requirement to utilise the existing access to the site, it is not possible to 
provide proper road frontage comparable with existing properties. The proposal therefore 
does not comply with the fundamental requirement of Policy 4 in terms of taking account of 
and being integrated with the local context and built form. 

3.4 Policy 6 seeks to safeguard, protect and enhance the quality of life of the residents of 
South Lanarkshire within its main urban areas and small settlements. To achieve this the 
character and amenity of these areas has to be safeguarded and when possible enhanced. 
In this case it is considered that the proposed dwellinghouse is not in keeping with the 
character and settlement pattern of the immediate area as detailed above in paragraph 3.3 
and on this basis it is considered that the proposal is not acceptable in terms of this policy. 
In addition, as detailed previously Roads and Transportation Services are unable to support 
the application because the shared driveway access width does not comply with minimum 
standards and therefore the applicant has failed to demonstrate that two-way vehicle 
movements can be accommodated within the access. On this basis it is considered that the 
proposal would have an adverse impact on pedestrian and vehicular safety, contrary to 
Policy 6. 

 
3.5 With regards to Policy DM3 relating to the subdivision of garden ground, any proposal must 

be sympathetic to the character and pattern of development in the surrounding area in 
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terms of scale, massing and design. In this respect it is considered that the introduction of a 
dwellinghouse at this location is not consistent with the established pattern within the 
immediate area. The proposed dwellinghouse would not provide an appropriate road 
frontage of comparable size reflective of surrounding curtilages, a pre-requisite of Policy 
DM13. Additionally it would also have a substandard access contrary to the requirements of 
Roads and Transportation Services. Policy DM13 also requires that both the proposed and 
remaining plots are sympathetic to the character and pattern of development in the area 
and do not result in a development that appears cramped, visually obtrusive or be of an 
appearance that is harmful to the character and amenity of the area. In this connection it 
must be emphasised that the proposed dwellinghouse is a form of backland development 
which would generally be alien to the established character and pattern of development in 
the immediate area.  

 
3.6 On 17 August 2020 the Directorate for Planning and Environmental Appeals issued its 

report of the Examination of the proposed South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan 2. A 
number of amendments to policy have been recommended which will be carried through to 
the adoption stage.  For the purposes of determining planning applications the Council will 
assess proposals against the policies contained within the proposed South Lanarkshire 
Local Development Plan 2 alongside the Reporters amendments.  Whilst the Reporters 
amendments have yet to be ratified by South Lanarkshire Council they are nevertheless a 
material consideration. The proposed development has been considered against the 
relevant policies in the proposed Local Development Plan 2 and it is noted that these 
policies are broadly consistent with the current adopted South Lanarkshire Local 
Development Plan. It is therefore considered that the proposal does not accord with Policy 
3, Policy 5 and Policy DM3 of the proposed Local Development Plan 2. 

 
3.7 As detailed previously Roads and Transportation Services have raised concerns that the 

proposed shared access is substandard and therefore do not support the proposal. On this 
basis it is considered that the proposal would have an adverse impact on pedestrian and 
vehicular safety. 

 
3.8 Neighbour notification procedures were undertaken and the application was advertised in 

the Hamilton Advertiser. The objections raised through third party representation, in terms 
of access width/road safety have merit and can be supported in this instance.  

 
3.9 On the basis of the above, the proposal is considered to represent an unacceptable form of 

development at this location and it is recommended that planning permission be refused for 
the proposed development in this instance. 

 
4       Reason for decision 
 
4.1 The proposal is contrary to Policies 4, 6 and DM3 of the adopted South Lanarkshire Local 

Development Plan 2015 and Policies 3, 5 and DM3 of the Proposed South Lanarkshire 
Local Development Plan 2 and there is no justification for a departure from policy. 

 
 
Delegating officer:    Bernard Darroch 
 
Date:   22 January 2021 
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Previous references 
 P/19/1295 – Erection of dwellinghouse withdrawn. 
 HM/08/0159 - Erection of rear extension to dwelling, granted.    
 

 

List of background papers 

► Application Form 
► Application Plans 
► South Lanarkshire Local Development Plan 2015 (adopted) 
► Proposed South Lanarkshire Development Plan 2 
► Neighbour notification letter dated 02.09.2020 

 
► Consultations 

 
Roads Development Management Team 29.09.2020 

 
Scottish Water 02.09.2020 
 

 
► Representations 

 Mrs Isobel Neeson, 74 Hunthill Road, Blantyre, G72 9SP, ,  Dated:  
08.10.2020  

 
 Mrs Isobel Neeson, 74 Hunthill Road, Blantyre, Glasgow, South 

Lanarkshire, G72 9SP 
 

Dated:  
16.09.2020  

 
 Mr Neil Mactaggart, 43 Hunthill Road, Blantyre, G72 9SR, ,  Dated:  

14.09.2020  
 

 Mr Maurice Duffy, 45hunthill rd, Blantyre, Blantyre, G729sr,  Dated:  
29.09.2020  

 
Contact for further information 
If you would like to inspect the background papers or want further information, please contact:- 
 
Murray Reid, Planning officer, Montrose House, 154 Montrose Crescent, Hamilton, ML3 6LB 
Phone: 01698 453625    
Email: murray.reid@southlanarkshire.gov.uk 
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Planning Application 
Application number:  P/20/1115 
 
Reasons for refusal 
 
01. The proposal is contrary to Policy 4 of the adopted South Lanarkshire Local Development 

Plan and Policy DM3 of the associated Development Management, Placemaking and 
Design Supplementary Guidance in that the proposed house plot would not integrate 
satisfactorily with local context and built form and the development of the plot would 
adversely impact on the layout and design of the existing streetscape. 

 
02. The proposal is contrary to Policy 6 of the adopted South Lanarkshire Local Development 

Plan and Policy DM3 of the associated Development Management, Placemaking and 
Design Supplementary Guidance in that the proposed house plot would not relate 
satisfactorily with adjacent and surrounding properties, and if approved would have a 
detrimental impact on the character and amenity of the area. 

 
03.  The proposal is contrary to Policy 6 of the adopted South Lanarkshire Local Development 

Plan and Policy DM3 of the associated Development Management, Placemaking and 
Design Supplementary Guidance in that the proposed shared driveway access width does 
not comply with minimum standards required by Roads and Transportation Services and 
therefore the applicant has failed to demonstrate that two-way vehicle movements can be 
accommodated within the access, to the detriment of pedestrian and vehicular safety. 

 
04. The proposal is contrary to Policy DM3 of the Development Management, Placemaking 

and Design Supplementary Guidance associated with the adopted South Lanarkshire 
Local Development Plan in that the proposed house would not be in keeping within the 
established pattern of development in the immediate surrounding area.  Furthermore, the 
proposed house would not retain a proper road frontage of comparable size and form to 
surrounding curtilages. 

 
05. The proposal is contrary to Policy 3 of the proposed South Lanarkshire Local 

Development Plan 2 in that the proposed house plot would not relate satisfactorily with 
adjacent and surrounding properties, and if approved would have a detrimental impact on 
the character and amenity of the area. 

 
06. The proposal is contrary to Policy 5 of the proposed South Lanarkshire Local 

Development Plan 2 in that the proposed house plot would not integrate satisfactorily with 
local context and built form and the development of the plot would adversely impact on 
the layout and design of the existing streetscape. 

 
07. The proposal is contrary to Policy 6 and DM3 of the proposed South Lanarkshire Local 

Development Plan 2 in that the proposed shared driveway access width does not comply 
with minimum standards required by Roads and Transportation Services and therefore 
the applicant has failed to demonstrate that two-way vehicle movements can be 
accommodated within the access, to the detriment of pedestrian and vehicular safety. 

 

29



08. The proposal is contrary to Policy DM3 of the proposed South Lanarkshire Local 
Development Plan 2 in that the proposed house, would not be in keeping within the 
established pattern of development in the surrounding area.  Furthermore, the proposed 
house would not retain a proper road frontage of comparable size and form to 
surrounding curtilages. 

 

Reason(s) for decision 
 

The proposal is contrary to Policies 4, 6 and DM3 of the adopted South Lanarkshire Local 
Development Plan 2015 and Policies 3, 5 and DM3 of the Proposed South Lanarkshire 
Local Development Plan 2 and there is no justification for a departure from policy. 

 
Informatives 
 
01. This decision relates to drawing numbers:  
 

 Reference Version No: Plan Status 
  

Location Plan 
 
L01 
 
L02 
 
Floor plans 
 
Elevations 

 Refused 
 
Refused 
 
Refused 
 
Refused 
 
Refused 
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Consultation Responses 
 
 Response dated 2 September 2020 from Scottish Water 
 Response dated 24 September 2020 from Roads and Transportation Services 
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Community and Enterprise Resources 
Executive Director Michael McGlynn 

Roads and Transportation Services – Transportation Engineering 
 

Montrose House, 154 Montrose Crescent, Hamilton ML3 6LB  
Email: enterprise.hq@southlanarkshire.gov.uk 

  

To:  Planning  Planning Application 
No: 

P/20/1115 

  Case Officer: Murray Reid 
From: Development Management  

Roads and Transportation 
Services 

Contact: Mark Kirk 
Phone Ext: 01698 454295 

  Date: 24 September 2020 
 
Subject: OBSERVATIONS ON PLANNING APPLICATION P/20/1115 
Location: Land at 45 Hunthill Road, Blantyre, G72 9SR 
 
We refer to the above application and would comment as follows. 
 
Background 
A previous application submitted in August 2019 under planning reference P/19/1295 was 
subsequently withdrawn.  This earlier application included proposals for a new four-bed detached 
dwelling being accessed off a driveway serving the existing residential property at 45 Hunthill Road. 
 
We previously identified that the existing driveway was too narrow to support multiple properties. 
 
The proximity of an existing boundary wall belonging to 43 Hunthill Road created a pinch point 
restricted to 2.70metres wide.  Our previous recommendation was for the existing driveway to be 
widened to 5.0metres to accommodate passing vehicles on what would become a shared access.  
This information was shared with the applicant at a site meeting on 5th November 2019. 
 
Proposals 
The current application shows proposals for a new four-bed detached dwelling on what is currently 
designated as private garden ground associated with 45 Hunthill Road. 
 
Based on the SCOTS National Roads Development Guide the applicant should provide a minimum 
of three parking spaces to serve the proposed four-bedroom house.  There are three spaces shown 
on the site layout allocated to the proposed dwelling.  These spaces should be provided in 3.0metre 
by 6.0metre modules and their outline/extents should be clearly marked on the site layout to ensure 
that they can satisfactorily accommodated.  These three new spaces are separate to the three 
parking spaces shown serving the existing property at 45 Hunthill Road. 
 
There is a shared driveway to the front of both car parking areas; this appears to adequately facilitate 
the turning of vehicles such that they can enter and exit the access in a forward gear. 
 
The proposed site plan, drawing L01, shows an access width dimension of 4.13metres at the heel 
kerb line; the minimum driveway width for a shared access should be 5.0metres.  However, the 
access remains constrained by the existing pinch point referred to above which prevents two-way 
vehicle movement.  The current application does not include any proposal for removal of the existing 
2.70metre wide pinch point to create a widened shared access. 
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Our office spoke with the applicant on Wednesday 23rd September 2020 to discuss the application 
and we were advised that they are not in a position to secure the land owned by 43 Hunthill Road to 
facilitate a widening of the access. 
 
Conclusions 
Given all of the above, we are unable to support the application until such times as the applicant has 
demonstrated that two-way vehicle movements can be accommodated within the access. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require any further information. 
 
 
Colin Park 
Engineer Park 
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Representations 
 
Representation From Dated 

 Mr Neil MacTaggart, by email 10/09/20 
and 

23/09/20 

 Mrs Isobel Neeson, by email 14/09/20 

 Mr Maurice Duffy, by email 29/09/20 

 Mr Alex Neeson (on behalf of Isobel Neeson), 74 Hunthill Road, Blantyre 
G72 9SR 

05/10/20 
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Site photographs and location plan 
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Photo 1 
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Photo 2 
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Photo 3 
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Planning Decision Notice and Reasons for Refusal 
 
 

 

 

Appendix 4 

 
3f

63



 

64



 
 
 
 

 

  
 Montrose House, 154 Montrose Crescent, Hamilton, ML3 6LB 

Email murray.reid@southlanarkshire.gov.uk Phone: 01698 453625 
 
 

  

Community and Enterprise Resources 
Executive Director Michael McGlynn 

Planning and Economic Development 
 

 
Alan McEwan 
McEwan Designs 
99 Phlips Wynd 
Hamilton 
ML3 8PH 
 

Our Ref: P/20/1115 
Your Ref:  
If calling ask for: Murray Reid 
Date: 29 January 2021 

 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Proposal: Erection of detached  dwellinghouse 
Site address: 45 Hunthill Road, Blantyre, G72 9SR,  
Application no: P/20/1115 

 
I would advise you that the above application was refused by the Council and I enclose the 
decision notice which sets out the reasons for refusal.  Please note that the Council does not 
issue paper plans with the decision notice. The application is refused in accordance with the 
plans and any other documentation listed in the reasons for refusal imposed on the 
accompanying decision notice and which can be viewed using the  Council’s online planning 
application search at www.southlanarkshire.gov.uk 
 
If you consider that you can overcome the reasons for refusal and that it is not the principle of the 
development that is unacceptable, you may submit an amended application.  If you do amend 
your proposals and re-apply within one year of this refusal, then you will not have to pay a fee, 
provided the proposal is of the same character or description as the application which has just 
been refused. 
 
As your application has been refused, you may appeal against the decision within 3 months of 
the date of the decision notice.  The attached notes explain how you may appeal. 
 
Should you have any enquiries relating to the refusal of your application or a potential amended 
submission, please contact Murray Reid on 01698 453625 
 
The Planning Service is undertaking a Customer Satisfaction Survey in order to obtain feedback 
about how we can best improve our Service to reflect the needs of our customers. The link to the 
survey can be found here:  
 
If you were the applicant: http://tinyurl.com/nrtgmy6 
 
If you were the agent: http://tinyurl.com/od26p6g 
 
We would be grateful if you would take a few minutes to answer the questions in the survey 
based on your experience of dealing with the Planning Service in the past 12 months.  We value 
your opinion and your comments will help us to enhance areas where we are performing well, but 
will also show us where there are areas of the service that need to be improved. 
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I do hope you can take part in this Customer Survey and look forward to receiving your 
comments in the near future. If you prefer to complete a paper version of the survey, please 
contact us by telephone on 0303 123 1015, selecting option 7, quoting the application number. 
We will send you a copy of the survey and a pre-paid envelope to return it. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
Head of Planning and Economic Development 
 
 
Enc: 
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Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 as amended 
by the Planning etc (Scotland) Act 2006 

 
 

 
 To: Mr & Mrs Maurice Duffy 

 
Per: Alan McEwan  

  45 Hunthill Road, Blantyre , 
G72 9SR,  

 99 Phlips Wynd, Hamilton, 
ML3 8PH,  

 

 
With reference to your application received on 26.08.2020 for planning permission under the 
above mentioned Act: 
 
 Description of proposed development:  
 Erection of detached  dwellinghouse 

 
 

 Site location:  
 45 Hunthill Road, Blantyre, G72 9SR,   
 
 
 

 

SOUTH LANARKSHIRE COUNCIL in exercise of their powers under the above mentioned Act 
hereby: 
 

REFUSE PLANNING PERMISSION 
 
for the above development in accordance with the plan(s) specified in this decision notice and the 
particulars given in the application, for the reason(s) listed overleaf in the paper apart.  
 
 

 
Date: 29th January 2021 
 
 
 
Head of Planning and Economic Development 
 
 

This permission does not grant any consent for the development that may be required under 
other legislation, e.g. Building Warrant or Roads Construction Consent. 

 
South Lanarkshire Council 

Community and Enterprise Resources 
Planning and Economic Development 

  

   
 
Application no. 
P/20/1115 
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South Lanarkshire Council 
 

Refuse planning permission 
 
Paper apart - Application number: P/20/1115 
 
Reason(s) for refusal: 
 
01. The proposal is contrary to Policy 4 of the adopted South Lanarkshire Local Development 

Plan and Policy DM3 of the associated Development Management, Placemaking and 
Design Supplementary Guidance in that the proposed house plot would not integrate 
satisfactorily with local context and built form and the development of the plot would 
adversely impact on the layout and design of the existing streetscape. 

 
02. The proposal is contrary to Policy 6 of the adopted South Lanarkshire Local Development 

Plan and Policy DM3 of the associated Development Management, Placemaking and 
Design Supplementary Guidance in that the proposed house plot would not relate 
satisfactorily with adjacent and surrounding properties, and if approved would have a 
detrimental impact on the character and amenity of the area. 

 
03. The proposal is contrary to Policy 6 of the adopted South Lanarkshire Local Development 

Plan and Policy DM3 of the associated Development Management, Placemaking and 
Design Supplementary Guidance in that the proposed shared driveway access width does 
not comply with minimum standards required by Roads and Transportation Services and 
therefore the applicant has failed to demonstrate that two-way vehicle movements can be 
accommodated within the access, to the detriment of pedestrian and vehicular safety. 

 
04. The proposal is contrary to Policy DM3 of the Development Management, Placemaking 

and Design Supplementary Guidance associated with the adopted South Lanarkshire 
Local Development Plan in that the proposed house would not be in keeping within the 
established pattern of development in the immediate surrounding area.  Furthermore, the 
proposed house would not retain a proper road frontage of comparable size and form to 
surrounding curtilages. 

 
05. The proposal is contrary to Policy 3 of the proposed South Lanarkshire Local 

Development Plan 2 in that the proposed house plot would not relate satisfactorily with 
adjacent and surrounding properties, and if approved would have a detrimental impact on 
the character and amenity of the area. 

 
06. The proposal is contrary to Policy 5 of the proposed South Lanarkshire Local 

Development Plan 2 in that the proposed house plot would not integrate satisfactorily with 
local context and built form and the development of the plot would adversely impact on 
the layout and design of the existing streetscape. 

 
07. The proposal is contrary to Policy 6 and DM3 of the proposed South Lanarkshire Local 

Development Plan 2 in that the proposed shared driveway access width does not comply 
with minimum standards required by Roads and Transportation Services and therefore 
the applicant has failed to demonstrate that two-way vehicle movements can be 
accommodated within the access, to the detriment of pedestrian and vehicular safety. 

 
08. The proposal is contrary to Policy DM3 of the proposed South Lanarkshire Local 

Development Plan 2 in that the proposed house, would not be in keeping within the 
established pattern of development in the surrounding area.  Furthermore, the proposed 
house would not retain a proper road frontage of comparable size and form to 
surrounding curtilages. 
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Reason(s) for decision 
 
The proposal is contrary to Policies 4, 6 and DM3 of the adopted South Lanarkshire Local 
Development Plan 2015 and Policies 3, 5 and DM3 of the Proposed South Lanarkshire Local 
Development Plan 2 and there is no justification for a departure from policy. 
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Notes to applicant 
 
Application number: P/20/1115 
 
Important 
The following notes do not form a statutory part of this decision notice. However, it is 
recommended that you study them closely as they contain other relevant information. 
 
01. This decision relates to drawing numbers:  
 

Reference Version No: Plan Status 
  

Location Plan  Refused 
  

L01  Refused 
  

L02  Refused 
  

Floor plans  Refused 
  

Elevations  Refused 
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COMMUNITY AND ENTERPRISE RESOURCES 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR Michael McGlynn 
Planning and Economic Development 

 

Important notes  
 

Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 
 
1. Compliance with conditions 
 

Under the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (Section 
145), failure to comply with any condition(s) imposed on any planning permission may 
result in the service by the Council of a “Breach of Condition Notice” requiring compliance 
with the said condition(s). 
 
There is no right of appeal against such a Notice and failure to comply with the terms of 
the Notice within the specified time limit will constitute a summary offence, liable on 
summary conviction to a fine not exceeding £1000. 

 
2. Procedure for appeal to the planning authority 
 
(a) If the applicant is aggrieved by the decision of the planning authority to refuse permission 

for or approval required by a condition in respect of the proposed development, or to 
grant permission or approval subject to conditions, the applicant may require the planning 
authority to review the case under section 43A of the Town and Country Planning 
(Scotland) Act 1997, within three months from the date of this notice.  The notice of 
review should be addressed to: 

 
Executive Director (Corporate Resources) 
Council Headquarters 
Almada Street 
Hamilton 
ML3 0AA 
 
To obtain the appropriate forms: 
 
Administrative Services at the above address. 
 
Telephone: 01698 454108 
E-mail:   pauline.macrae@southlanarkshire.gov.uk 

 
(b) If permission to develop land is refused or granted subject to conditions, whether by the 

planning authority or by the Scottish Ministers, 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 incapable 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 requiring the purchase of his interest in the land in 
accordance with Part 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997. 
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Notice of Review (including Statement of Reasons for 
Requiring the Review) submitted by applicant Mr Maurice 
Duffy 
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Further Representations 
 
Further Representation From 

 Statement of Observations from Planning Officer on Applicant’s Notice of Review 

 Mr Alex Neeson on behalf of Mrs Isobel Neeson 

 Mr Neil MacTaggart 
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Notice of Review – 45 Hunthill Road, Blantyre, G72 9SR 

Statement of Observations 

Planning appeal - Erection of detached dwellinghouse (P/20/1115). 

1 Planning Background 

1.1 Mr. and Mrs. Maurice Duffy submitted a planning application (reference: 

P/20/1115) on 26 August 2020 to South Lanarkshire Council for the erection of 

a detached dwellinghouse at 45 Hunthill Road, Blantyre, G72 9SR. After due 

consideration of the application in terms of the Development Plan and all other 

material planning considerations, planning application P/20/1115 was refused 

by the Council under delegated powers on 27 January 2021 for the reasons 

listed in the decision notice. 

1.2  The report of handling dated January 2021 explains in detail all material 

planning considerations and the reasons/justification for the decision. The 

reasons for refusal are listed in the decision notice which along with the Report 

of Handling are available elsewhere in the papers accompanying the Notice of 

Review. 

2    Assessment against the development plan and other relevant policies 

2.1  Section 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, as amended 

requires that an application for planning permission is determined in 

accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise. 

 

2.2  The development plan in this instance comprises the Adopted South 

Lanarkshire Local Development Plan (2015) and its associated supplementary 

guidance. The provisions of the Clydeplan, the Strategic Development Plan, are 

not applicable given the nature and scale of the proposal (now appeal).  

 

2.3 The appeal site is located within a general urban area/settlement in terms of 

the Local Development Plan and is covered by a number of policies which are 

set out within the report of handling. In this regard of particular relevance are 

Policy 6 – General Urban Areas/Settlements - which states inter alia, that 

residential development may be acceptable, provided they do not have a 

significant adverse effect on the amenity and character of the area. Policy 4 – 

Development Management and Placemaking complements this requiring all 

development proposals to take account of and be integrated with the local 

context and built form.  

 

2.4 In addition to the above Policies, further guidance is set out within the approved 

Supplementary Guidance on Development Management and Placemaking 

(Policy DM3 Sub-division of Garden Ground.) Again this policy supports and 
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supplements the aims of Policy 6. In particular and of significant importance to 

this appeal is Policy DM3 which advises that new houses within the curtilage of 

an existing house will be considered favourably where it can be demonstrated 

that the proposed house is of a scale, massing and design sympathetic to the 

character of the area and does not result in a development that appears 

cramped, visually intrusive or which is so out of character that it is harmful to 

the amenity of the area. It also requires that the properties should have a proper 

road frontage of comparable size and form to surrounding curtilages. 

 

2.5  On 17 August 2020 the Directorate for Planning and Environmental Appeals 

issued its report of the Examination of the proposed South Lanarkshire Local 

Development Plan 2. A number of amendments to policy were recommended 

which have been carried through to the adoption stage.  For the purposes of 

determining the planning application the Council assessed the proposal against 

the policies contained within the proposed South Lanarkshire Local 

Development Plan 2 alongside the Reporters amendments.  As the SLLDP2 is 

now approved for adoption, when considering application P/20/1115 and any 

related appeal, greater weight must be given to the policies and guidance 

contained in this Plan. The proposed application was considered against the 

relevant policies in the proposed Local Development Plan 2 and it was noted 

that these policies were broadly consistent with the South Lanarkshire Local 

Development Plan.  

 

2.6    As part of the planning application process, consultations were undertaken and 

statutory neighbour notification was carried out. In response 3 letters of 

objection were received. These consultation responses and objections were 

material to the assessment of the application and provide a broad illustration of 

the views held by neighbours adjoining the site and the concerns of the Roads 

department. The Report of Handling concisely summarises the issues raised 

and provides an appropriate planning response. 

3 Observations of applicants 'Notice of Review' 

3.1  The appellant has commented that there are several properties similar to their 

planning application. In particular the appellant highlights the property at 43 

Hunthill Road, Blantyre and other properties at Hunthill Lane, Blantyre. In 

addition the appellant highlighted that planning consent has been granted for a 

dwellinghouse behind the Doon Inn public house at 93 Broompark Road, 

Blantyre and for dwellinghouses at Shott House, Hamilton Road, Blantyre, both 

of which gain access from B classified roads. The appellant considers that their 

property which has a narrow entrance (approximately 4.13 metres wide) off a B 

road with good visibility is similar in ways to these properties and that this 

justifies the issue of consent. 
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Council’s Response to Appellants comments on refusal: 

3.2 Firstly it is important to highlight that in the submitted ‘Notice of Review’ and 

accompanying documentation the appellant has failed to provide any detail or 

justification for why they consider their proposed development complies with 

the relevant policies of the development plan. Compliance with the 

development plan is a fundamental consideration when determining planning 

applications. Indeed planning law requires all planning proposals to comply with 

development plan policies. 

3.3 The appellant suggests that the physical characteristics and nature of their 

proposal provides them with a ‘similar case’ to the sites that they have referred 

to. This cannot be substantiated in planning terms as all of the sites referred to 

by the applicant were acceptable from a roads engineering perspective and 

complied with development plan policy.  

3.4 Roads and Transportation Services were unable to support the appellant’s 

proposal because the proposed shared driveway access width (approximately 

4.13 metres) did not comply with minimum standards and therefore the 

applicant failed to demonstrate that two-way vehicle movements can be 

accommodated within the access. On this basis it was considered that the 

appellant’s proposal would have an adverse impact on pedestrian and vehicular 

safety. Similar concerns regarding the impact of the appellant’s proposal on 

road safety were highlighted in two of the neighbour’s objection letters to the 

associated planning application.  

3.5 Planning consent was granted in 2005 (HM/05/0447) for the dwellinghouse at 

43 Hunthill because the site was being used for the storage of caravans which 

was a non-conforming use. The local plan considerations were also different at 

that time. Notwithstanding the different local plan considerations the current 

proposal requires to be assessed against current policy which the appellant’s 

proposal is contrary to.   

3.6 Planning consent (P/19/1684) was granted for the erection of a dwellinghouse 

and detached double garage at the Doon Inn public house, 93 Broompark 

Road, Blantyre. The site has a road frontage of approximately 40 metres onto 

Watson Street (which is a private road) therefore the physical characteristics 

are very different from the appellants site which has a narrow entrance of 

approximately 4.13 metres.  

3.7 Planning consent (HM/17/0282) was granted for the erection of 4 detached 

dwellings with associated detached garages at Shott House. Again the physical 

characteristics of this site are different from the appellant’s site. This 

development involved the creation of a new road providing the proposed 

dwellinghouses with appropriate frontages/access. 
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3.8  The Council contends that the appellant’s examples do not provide a 

justification for their current proposal. The appellant and appointed agent were 

advised several times at pre-application stage including meetings with various 

officers of the Council (and during the processing of a previously withdrawn 

planning application) that their proposal was contrary to development plan 

policy and that various sites which they referred to that had been developed or 

had planning consent provided no justification for their proposed development. 

3.9 It is well established that every planning application must be assessed 

individually on its own merits. In terms of the other proposals highlighted by the 

appellant these are assessed in terms of the sites location, context and physical 

character. Seldom, if ever, are two sites identical even within the same 

settlement/area. The applications referred to were not identical and were 

assessed on their merits on the basis of the information submitted. Relevant 

policy was considered and it was determined that these applications were 

acceptable. That said even if it was accepted that poor judgement had been 

exercised previously this does not automatically mean that it should be 

repeated. 

4 Conclusion 

4.1 As required by planning law, application P/20/1115 has been assessed in terms 

of the development plan and all other material considerations. In this respect 

the report of handling provides a detailed summary of all relevant 

considerations and a reasoned justification as to why the appeal proposal does 

not accord with Local Development Plan policy. 

 

4.2 In very simplistic terms, the introduction of a dwellinghouse at this location is 

contrary to development plan policy.  The proposed dwellinghouse would not 

provide an appropriate road frontage of comparable size reflective of 

surrounding curtilages, a pre-requisite of Policy DM3. Additionally it would also 

have a substandard access contrary to the requirements of Roads and 

Transportation Services. Policy DM3 also requires that both the proposed and 

remaining plots are sympathetic to the character and pattern of development in 

the area and do not result in a development that appears cramped, visually 

obtrusive or be of an appearance that is harmful to the character and amenity 

of the area. In this connection it must be emphasised that the proposed 

dwellinghouse is a form of backland development which would generally be 

alien to the established character and pattern of development in the immediate 

area.  

 

4.3  From a planning point of view it is clear that the proposed development raised 

significant concerns in terms of the impact on the amenity and character of the 

area and surrounding properties and in terms of road safety. The application 

failed to comply with policy requirements of both the adopted Local 

88



Development Plan and the proposed replacement Plan. There are no other 

material planning considerations that outweigh the Development Plan policies 

and the reasons for refusal are sound, clear cut and merit support in planning 

terms. 

4.4 Given the above, it is respectfully requested that the Planning Local Review 

Body dismiss the applicants request to overturn the refusal of planning 

permission. 
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From: Alex Touchrecords [mailto:alex.touchrecords@blueyonder.co.uk]  
Sent: 11 March 2021 22:53 
To: McLeod, Karen <Karen.McLeod@southlanarkshire.gov.uk> 
Subject: Re: Planning Local Review Body -26 Hunthill Road, Blantyre G72 9SR 
 
Dear sirs,  
 
PLRB regarding P/20/1115 
 
Proposal, erection of detached dwelling house at 45 Hunthill Road, Blantyre G72 9SR. 
 
The decision regarding this planning application was made under delegated powers and the 
decision was application refused. 
 
We were informed that the reasons for this decision were as follows:- 
 
The proposal is contrary to policies 4, 6 and DM 3 of the adopted south Lanarkshire local 
development plan 2015, 
 
Also,  
 
And policies 3, 5 and DM 3 of the proposed south lanarkshire local development plan 2.   
 
And there is no justification for a departure from policy.  
 
Nothing has changed from the initial planning proposal regarding visibility to the left and right of 
number 45 Hunthill Road drive way and as such cannot meet the statuary requirements regarding 
visibility.  This due to a wall at the front of number 43 Hunthill Road, blocking any visibility to the 
road carriageway to the right as you come out of the property.  There is also a wall in front of 
number 45 and also restricts visibility to the left of the property of number 45 and also doesn’t meet 
the statuary requirements regarding visibility for both pedestrians and road users alike.   
 
We have made these representations in our objections in the initial proposed planning application 
which has been rejected due not meeting the above south lanarkshire council statuses noted 
above.  
 
Also number 45 driveway slopes from the pavement in to number 45 until road, which also means 
that any vehicles coming out of number 45 are unable to see up and down Hunthill Road in any way 
at all, making leaving the property dangerous and also there isn’t enough space for large vehicles to 
gain access to the rear of number 45 Hunthill Road, which would cause immense disruption to the 
vehicles using an already extremely busy road, as any supply’s or materials would have to be 
delivered on the roadside.   
 
We have mentioned all these points in our original correspondence but feel it’s important to reiterate 
all these points here and if nothing has changed and the status cannot be met, then it means that 
the original decision should stand under these conditions.   
 
Many thanks,  
 
Mrs Isobel Neeson,  
 
c/o Mr Alex Neeson. 
 
I use a screen reader and voice over on my Iphone as registered blind and am writing this 
correspondence on behalf of my mother, Mrs Isobel Neeson, as I am her son and she doesn’t have 
email.  Hope that any spellling mistakes in this email doesn’t detract from the meaning or body of 
this email.  
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From: Neil MacTaggart [mailto:Neil.MacTaggart@bluewater.com]  
Sent: 12 March 2021 07:24 
To: McLeod, Stuart <Stuart.McLeod@southlanarkshire.gov.uk> 
Cc: McLeod, Karen <Karen.McLeod@southlanarkshire.gov.uk>; Reid, Murray 
<Murray.Reid@southlanarkshire.gov.uk> 
Subject: Planning application P/20/1115 45 Hunthill rd. 
 
Dear Stuart 
 
I would just like to re-inforce my previous statement, I have no real objection for house being built 
on 45 Hunthills land.  I would like to make it clear that I will not be giving any of my land or making 
any alterations to the dividing wall that is contained within my land, and detailed on my title deeds. 
 
In previous conversations with Mr Murphy, he seems to be under the impression that this wall could 
be on his land, but clearly shows on my title deeds this is not the case, and since I have resided 
there I have been responsible for all maintenance of this wall. 
 
And from letter contained within title deeds from previous owner, stated he was responsible for 
maintenance of this boundary while he lived at 43 Hunthill rd.  Previously the front part of 45 Hunthill 
rd., had alterations carried out, which comprised of lifting roof to give bedroom space in loft area, 
was the gable end moved or strengthened at this point increasing foot print of house? 
 
If there is a discrepancy in measurement between 45 Gable end and my wall, maybe this could be 
the reason    I also would like to think if council give permission for this project to go ahead, they are 
aware that they have increased the flow of traffic leaving and entering 45 Hunthill on this bad bend 
by 100%, in turn increasing likelihood of accident by 100% 
 
To control this I would hope the council would consider installing speed bumps, to slow traffic at this 
point, as a mitigation for the increased risk. 
  
Best Regards 
  
  
  
Neil MacTaggart 
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Applicant’s Comments on Further Representations 
Submitted by Interested Parties in the Course of the 
Notice of Review Consultation Process 
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From: maurice mauriceduffy77@hotmail.com 
Date: 25 March 2021 at 15:58:58 GMT 
To: "McLeod, Stuart" <Stuart.McLeod@southlanarkshire.gov.uk> 
Subject: Re: Email 1/2 - Planning Local Review Body - NOR/HM/21/001 - 45 Hunthill Road, Blantyre 

Dear Mr Stuart McLeod   

Regarding and replying to the recent email dated 24th March 2021 with regards to our notice of review and 
comments made by Neighbours Mr Neil Mactaggart 43 Hunthill rd and Mrs Isobel Neeson 74 Hunthill rd 

Mr Neil Mactaggart 
A/ Owners of 45 Hunthill rd are Mr&Mrs Duffy and not called Murphy 

B/ Mr Mactaggart states categorically that per title deals, the wall is on his land and therefore his responsibility 
to maintain, Only in the last two weeks has he adopted this as the said wall has been crumbling into our drive 

C/ Regarding alterations carried out to front part of 45 Hunthill rd/lifting of the roof to give bedroom space.  
To our knowledge and believe no work has been done as according to the Title Deeds there are also 
photographs dating back over 100 years showing the Gable wall in situ and also the dormers [see pic 
enclosed ] 
At no time was the Gable endwall moved this increasing the footprint. Was it therefore the case that the 
dividing wall between properties is encroaching. 
Two independents have surveyed basically stating the wall is encroaching on our driveway. 

D/ Comments regarding increased traffic entering and leaving 45 Hunthill Road. There are only 3 adults living 
here with one car, this does not account for 100% increase?I 

Mr MacTaggart's concerns should perhaps be for the traffic to and from their own premises, which does not 
have full visibility to the left neither to the right, and also to the noise level from the premises. 

Mrs Neeson, to allay any concerns of visibility enclosed are photographs showing exit from 45 Hunthill Road. 
The visibility is very clear to left of right to road of driveway. She has a parking condition agreed to prevent 
any parking across her driveway which would be fully be adhered to by all concerned parties for the proposed 
works/deliveries. Her main concerns lies with the access for her blind son, but is not a resident at the property 
and has his own residential premises, therefore is not a consideration in the proposal.There 

Please see email 2/2 for enclosed photographs. 

Kind Regards  

Mr and Mrs Duffy 
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