
EAST RENFREWSHIRE COUNCIL 

LOCAL REVIEW BODY 

7 November 2018 

Report by Deputy Chief Executive  

REVIEW OF CASE - REVIEW/2018/21 

FORMATION OF DRIVEWAY INCORPORATING REDUCTION IN GROUND LEVELS 

AND ERECTION OF BOUNDARY WALL AT 29 EAST KILBRIDE ROAD, BUSBY 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 

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 made in 
terms of Section 43A of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 as amended 
by the Planning etc (Scotland) Act 2006 in respect of the application detailed below. 

DETAILS OF APPLICATION 

2. Application type: Full Planning Permission (Ref No:- 2018/0385/TP). 

Applicant: Mr Paolo Di Mambro. 

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels 
and erection of boundary wall. 

Location: 29 East Kilbride Road, Busby. 

Council Area/Ward: Clarkston, Netherlee and Williamwood (Ward 4). 

REASON FOR REQUESTING REVIEW 

3. The applicant has requested a review on the grounds that the Council’s Appointed
Officer refused the application. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

4. The Local Review Body is asked to:-

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

(i) it proceeds to determine whether the decision taken in respect of the 
application under review should be upheld, reversed or varied; and 

(ii) 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. 

AGENDA ITEM No.4 
61



 
 

 
(b) In the event that further procedure is required to allow it to determine the 

review, consider:- 
 

(i) 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; 
and/or; 

 
(ii) what procedure or combination of procedures are to be followed in 

determining the review. 
 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
5. At the meeting of the Council on 29 April 2009, consideration was given to a report 
by the Director of Environment seeking the adoption of a new Scheme of Delegation in 
terms of the new Section 43A of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, 
subject to approval of the scheme by Scottish Ministers. 
 
6. The report provided details of the new hierarchy of developments that took effect 
from 6 April 2009 explaining that the Scheme of Delegation related to those applications 
within the “local development” category as set out in the Town and Country Planning 
(Hierarchy of Development) (Scotland) Regulations 2009, but would in future be 
determined by an “appointed officer”.  In the Council’s case this would be either the Director 
of Environment or the Head of Roads, Planning and Transportation Service now 
designated the Head of Environment (Strategic Services). 
 
7. The report highlighted that historically appeals against planning decisions were 
dealt with by Scottish Ministers. However, following the introduction of the new planning 
provisions with came into effect on 3 August 2009 all appeals against decisions made in 
respect of local developments under delegated powers would be heard by a Local Review 
Body.  The Local Review Body would also deal with cases where the appointed officer had 
failed to determine an application within two months from the date it was lodged.   
 
 
NOTICE OF REVIEW – STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR REQUIRING THE REVIEW 
 
8. The applicant in submitting the review has stated the reasons for requiring the 
review of the determination of the application.  A copy of the applicant’s Notice of Review 
and Statement of Reasons is attached as Appendix 5. 
 
9. The applicant is entitled to state a preference for the procedure (or combination of 
procedures) to be followed by the Local Review Body in the determination of the review 
and has indicated that his stated preference is the assessment of the review documents 
only, with no further procedure. 
 
10. The Local Review Body is not bound to accede to the applicant’s request as to how 
it will determine the review and will itself decide what procedure will be used in this regard. 
 
11. However, at the meeting of the Local Review Body on 10 August 2016, it was 
decided that the Local Review Body would carry out unaccompanied site inspections for 
every review case it received prior to the cases being given initial consideration at a 
meeting of the Local Review Body. 
 
12. In accordance with the above decision, the Local Review Body will carry out an 
unaccompanied site inspection on Wednesday, 7 November 2018 immediately before the 
meeting of the Local Review Body which begins at 2.30pm. 
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INFORMATION AVAILABLE TO ALLOW REVIEW OF APPLICATION 

13. Section 43B of the Planning etc (Scotland) Act 2006 restricts the ability of parties to
introduce new material at the review stage.  The Local Review Body is advised that 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. 

14. The information detailed below is appended to this report to assist the Local Review
Body in carrying out the review of the decision taken by the Appointed Officer:- 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

Application for planning permission – Appendix 1 (Pages 65 - 74); 

Copies of Objections/Representations – Appendix 2 (Pages 75 - 126); 

Report of Handling by the planning officer under the Scheme of Delegation - 
Appendix 3 (Pages 127 - 136); 

(d) 

(d) 

Decision notice and reasons for refusal - Appendix 4 (Pages 137 - 140);  and 

A copy of the applicant’s Notice of Review and Statement of Reasons - 

Appendix 5 (Pages 141 - 190).  

15. The applicant has also submitted the drawings listed below (available for inspection
within the Planning Division of the Environment Department prior to the meeting and 
for reference at the meeting) and these are attached as Appendix 6 (Pages 191 - 198). 

(a) Visual measurement of the bend; 

(b) Visual representation of a car entering and parking in one of the 2 garages; 

(c) Visual representation of a car entering and parking in the other garage and 
leaving; 

(d) Refused – Location Plan 

(e) Refused – Proposed Elevation and Section Rev B; 

(f) Refused – Proposed Plans. 

16. The Local Review Body is advised that initial consultation responses and
representations received if any, relating to the application will be listed in the planning 
officer’s Report of Handling.  

17. All the documents referred to in this report can be viewed online on the Council’s
website at www.eastrenfrewshire.gov.uk with the exception of any representations that 
have been made to the application. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

18. The Local Review Body is asked to:-

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

(i) it proceeds to determine whether the decisions taken in respect of 
the application under review should be upheld, reversed or varied; 
and 
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(ii) 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. 

 
(b) In the event that further procedure is required to allow it to determine the 

review, consider:- 
 

(i) 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; 
and/or; 

 
(ii) what procedure or combination of procedures are to be followed in 

determining the review. 
 

 
Report Author: Paul O’Neil 
 
Director - Caroline Innes, Deputy Chief Executive 
 
Paul O’Neil, Committee Services Officer 
e-mail:  paul.o’neil@eastrenfrewshire.gov.uk 
Tel:  0141 577 3011 
 
Date:- October 2018 
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75



 

 

 

76



 
 

 
 
 

Dear Mr Scott, 
 

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

Re: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and 

erection of boundary wall at 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East 

Renfrewshire G76 8JY  

 

 
Thank you for consulting Network Rail regarding the above development.  
 
Whilst Network Rail has no objections in principle to the proposal, due to its 
close proximity to the operational railway, we would request that the following 
matters are taken into account, and if necessary and appropriate included as 
advisory notes, if granting the application: 
 
Construction works must be undertaken in a safe manner which does not 
disturb the operation of the neighbouring railway.  Applicants must be aware 
of any embankments and supporting structures which are in close proximity to 
their development.  

• Details of all changes in ground levels, laying of foundations, and 
operation of mechanical plant in proximity to the rail line must be 
submitted to Network Rail’s Asset Protection Engineer for approval 
prior to works commencing on site.  Where any works cannot be 
carried out in a “fail-safe” manner, it will be necessary to restrict those 
works to periods when the railway is closed to rail traffic i.e. by a 
“possession” which must be booked via Network Rail’s Asset 

East Renfrewshire Council 
Development Management Service 
2 Spiersbridge Way 
Thornliebank 
Glasgow 
G46 8NG 

Network Rail 
Town Planning 
1st Floor George House 
36 North Hanover Street 
Glasgow 
G1 2AD 
  
Martin Henderson  
Town Planning Technician 

  

Planning reference: 2018/0385/TP  

Case Officer: Derek Scott 
 

E-Mail: 
TownPlanningScotland@networkrail.co.uk 

 Network Rail ref: 321 2018 

 12/09/2018 

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited Registered Office: Network Rail, 2nd Floor, One Eversholt Street, London, NW1 2DN Registered in England and Wales No. 2904587 
www.networkrail.co.uk 
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Protection Engineer and are subject to a minimum prior notice period 
for booking of 20 weeks. 

 
The developer must contact our Asset Protection Engineers regarding the 
above matters, see contact details below: 
 

Network Rail Asset Protection Engineer  

151 St. Vincent Street, GLASGOW, G2 5NW 

Tel: 0141 555 4352 

E-mail: AssetProtectionScotland@networkrail.co.uk 
 
 
We trust full cognisance will be taken of these comments.  We would be 
grateful if Local Planning Authorities would provide a copy of the Decision 
Notice.  
 
Yours sincerely 
 

Martin Henderson 

Town Planning Technician   

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited Registered Office: Network Rail, 2nd Floor, One Eversholt Street, London, NW1 2DN Registered in England and Wales No. 2904587 
www.networkrail.co.uk 
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Controller (M&O) N/A Date  by   DEV File Ref N/A Date  by  

VC letter N/A Date  by   CC File Ref N/A Date  by  

 

  Roads Service  
  OBSERVATIONS ON  
  PLANNING APPLICATION  
    

Our Ref: 2018/0385/TP   
D.C Ref Derek Scott   
Contact: Malcolm Matheson   
Tel: 0141-577-8431   

 
Planning Application No: 2018/0385/TP Dated: 26/07/18 Received: 26/07/18 

Applicant: Mr Paolo Di Mambro 
 Proposed Development: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection 

of boundary wall 
Location: 29 East Kilbride Road, Busby, G76 8JY 

Type of Consent: Full Planning Permission  
Ref No. of Dwg.(s) submitted: As per Idox 

 
RECOMMENDATION Refusal 

 
Proposals Acceptable Y/N or N/A  Proposals Acceptable Y/N or N/A  Proposals Acceptable Y/N or N/A 

 
1. General  3. New Roads  4. Servicing & Car Parking 

(a) General principle of development Y  (a) Widths N/A  (a) Drainage N 

(b) Safety Audit Required N  (b) Pedestrian Provision N/A  (b) Car Parking Provision N 

(c) Traffic Impact Analysis Required N 
 (c) Layout 

     (horizontal/vertical alignment) N/A 
 (c) Layout of parking bays / 

     Garages N 

 

2. Existing Roads 
  (d) Turning Facilities 

      (Circles / hammerhead) N/A 
 (d) Servicing 

      Arrangements/Driveways N 

(a) Type of Connection 

     (junction / footway crossing) 
N 

 (e) Junction Details 

      (locations / radii / sightlines) 
N/A 

  
5. Signing 

 

(b) Location(s) of Connection(s) N  (f) Provision for P.U. services N/A  (a) Location N/A 

(c) Pedestrian Provision N/A     (b) Illumination N/A 

(d) Sightlines  N       

 
Ref.

 
Reasons for Refusal 

 In the interest of road safety this Service has no option but to refuse this application. 
 
The proposed development, if permitted, would involve the construction of a new vehicular access 

onto the A727 East Kilbride Road where visibility is severely restricted by the road’s existing 

horizontal alignment and would be likely to give rise to conditions detrimental to road safety. 

The installation of a new access on to the A727 East Kilbride Road would result in the manoeuvring 

of vehicles on the adjoining road, taking access to or from the site, to the detriment of road safety.   

 
 Comments 

1(a) 
 
 
2(a & b) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2(d) 
 
 
 

It is noted that the applicant decided to withdraw his previous planning application for the formation 
of a driveway at the same location – Planning application 2018/0102/TP.  
 
The proposal is to form a new vehicular access on to the A727 for the property at 29 East Kilbride 
Road.  The property sits in the apex of a triangle formed by the Glasgow to East Kilbride railway line 
to the northeast and the A727 district distributor road (East Kilbride Road) to the southwest, which 
carries in excess of 19,000 vehicles per day (as per Traffic Survey – 3606-SCO East Kilbride Road, 
Busby). 
 
Given its unusual location, no vehicular access to the property currently exists and Cleansing advise 
that they do not service the property from East Kilbride Road. 
 
The location being proposed for the new access lies west of a low bridge (signed 4.2m / 13’9” 
clearance) which carries the Glasgow to East Kilbride railway line.  Northwest bound traffic 
approaching the bridge has to negotiate a left hand bend which restricts forward visibility to the site 
and adversely affects the achievable secondary direction visibility splay of the proposed access. 
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Due to the horizontal and vertical profile of the road, there is a double white line system installed on 
this section of the A727 from its junction with the B759 Carmunnock Road to a point 45 metres 
southeast of its junction with The Paddock.  It should be noted that there are no other accesses to 
individual dwellings along this double white lined section of road or indeed, for some length 
thereafter. 
 
Fronting the site and over most of the length of the double white line system, there is a ‘no 
waiting/no loading at any time restriction with sections of ‘no waiting; 8am – 6pm; Monday to Friday’ 
over the lengths of road opposite the site and Carmunnock Road. 
 
Immediately northwest of the proposed access, and thus adversely impacting the primary direction 
visibility splay, is an existing lighting column (R9) and a bus stop with associated infrastructure 
including a bus shelter and a ‘no waiting’ bus stop marking.  
 
If permitted the proposal would introduce right turn vehicular movements into and out of the site 
which would lead to an increased probability of rear end shunts as vehicles stop to execute a right 
turn into the site or, when executing a right turn out of the site, interfere with free flow traffic on the 
A727. 
 
The required visibility for a 30mph road is 2.5m x 90m in both the primary and secondary directions 
with no interference allowed within the splay above a height of 1.05m.  This can clearly not be 
achieved at the location being proposed for the new access. This is shown within Drawing 903, Rev 
I where the visibility in the primary direction is significantly less than required. It should be noted that 
the visibility splays here should be measured to the edge of the nearside carriageway.  
 
For the secondary direction the shown 2.5 x 90m visibility splay is through private land which the 
applicant has no control over.  
 
Drawing no. 904 shows other junctions / accesses within the Busby area. It is noted that the visibility 
splays are incorrect as they have not been taken from the correct points. For example the visibility 
splay for the A727 East Kilbride Road / B759 Carmunnock Road has not been measured from the 
existing give way line, and 65 East Kilbride Road’s driveway junction has not been measured from 
the edge of the kerb which separates the carriageway from the footway.  
 
The applicant must under the terms of The Roads (Scotland) Act 1984, apply to this Service for a 
Section 56 ‘Road Opening Permit’ to carry out the proposed works. 

This Roads Service has considered all of the plans submitted with planning application 
2018/0385/TP as well as the following supporting statements/information/emails from the 
applicant: 
 
22/6       Speed data measured by applicant 
1/8         email – example of other driveway 
7/8         email – example of other driveway 
9/8         University of Plymouth paper on calculating speed on a bend 
10/8       email re visibility 
13/8       email re Designing Streets 
13/8       email re Designing Streets 
13/8       email re visibility 
14/8       email re Designing Streets 
14/8       Supporting Statement by applicant 
17/8       email re Designing Streets 
17/8       Supporting Statement by applicant 
19/8       email covering additional info submitted 
20/8       email re bus stop 
20/8       Supporting Document – excerpt from Designing Streets 
20/8       Supporting Document – National Roads Development Guide 
20/8       Supporting Document – Weather 
20/8       Supporting Statement from applicant 
21/8       further email re bus stop 
27/8       email re right turn into driveway 
5/9         email re table in National Roads Development Guide. 
 
Designing Streets (Scottish Government) and the National Roads Development Guide are both 
guidance documents.  
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Designing Streets defines ‘roads’ as, ‘thoroughfares whose main function is to facilitate the 
movement of motor traffic.’ 
 
Designing Streets defines ‘streets’ - ‘Streets have important public realm functions beyond those 
related to motor traffic. They are typically lined with buildings and public spaces and, whilst 
facilitation of movement is still a key function, they normally support a range of social, leisure, retail 
and commercial functions.’ 
 
With reference to the above definitions ERC Roads would define A727 East Kilbride Road at this 
section as a ‘road’ and therefore this guidance is not appropriate in considering this application.  
 
Also, ‘Designing Streets is expected to be used predominantly for the design, construction, adoption 
and maintenance of new streets, but it is also applicable to existing streets subject to re-design.’ 
Regardless of the A727 East Kilbride Road not being considered a ‘street’ at this location this 
planning application does not include a street (or road) re-design therefore again, Design Streets is 
not appropriate in considering this application.  
 
Section 1.2 of the National Roads Development Guide states that, ‘The National Roads 
Development Guide provides advice and does not set out any new policy or legal requirements.’ 
 
As evidenced above, this Service has a number of road safety concerns with regard to this 
proposal and has no option therefore, but to recommend refusal. 
 

 
 

Notes for Intimation to Applicant: 
(i) Construction Consent (S21)* Not Required 

(ii) Road Bond (S17)* Not Required 

(iii) Road Opening Permit (S56)*  Required  
* Relevant Section of the Roads (Scotland) Act 1984 

 
 
Comments Authorised By:  John Marley   Date: 14.09.18 
pp Environmental Services Manager   
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Richard Allison

Address: 440 castle gait, paisley pa1 2he

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer made comments neither objecting to or supporting the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I wish to have this application reviewed by committee to check visibility splay

requirements
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Claudio Bernacchi

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road, Busby, East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I object that my from what my uncle says local engineers are ignoring national

guidance.
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Fiona Black

Address: 4Magnolua Gardens, Motherwell, Glasgow ML1 5TL

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I wish to have this application reviewed by committee to check visibility splay

requirements

87



 

 

 

88



Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Miss Suzan Bono

Address: 60 Castleton Drive, Newton Mearns, East Renfrewshire G77 5LE

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I shave stayed in Unlces pauls house many times. He would create a lovely new house

when he gets the chance for him and his family. He tells me that a strange anomaly has came out

where national rules dont match local ones. He fits in the national rules. I think a committee review

is required.
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Graeme Church

Address: 67 Lesmuir Drive, Glasgow G14 0EF

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer made comments neither objecting to or supporting the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I wish to have this application reviewed by committee to check visibility splay

requirements.
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From:Patricia Collum
Sent:15 Aug 2018 13:56:12 +0100
To:EN Planning
Subject:Application no: 2018/0385/TP

Application number: 2018/0385/TP
Application Location: 29 East Kilbride Road, Busby, East Renfrewshire. G76 8JY

To Whom It May Concern,

I am writing to you with regards to the proposed formation of driveway incorporating a 
reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary wall at 29 East Kilbride Road, 
Busby. Unfortunately I feel I have to object to these proposals due to the road safety 
issues it would cause. The positioning of the property is on a blind bend of a very busy 
main road, with the train station bridge right beside it, with high traffic levels and that 
traffic driving at speed meaning traffic coming in and out of the proposed driveway 
would cause safety issues, insufficient reaction time for drivers and therefore a high 
chance of accident. It is also the only side of the road at that point that has a pavement for 
pedestrians to walk on. Given these factors I feel it would cause a serious safety issue for 
road users and pedestrians, and therefore I feel I have to object to these plans.

Yours Sincerely,
Patricia Collum-Friel 
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Brian Corbett

Address: 11 Stamperland Crescent, Clarkston, East Renfrewshire G76 8LQ

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I wish to have this application reviewed by committee to check visibility splay

requirements
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Ian Danskin

Address: 191 maxwell avenue, Glasgow G61 1hs

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer made comments neither objecting to or supporting the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Not enough info
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Miss Alicia Di Mambro

Address: 60 Castleton Drive, Newton Mearns, East Renfrewshire G77 5LE

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I dont know what to write but i think i like a committee hearing
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Anthony Di Mambro

Address: 60 Castleton Drive, Newton Mearns, East Renfrewshire G77 5LE

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Uncle has advised me this needs access to a committee and i object that i need to write

this
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Miss Beverly Di Mambro

Address: 60 Castleton Drive, Newton Mearns, East Renfrewshire G77 5LE

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Am just not happy
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Bridget Di Mambro

Address: 60 Castleton Drive, Newton Mearns, East Renfrewshire G77 5LE

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Brother in law is advising me that there is a lack of rule following. Been told best looked

at by the committee
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Frank Di Mambro

Address: 60 Castleton Drive, Newton Mearns, East Renfrewshire G77 5LE

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:This is an issue for the committee
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Frank Jnuior DiMambro

Address: 60 Castleton Drive, Newton Mearns, East Renfrewshire G77 5LE

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I think having listed to my uncles reasoned argument. That there is an issue that needs

a planning committee to look at.
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Ms Marina di mambro

Address: 118 Burnside cresent, blantyre G720LE

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I wish to have this application reviewed by committee to check visibility splay

requirements
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Paolo Di Mambro

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road, Busby, East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:As the home owner i am not objecting to the application as i have provided many case

of it being safe. But what i require is a Committee hearing to review the applicability of Designing

streets. The versification that national guidelines on residential streets are safe. This can only be

conducted at a higher level than local level given that in discussions there seems to be an

argument that Designing streets is only for new developments and is only applicable to these. So

existing streets are not governed by this document. Despite the document stating its for the

redesign of existing roads. So any new creation on a road be it existing or fully newly created

should be governed by the same document. No exceptions.

 

A committee hearing i feel needs to be created to answer this question. As its far greater than Mr

Scott. He is a hard working individual but the scope of this has legal implications on if Designing

streets is limited to full new roads or all new road developments. So instead of one road standard

you create an environment of many tiers or standards. To answer this question is important.

 

For this reason i object to this application and wish it to be referred to committee.
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Yen Di Mambro

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road, Busby, East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I wish this to be put up for committee review.
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Alastair Dunlop

Address: 27 Waverley Gardens, Glasgow G41 2DW

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer made comments neither objecting to or supporting the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I would suggest this application be reviewed by a Planning Committee to check the

applicable visibility splay Scottish Government requirements.
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Patrick Kieran

Address: 101, Stockiemuir Ave, Glasgow G61 3LX

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I don't think this is a good idea at all and National Guidelines need to be applied.
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Fraser Richardson

Address: 26 northland drive, Scotstoun, Glasgow G14 9BA

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer made comments neither objecting to or supporting the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:There is limited information on this
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Comments for Planning Application 2018/0385/TP

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 2018/0385/TP

Address: 29 East Kilbride Road Busby East Renfrewshire G76 8JY

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection of boundary

wall

Case Officer: Mr Derek Scott

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Scott Richardson

Address: 46 glendaruel avenue, Glasgow G612pr

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:This application ought to be reviewed by committee chiefs to review the visibility splay

requirements and any available drawings
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REPORT OF HANDLING 
 
Reference: 2018/0385/TP  Date Registered: 23rd July 2018 

Application Type: Full Planning Permission  This application is a Local Development     

Ward: 4 -Clarkston, Netherlee And Williamwood   

Co-ordinates:   258177/:656517 

Applicant/Agent: Applicant: 

Mr Paolo Di Mambro 

29 East Kilbride RD 

Glasgow 

Scotland 

G76 8JY 

 

Agent: 

 

 

 

Proposal: Formation of driveway incorporating reduction in ground levels and erection 

of boundary wall 

Location: 29 East Kilbride Road 

Busby 

East Renfrewshire 

G76 8JY 

             

CONSULTATIONS/COMMENTS:  
 
Network Rail No objection.  Requests advisory notes to be 

attached to any planning permission granted to 

ensure the safe operation of the adjacent 

railway.  

 
East Renfrewshire Council Roads Service Refuse on the grounds of public road safety.  

 
PUBLICITY:                 None.   
 
SITE NOTICES:          None.    
 
SITE HISTORY:  
     
2018/0102/TP Formation of driveway Withdrawn  16.05.2018 

    
2018/0299/TP Erection of two storey rear 

extension 

Refused  

  

06.07.2018 

 
REPRESENTATIONS:   
 
21 representations have been received in respect of the application of which 14 have been 
submitted as objections, 2 in support and 5 neither objecting nor supporting the application. The 
representations are summarised as follows.    
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Objections 
 
Detrimental to public road safety 
Unhappy at proposal 
Proposal not a good idea 
National guidelines should be applied 
Application should be determined by the Planning Applications Committee 
 
In support  
 
To be reviewed by committee to review the visibility splay requirements and any available 
drawings 

 
Neither objecting to or supporting the application 
 
Not enough information/limited information 
The application should be reviewed by the Planning Committee to check the applicable visibility 
splays in line with Scottish Government requirements 
 
It should be noted that the Council’s approved Scheme of Delegated Functions requires “local” 
developments to be determined by the Planning Applications Committee if 10 or more objections 
have been received.  There are 14 representations that have been submitted as objections 
however only one of the representations contains grounds of objection that relates to public road 
safety.  Two others cite displeasure at the application but give no reason and the remaining 11 
are requests to have the application determined by the Planning Applications Committee.   
 
It is considered that objections that do not challenge the granting of planning permission on 
material planning grounds but which merely seek to drive procedure are not objections in the true 
sense. They would not therefore count towards the threshold requiring the application to be 
considered by the Planning Applications Committee as set out in the Council's approved Scheme 
of Delegated Functions.  The Scheme of Delegated Functions does not allow for applicants or 
objectors to request that an application be determined by the Planning Applications Committee.  
 
It is considered that this application is to be determined under delegated powers in accordance 
with the approved Scheme of Delegated Functions. 
 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN & GOVERNMENT GUIDANCE: See Appendix 1 
 
SUPPORTING TECHNICAL INFORMATION, STATEMENTS, PLANS AND EMAILS:   
 
Speed data measurements of traffic on East Kilbride Road – Data gathered by applicant outside 
29 East Kilbride Road on 4/6/2018. 
 
Excerpts from an academic paper from the University of Plymouth titled “How fast can you drive 
round a bend?” – Mathematical formulae and a table of results. 
 
Supporting statement from applicant (14/8/2018) – Concludes that the proposed visibility splay is 
adequate.   
 
Supporting statement from applicant (17/8/2018) – Gives the applicant’s view as to why 
Designing Streets should apply in this instance and concludes that the proposal would not impact 
on public road safety.   
 
Supporting statement from applicant (21/8/2018) – States that traffic turning into proposed 
driveway would not cause accidents.   
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Supporting documents – excerpts from Designing Streets with covering email stating proposed 
visibility splay is adequate; excerpt from the National Roads Development Guide (without 
comment); and weather data on day of applicant’s traffic count (without comment).  
 
In addition, thirteen emails have been received from the applicant between 1 August 2018 and 5 
September 2018.  The emails argue the merits of the case in terms of public road safety and 
reference Designing Streets and the National Roads Development Guide.   
 
Drawing 901 – Swept path analysis showing cars entering and exiting the proposed driveway and 
turning west. 
 
Drawing 902 – Swept path analysis showing cars entering and exiting the proposed driveway and 
turning east.  
 
Drawing 903 Rev I – Drawing showing achievable visibility splays. 
 
Drawing 903 – Drawing showing examples of visibility splays elsewhere on East Kilbride Road.   
 
ASSESSMENT: 
 
The application site comprises a detached two storey dwelling and its curtilage and lies to the 
north side of the A727 East Kilbride Road, Busby, within an established residential area.  The 
Glasgow to East Kilbride Railway sits elevated immediately to the east of the site and crosses the 
A727 East Kilbride Road via an overbridge.  The railway overbridge lies 10 metres to the east of 
the application site.  Flatted properties with their maintained common areas lie to the west and 
north of the site. The A727 is a district distributor road.   
 
The curtilage was until recently characterised by established trees and shrubs although the 
applicant has cleared the entire site and formed areas of hardstanding.  The property has a 1.4 
metre high sandstone retaining wall that used to run along the entire frontage of the site with East 
Kilbride Road.  The applicant has partially removed this and re-graded some of the ground in 
front of the dwelling to the level of the adjacent footway with a view to creating a vehicular 
access.  Having been advised that the formation of an access onto a classified road, as well as 
the earthworks that have been carried out require planning permission, the applicant has ceased 
work on the formation of the access and positioned large stones to prevent vehicles entering the 
site.  Historically there was no vehicular access to the property.  The dwelling is unoccupied 
having recently been purchased by the applicant.   
 
Planning permission is sought for the formation of driveway incorporating a reduction in ground 
levels and for the erection of a boundary wall.  The access is proposed to be formed 5 metres 
wide with a dropped kerb at the western-most part of the frontage of the site.  The earthworks 
that have been carried out involve the excavation of soil along the frontage of the site, re-grading 
the pre-existing ground to form a slope of 9 degrees from the dwelling down to the level of East 
Kilbride Road.  The proposed boundary wall would stand 0.5 metres high and lie 0.6 metres 
further into the site from the alignment of the existing wall. The remainder of the wall is proposed 
to be reduced to 0.5 metres in height with the ground behind re-graded.  An in-curtilage turning 
area and two car-parking spaces are proposed.   
 
The application requires to be assessed against Policy D1 of the adopted East Renfrewshire 
Local Development Plan.  Policy D1 requires that all development should not result in a 
significant loss of character to the surrounding area and that the Council's parking and access 
requirements are met.   
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It is considered that the visual amenity of the site is relatively poor in comparison the amenity of 
the surrounding area.  However this is due to the fact that the dwelling has been unoccupied and 
unmaintained for some time and that the applicant has ceased the works.  If the application is 
considered to be acceptable, details of the finish of the driveway and the retaining wall and a 
landscaping scheme can be submitted for further approval.  This would ensure that the 
development is acceptable in appearance and in keeping with the character and visual amenity 
of the wider area.   
 
The proposal must now be considered with regard to public road safety.  The Council’s Roads 
Service has recommended that the application is refused on the grounds of public road safety.  
Roads Service advises that the development, if permitted, would involve the construction of a 
new vehicular access onto the A727 East Kilbride Road where visibility is severely restricted by 
the existing horizontal alignment of the road and would be likely to give rise to conditions 
detrimental to road safety.   
 
The Roads Service further advises that northwest bound traffic approaching the bridge has to 
negotiate a left hand bend which restricts forward visibility to the site and adversely affects the 
achievable secondary direction visibility splay of the access. 
 
Due to the horizontal and vertical profile of the road, there is a double white line system installed 
on this section of the A727 from its junction with the B759 Carmunnock Road to a point 45m 
southeast of its junction with The Paddock.  It should be noted that there are no other accesses 
to individual dwellings along this double white lined section of road or indeed, for some length 
thereafter. 
 
The advice from the Roads Service also states that if permitted the proposal would introduce 
right turn vehicular movements into and out of the site which would lead to an increased 
probability of rear end shunts as vehicles stop to execute a right turn into the site or, when 
executing a right turn out of the site, interfere with free flow traffic on the A727. 
 
The Roads Service also advised that the required primary visibility splay cannot be achieved at 
the location of the new access.  In the secondary direction the visibility splay is through private 
land which the applicant has no control over.  
 
The Roads Service therefore has significant roads safety concerns about the proposals.  The 
Council's access requirements cannot therefore be met and the development is therefore 
contrary to Policy D1 of the adopted East Renfrewshire Local Development Plan.   
 
As noted above, the applicant has submitted various supporting statements and technical data in 
support of the application.  The technical data includes speed measurements taken on East 
Kilbride Road, examples of visibility splays elsewhere on East Kilbride Road, excepts from an 
academic paper by the University of Plymouth titled "How fast can you drive round a bend" and 
excerpts from the National Roads Development Guide.  The applicant has also submitted 
excerpts from the Scottish Government's Policy Document "Designing Streets".  The supporting 
statements are the applicant's interpretation of the technical data and reference how he 
considers it relates it to this proposal.  Supporting drawings showing measurements of the bend 
on East Kilbride Road as it passes under the railway overbridge, visibility splays at the site and 
swept path analyses showing vehicles entering and exiting the site have also been submitted.  All 
of this data, and the emails from the applicant that relate to it and that are listed above and the 
supporting drawings and plans have been considered by the Council’s Roads Service prior to 
providing their consultation response.   
 
The Policy Document "Designing Streets" relates to the design, construction, adoption and 
maintenance of new streets.  It can also be applicable to existing streets that are subject to 
redesign.  The current application is for the formation of an access onto an existing road which is 
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not subject to a comprehensive redesign.  It is therefore considered that Designing Streets has 
little weight in the determination of this application.  The excerpts from the document that the 
applicant has brought to the attention of the planning authority, regardless of their interpretation, 
do not therefore outweigh the Local Development Plan and the advice of the Roads Service.   
 
The following comments are made in respect of the representations not specifically addressed 
above. One objector states they are not happy with the proposal and another states that the 
proposal is not a good idea. However no reasons are given in either case. It is considered that 
there is sufficient information to determine the application with sufficient information available to 
allow the Council’s Roads Service to submit its consultation response.   
 
Overall conclusion 
 
The proposal is considered contrary to Policy D1 of the adopted East Renfrewshire Local 
Development Plan as the proposed access, given its location on a section of East Kilbride Road 
where visibility is severely restricted by the road's horizontal alignment, would be detrimental to 
public road safety. There are no material planning considerations that would outweigh this policy 
and allow the application to be approved. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse 
 
PLANNING OBLIGATIONS:   None   
 
REASON FOR REFUSAL: 
 

1. The proposal is contrary to Policy D1 of the adopted East Renfrewshire Local 
Development Plan as the access would be detrimental to public road safety given its 
location on a section of East Kilbride Road where visibility is severely restricted by the 
horizontal alignment of the road. 

 
ADDITIONAL NOTES:   None. 
 
ADDED VALUE:    None 
 
BACKGROUND PAPERS: 
 
Further information on background papers can be obtained from Mr Derek Scott on 0141 577 
3034. 
 
Ref. No.:  2018/0385/TP 
  (DESC) 
 
DATE:   17th September 2018 
 
DIRECTOR OF ENVIRONMENT  
 
Reference: 2018/0385/TP - Appendix 1 

 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN: 

 

Strategic Development Plan 

This proposal raises no strategic issues in terms of the Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Strategic 

Development Plan and therefore the East Renfrewshire Local Plan is the relevant policy 

document 
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Adopted East Renfrewshire Local Development  Plan  

Policy D1 

Detailed Guidance for all Development 

Proposals for development should be well designed, sympathetic to the local area and 

demonstrate that the following criteria have been considered, and, where appropriate, met. In 

some cases, where the criteria have not been met, a written justification will be required to assist 

with assessment.  

 

1.       The development should not result in a significant loss of character or amenity to the  

          surrounding area;   

2.       The proposal should be of a size, scale, massing and density that is in keeping with the  

          buildings in the locality and should respect local architecture, building form, design, and  

          materials;  

3.       The amenity of neighbouring properties should not be adversely affected by unreasonably  

          restricting their sunlight or privacy. Additional guidance on this issue is available in the  

          Daylight and Sunlight Design Guide Supplementary Planning Guidance; 

4.       The development should not impact adversely on landscape character or the green  

          network, involve  a significant loss of trees or other important landscape,  

          greenspace or biodiversity features; 

5.       Developments should incorporate green infrastructure including access, landscaping,  

          greenspace, water management and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems at the outset  

          of the design process. Where appropriate, new tree or shrub planting should be  

          incorporated using native species.  The physical area of any development covered  

          by impermeable surfaces should be kept to a minimum to assist with flood risk  

          management.  Further guidance is contained within the Green Network and  

          Environmental Management Supplementary Planning Guidance; 

6.       Development should create safe and secure environments that reduce the scope for 

         anti-social  behaviour and fear of crime;  

7.       Developments must be designed to meet disability needs and include provision for  

         disabled access   within public areas;  

8.       The Council will not accept 'backland' development, that is, development without a  

          road frontage; 

9.       Parking and access requirements of the Council should be met in all development and  

          appropriate mitigation measures should be introduced to minimise the impact of new  

          development.  Development should take account of the principles set out in 'Designing  

          Streets';   

10.     Development should minimise the extent of light pollution caused by street and  

          communal lighting  and any floodlighting associated with the development;  

11.     Developments should include provision for the recycling, storage, collection and 

          composting of waste  materials; 

12.     Where possible, all waste material arising from construction of the development should  

          be retained  on-site for use as part of the new development; 

13.     Where applicable, new development should take into account the legacy of former mining 

          activity; 

 14.    Development should enhance the opportunity for and access to sustainable transportation, 

          including provision for bus infrastructure, and particularly walking and cycle opportunities  

          including cycle parking and provision of facilities such as showers/lockers, all where  
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          appropriate.  The Council will not support development on railways solums or other  

          development that would remove opportunities to enhance pedestrian and cycle access  

          unless mitigation measures have been demonstrated; 

15.     The Council requires the submission of a design statement for national and major  

          developments.  Design statements must also be submitted in cases where a local  

          development relates to a site within  a conservation area or Category A listed building in 

          line with Planning Advice Note 68: Design Statements.  

16.     Where applicable, developers should explore opportunities for the provision of digital  

          infrastructure to new homes and business premises as an integral part of development. 

 
GOVERNMENT GUIDANCE: None 

 

Finalised 17/09/18 AC(3) 
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DECISION NOTICE  
 

AND  
 

REASONS FOR REFUSAL 

APPENDIX 4 
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NOTICE OF REVIEW 
 

AND 
 

STATEMENT OF REASONS 

APPENDIX 5 
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Statement in support of my application: 

 

Firstly I added the relevant sections of the national road development guide and designing streets. They 

are very large documents so I have taken the relevant pages for this statement to add as supporting 

documents that will allow you to see if the Scottish government would define East Kilbride road as a 

road or a street. The name of the road be it Road, street, avenue, drive etc does not matter its function 

matters. 

 

Firstly before I explain more about the section of East kilbride road being defined as a street let me 

pass comment to the road's objections. 

 

Before I start I would also like to remind the roads services that this is a new connection to East 

Kilbride road. So the guidance currently in place should be adopted. Which is designing streets. The 

question should be asked is the proposal safe. What visibility splay is safe for a vehicle to stop? 

Guidance in Designing streets put this figure at 43M at 30MPH. I surpass this with a slower traffic 

speed than 30MPH which means following guidance the proposal is safe. The actual speed in under 

30MPH(which this section is actually substantially slower). I enclosed the speed test and visibility 

splays with my appeal as they have not been put on public display. 

The bin's collections while I appreciate the interest in my refuge provisions I am unsure why this is 

referenced in a road consultation. Personally I have never lived at 29 East Kilbride road and had the 

opportunity to empty my bins as I would not be able to bring my family to live there as it currently is 

but I have been advised my bins are emptied within Printerland the development beside mine. I hope 

that helps the roads department with where my bins are collected. Since they do seem to take interest in 

this. 

The other point of no other residential drive ways is close to the proposed drive way would be because 

the property is not close to another residential house. So the comment there is no vehicular access along 

the double line formation is a strange observations. Yes its true but I find it has no bearing. There is 

junctions with substantially more through put than a residential house. This property would create 15 

movements a day. Nothing close to the junctions of the B759 as an example or over the double white 

line into the railways stations parking and commercial units. Are you saying due to the fact many years 

ago no one built a house close to the proposed location that the location does not deserve an ability to 

park and relieve parking tension in the location. 

The question of rear end shunts I believe I answered with the supporting statement that cars are doing 

an equivalent to a right hand turn into my drive way. I have asked to have that statement included with 

this statement. I hope you can have a read over this statement. There has been zero accidents in the last 

10 years at my drive way. So it should be no different with the 5 possible right hand turns I would 

make. Every drive way will have a right turn into it and out from it at some point.  

The other items I have been told by Mr Adams of road and lighting that once approved he will move 

the items mentioned that are currently in my visibility splay at my full cost. Which i am more than 

happy to pay. This will mean the council has new infrastructure and long term savings as the 

infrastructure would have longer longevity. 

The roads department questions the accuracy of the visibility splay of the B759 and 65 East Kilbride 

road, a planning application approved in 2017. If the visibility splay of the B759 and 65 East Kilbride 

road is wrong. I would like to see the visibility splay roads have. As they will not be out by much. The 

B759 and 65 East Kilbride road has a visibility splay of about 20M. It would need to be a substantial 

error in measurement from a civil engineer to be out by over 2 times to just meet current guidance. At 

this point I would like to say my drive way meets and passes current guidance. 
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I also find it annoying that the semantics of a definituion of a street or road is being used to refuse this 

application on safety. The fact that all said and done the guidance puts a safe visibility for a 30MPH 

zone at 2.4 by 43M with a vertical view at 60CM. Proves the safety of a driveway having a visibility 

splay of over 43M as safe in a 30MPH zone. 

 

I agree that the national road development guide is a guide not enforceable in law but it is the guide by 

which all new developments need to adhere to or what was the point the government spending a 

considerable amount of money creating the guidance. The national government would not create policy 

guidance that was unsafe. The point I am making is my proposal is safe.  

 

So let me examine the national road development guide and see its content to see the definition of East 

Kilbride road.  

 

1, I think we can most certainly agree that East kilbride road is within a urban boundary. 

 

2, I think we can again most certainly agree that the speed of he road is 30MPH.  

 

If we look at the 2 graphs which the national development guide gives in connection to how to apply 

designing street. You can have high movement but with a speed under 60KPH designing street applies. 

It does state though that this diagram is not the complete picture. Although if you go to the visibility 

splay information on Designing streets it is. It is to be used independent of traffic flow for speeds under 

60KPH. I am most certainly not disagreeing that East Kilbride road is not a busy road. But how does a 

busy road make a person's time to brake increase.  

 

How can a car traveling on the road before your car make you take longer to stop. How can 1 car being 

on the road before your car or 100000 cars for that matter have an impact on your braking time. As the 

visibility splay is based on the safe distance for a car to stop. Another car can't change the reaction time 

and breaking system deceleration of the car to stop. That can only be influenced by the driver and 

vehicle's speed as well as the vehicles breaking system. Another car traveling on the road has no 

bearing on your safe breaking distance. Which takes into account a lot of variables to ensure a lot of 

buffer is added when giving a safe distance to stop. So this figure does not change with traffic flow. In 

Designing streets it suggest it should be used for every road with a speed lower than 60KPH regardless 

of traffic flow. 

 

Although that being said the national guide does create another diagram to take into account traffic 

flow. It could be argued this is for sections with a speed substantially greater than 30MPH. But I am 

happy to look at this diagram too. So in this diagram it wishes to establish place importance. So 

sections that have no local content. It is in an urban area but act solely for going from one location to 

another. A through put section. Which would be the definition of a road. The national road development 

guide shows how place importance can change along a section of road. So while one section can have 

zero importance be classed as a road another section along the same road can be classed as a street. I 

enclosed the relevant page of the national road development guide. 

 

My section does not show this characteristics of solely for through put. It has 2 bus stop's, a train 

station and pedestrian lights either side of my house within 150M. So this section has a substantial 

amount of place importance. So the two diagrams where Designing streets has to be applied both are 

supportive that it is a street. There is no other diagrams. The assumption that because there is a lot of 

cars that designing street does not apply is to ignore where the document is to be used.  
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So given there is nothing in the guidance to support that the section of my drive way is a road. I would 

say it is a street. Therefore we should look at what the guide lines suggest is safe for a new opening 

onto an existing road. The guidance should apply as the drive way is effectively under construction. 

 

So the first thing Designing streets asks in any new road proposal is know your road speed. So I 

conducted this in June 2018 for a period of 7 days during a beautiful heat wave. The speeds obtained 

where 85 percentile of 28.7MPH Westbound and 29.7MPH East bound. This brings me fully into 

designing street as the speed of the road is now knows. Although the visibility splay is for wet weather 

so this figure can be reduced by 2.5MPH. I am happy to leave this figure as is. As my visibility splay 

can fit within the 30MPH speed limit. 

 

So the question now falls what is the national guide lines for visibility splay at 30MPH. This is in the 

section of designing streets where there is a table which is included with my appeal. At 30MPH or 

48KPH the safe visibility splay is 43M. What I demonstrate is 45M and 46M if you look at my 

visibility splay diagrams. The requirement here is that this is seen to a height of 60CM. As the 1.05M 

suggested by roads would mean missing small children and dogs and cold be hazardous to these. Why 

in a residential area 1.05M is no longer adopted as safe. So Designing street changed the requirement 

for 1.05M to 60CM. To achieve the height I have reduced my entire frontage to 50CM. To create a 

2.4M gap from kerb to sight line. I have taken my wall back to give a 2M section of pavement for 10M. 

Allowing full view of the road without having to go onto the road for visibility.  

 

I would like to note that Eastbound my visibility splay is measured to the central line which is in 

keeping with designing streets as the section has a solid double white line formation which prohibits 

overtaking. I enclosed the relevant pages with this appeal confirming everything I have said.  

 

The visibility splay diagrams are correct but I would like to advice that the OS plan has slight 

discrepancies which makes them look like I am overlapping others land when I am not.  The two main 

issues with the OS plan is it has my pavement in front of my house as the same as the bus stop 

pavement. My pavement is 60CM smaller. The road on East kilbride road bends along my frontage. 

The OS plan has my frontage as straight. Easily seen on a sight visit or drive by.   

 

I am not going to include other procedures with my appeal as I dont want to burden you with being 

forced to come out and view my drive way proposal given you will more likely drive by the location 

regularly but I would ask if you have time to have a look and stand at my drive opening and watch the 

traffic flow by also confirm what I mean by slight errors in the OS plan. Traffic goes by the house nice 

and slowly and my proposal would be safe with the visibility splay I have. 

 

The guide lines in Designing streets were created with safety as its first guiding principle.  

 

East Kilbride road has had 2 planning applications accepted in last 2 years. 2017/0717/TP for an 

increase in drive way to allow for higher flow from the busby hotel just along from my house and 

2016/0286/TP for a drive way opening. 

 

My drive way would have little or no impact on East Kilbride road. Given it would create 15 

movements a day from a residential house.  

 

The area is very limited for parking. My drive way would of course remove all my cars from the 

location and would alleviate a lot of parking tension there exists in the location.  
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The first question to ask over all others though is my drive way safe. I believe the national road 

development guide was created as safety as its core. So given I fit within this guidance and the 

Designing street policy. I would say my drive way is safe.  

 

 

End of statment 
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Client: Paolo Di Mambro
Project: 3606-SCO East Kilbride Road, Busby
Site: 01-Outside 29 East Kilbride Road, Busby G76 8JY
Start Date: 04/06/2018
Speed Limit: 30

Eastbound Daily Volume Count 30 30 35 45

Westbound Daily Volume Count Direction
7-Day Average 

Speed
7-Day 85th %ile 

Speed

Eastbound 26.2 29.8 13.9% 1.4% 0.0% 1%

Westbound 24.2 28.7 7.6% 0.6% 0.0% 94%

Combined 25.2 29.3 10.8% 1.0% 0.0% 5%

mph mph 0%

0%

Direction
Weekday 

Average Total 
Traffic

7-Day Average 
Traffic

Eastbound 9674 9053.9

Westbound 9543 8897

Combined 19217 17951

On a 7-day average

of vehicles are 
traveling 10% +2 
over PSL (35mph)

of vehicles are 
15mph over PSL 

(45mph)

of vehicles are 
travelling over 

posted speed limit 
(PSL)

Incidents/Observations
No incidents or observations during the survey 

period.Weekday Traffic Total

63377

62279

125656
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Client: Paolo Di Mambro
Project: 3606-SCO East Kilbride Road, Busby

Site: 01-Outside 29 East Kilbride Road, Busby G76 8JY
Start Date:

00:00:00

Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun
04-Jun 05-Jun 06-Jun 07-Jun 08-Jun 09-Jun 10-Jun

00:00 17 8 10 19 13 45 51 13 23
00:15 18 9 10 15 23 25 32 15 19
00:30 11 11 12 6 11 30 24 10 15
00:45 6 14 2 5 7 19 38 7 13
01:00 5 5 9 7 8 30 26 7 13
01:15 6 9 1 8 6 25 21 6 11
01:30 8 4 6 1 7 10 21 5 8
01:45 5 2 5 4 9 15 16 5 8
02:00 8 1 4 4 4 11 20 4 7
02:15 5 1 3 1 1 9 12 2 5
02:30 2 3 4 4 3 6 10 3 5
02:45 2 3 2 2 2 13 13 2 5
03:00 3 4 2 1 3 6 10 3 4
03:15 1 1 4 2 3 5 7 2 3
03:30 2 0 2 5 4 3 8 3 3
03:45 7 4 4 4 3 11 11 4 6
04:00 4 4 6 5 4 2 4 5 4
04:15 7 3 4 7 3 9 10 5 6
04:30 8 6 4 11 10 9 12 8 9
04:45 6 8 4 3 7 5 7 6 6
05:00 13 16 7 12 17 7 8 13 11
05:15 19 16 18 20 23 6 4 19 15
05:30 24 28 24 23 28 20 8 25 22
05:45 32 37 38 37 31 11 14 35 29
06:00 35 46 42 36 38 19 6 39 32
06:15 45 40 44 50 39 18 18 44 36
06:30 62 65 73 70 58 25 17 66 53
06:45 92 92 90 90 79 29 14 89 69
07:00 120 112 124 99 99 37 20 111 87
07:15 157 166 157 174 156 31 31 162 125
07:30 223 222 226 217 223 61 26 222 171
07:45 238 242 253 243 224 51 33 240 183
08:00 248 232 236 250 217 67 38 237 184
08:15 275 273 248 275 226 76 40 259 202
08:30 239 261 267 264 250 94 41 256 202
08:45 206 216 254 215 206 100 49 219 178
09:00 219 224 205 219 226 109 61 219 180
09:15 180 130 166 180 152 121 42 162 139
09:30 142 139 139 157 134 108 90 142 130
09:45 117 132 129 126 135 134 106 128 126
10:00 113 129 115 135 132 142 112 125 125
10:15 109 113 145 141 152 164 108 132 133
10:30 111 115 112 131 121 166 120 118 125
10:45 127 94 136 130 127 146 104 123 123
11:00 125 122 122 130 139 144 135 128 131
11:15 116 131 129 135 147 150 126 132 133
11:30 121 146 122 137 153 183 136 136 143
11:45 143 134 151 129 166 161 121 145 144
12:00 114 160 125 147 146 183 133 138 144
12:15 148 136 143 149 179 157 142 151 151
12:30 146 128 126 141 167 185 134 142 147

Eastbound

5 Day Avg 7 Day AvgTime

04/06/2018
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Daily Volume Count 
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12:45 153 151 143 144 167 176 177 152 159
13:00 138 129 132 129 168 149 163 139 144
13:15 117 123 150 142 158 167 150 138 144
13:30 133 125 150 122 152 157 150 136 141
13:45 128 134 143 123 159 148 161 137 142
14:00 130 121 136 147 138 151 160 134 140
14:15 133 156 159 148 153 144 166 150 151
14:30 143 163 127 143 152 144 153 146 146
14:45 118 155 146 121 149 146 134 138 138
15:00 159 128 169 167 160 140 142 157 152
15:15 145 146 174 157 209 144 118 166 156
15:30 157 159 161 147 220 142 137 169 160
15:45 157 174 152 179 178 137 167 168 163
16:00 180 184 167 175 195 136 135 180 167
16:15 190 213 189 186 197 148 133 195 179
16:30 167 143 187 172 180 177 140 170 167
16:45 179 189 177 218 182 153 109 189 172
17:00 165 156 184 186 185 173 156 175 172
17:15 169 178 180 210 157 125 116 179 162
17:30 155 168 174 179 177 148 133 171 162
17:45 148 147 171 136 187 145 122 158 151
18:00 171 165 176 161 184 138 105 171 157
18:15 144 157 144 140 171 95 105 151 137
18:30 145 136 147 142 135 109 104 141 131
18:45 127 144 113 129 139 112 102 130 124
19:00 121 129 127 147 118 97 90 128 118
19:15 132 125 122 156 116 99 85 130 119
19:30 102 114 101 154 112 90 89 117 109
19:45 97 119 106 115 100 73 93 107 100
20:00 89 89 95 100 97 75 91 94 91
20:15 91 116 100 101 83 57 76 98 89
20:30 68 74 98 99 75 64 63 83 77
20:45 92 79 87 95 64 62 79 83 80
21:00 86 101 86 113 72 56 68 92 83
21:15 76 82 81 112 93 57 59 89 80
21:30 64 87 72 86 67 56 48 75 69
21:45 61 52 65 58 88 71 37 65 62
22:00 57 72 75 74 66 59 46 69 64
22:15 35 42 47 70 51 42 35 49 46
22:30 38 55 41 44 58 59 31 47 47
22:45 30 30 37 40 41 50 26 36 36
23:00 16 35 26 40 55 56 28 34 37
23:15 13 11 25 26 46 49 22 24 27
23:30 14 27 21 25 35 51 22 24 28
23:45 12 15 18 21 32 58 11 20 24
07-19 7488 7601 7781 7827 8129 6374 5386 7765 7227
06-22 8801 9011 9170 9409 9428 7322 6319 9164 8494
06-00 9016 9298 9460 9749 9812 7746 6540 9467 8803
00-00 9235 9495 9645 9955 10042 8078 6927 9674 9054
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Client: Paolo Di Mambro
Project: 3606-SCO East Kilbride Road, Busby

Site: 01-Outside 29 East Kilbride Road, Busby G76 8JY
Start Date:

00:00:00

Eastbound
Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Westbound

04-Jun 05-Jun 06-Jun 07-Jun 08-Jun 09-Jun 10-Jun Combined
00:00 52 42 34 45 54 119 145 45 70
01:00 24 20 21 20 30 80 84 23 40
02:00 17 8 13 11 10 39 55 12 22
03:00 13 9 12 12 13 25 36 12 17
04:00 25 21 18 26 24 25 33 23 25
05:00 88 97 87 92 99 44 34 93 77
06:00 234 243 249 246 214 91 55 237 190
07:00 738 742 760 733 702 180 110 735 566
08:00 968 982 1005 1004 899 337 168 972 766
09:00 658 625 639 682 647 472 299 650 575
10:00 460 451 508 537 532 618 444 498 507
11:00 505 533 524 531 605 638 518 540 551
12:00 561 575 537 581 659 701 586 583 600
13:00 516 511 575 516 637 621 624 551 571
14:00 524 595 568 559 592 585 613 568 577
15:00 618 607 656 650 767 563 564 660 632
16:00 716 729 720 751 754 614 517 734 686
17:00 637 649 709 711 706 591 527 682 647
18:00 587 602 580 572 629 454 416 594 549
19:00 452 487 456 572 446 359 357 483 447
20:00 340 358 380 395 319 258 309 358 337
21:00 287 322 304 369 320 240 212 320 293
22:00 160 199 200 228 216 210 138 201 193
23:00 55 88 90 112 168 214 83 103 116
07-19 7488 7601 7781 7827 8129 6374 5386 7765 7227
06-22 8801 9011 9170 9409 9428 7322 6319 9164 8494
06-00 9016 9298 9460 9749 9812 7746 6540 9467 8803
00-00 9235 9495 9645 9955 10042 8078 6927 9674 9054

04/06/2018

Eastbound

Time 5 Day Avg 7 Day Avg
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Client: Paolo Di Mambro
Class 
No. 

No. Axles
Axle 

Groups
Vehicle 

Example
Project: 3606-SCO East Kilbride Road, Busby 1 2 1 or 2 Very Short - Bicycle or Motorcycle Light

Site: 01-Outside 29 East Kilbride Road, Busby G76 8JY 2 2 1 or 2 Short - Car, 4WD or Light Van
Start Date: 3 3/4/5 3 Short Towing - Trailer, Caravan etc.

4 2 2 2-Axle Truck or Bus

5 3 2 3-Axle Truck or Bus

6 >3 2 4-Axle Truck

7 3 3 3-Axle Articulated Vehicle or Rigid Vehicle & Trailer

8 4 >2 4-Axle Articulated Vehicle or Rigid Vehicle & Trailer

9 5 >2 5-Axle Articulated Vehicle or Rigid Vehicle & Trailer

10 >=6 >2 6 (or more) Axle Articulated Vehicle or Rigid Vehicle & Trailer

11 >6 4 B-Double or Heavy Truck & Trailer

Total 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 12 >6 >=5 Double or Triple Heavy Truck & 2 (or more) Trailers

04-Jun
00:00 17 0 14 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
00:15 18 0 15 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
00:30 11 0 10 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
00:45 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
01:00 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
01:15 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
01:30 8 0 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
01:45 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
02:00 8 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
02:15 5 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
02:30 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
02:45 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
03:00 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
03:15 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
03:30 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
03:45 7 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
04:00 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
04:15 7 0 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
04:30 8 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
04:45 6 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
05:00 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
05:15 19 1 14 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
05:30 24 0 20 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
05:45 32 0 28 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
06:00 35 0 31 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
06:15 45 1 42 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
06:30 62 0 55 0 5 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
06:45 92 0 86 0 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
07:00 120 2 111 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
07:15 157 0 150 0 6 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
07:30 223 0 213 0 9 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
07:45 238 1 220 2 14 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
08:00 248 0 233 1 13 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
08:15 275 2 254 3 13 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0
08:30 239 1 223 1 12 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
08:45 206 1 197 0 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
09:00 219 1 208 2 7 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
09:15 180 0 166 4 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
09:30 142 0 135 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
09:45 117 0 109 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:00 113 2 102 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:15 109 0 98 0 9 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
10:30 111 0 95 0 14 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

ARX Classification Scheme

Description Aggregate

Eastbound
Classes

04/06/2018
Medium

Heavy
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10:45 127 1 112 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
11:00 125 0 116 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:15 116 0 107 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:30 121 1 107 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:45 143 0 134 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:00 114 1 105 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:15 148 1 136 0 9 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
12:30 146 0 134 1 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:45 153 2 138 1 11 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13:00 138 1 127 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13:15 117 0 107 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13:30 133 1 124 1 6 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
13:45 128 0 115 0 12 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:00 130 0 124 1 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
14:15 133 0 121 1 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:30 143 0 129 2 11 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:45 118 0 113 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:00 159 0 147 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:15 145 1 136 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:30 157 0 148 0 8 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
15:45 157 1 142 1 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16:00 180 2 169 0 8 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
16:15 190 0 173 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16:30 167 1 156 0 9 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
16:45 179 1 166 2 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:00 165 1 159 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:15 169 0 159 0 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:30 155 1 151 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:45 148 0 141 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:00 171 0 163 1 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:15 144 0 135 1 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:30 145 0 137 0 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:45 127 2 118 1 4 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
19:00 121 1 118 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:15 132 0 129 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:30 102 1 97 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:45 97 1 95 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:00 89 1 87 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:15 91 2 86 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:30 68 0 67 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:45 92 1 87 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:00 86 0 81 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
21:15 76 0 73 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:30 64 2 60 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:45 61 1 59 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:00 57 0 54 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:15 35 0 33 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:30 38 1 35 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:45 30 0 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:00 16 1 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:15 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:30 14 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:45 12 1 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
07-19 7488 28 6963 29 432 8 14 1 8 2 3 0 0
06-22 8801 39 8216 31 475 9 14 1 11 2 3 0 0
06-00 9016 42 8421 31 482 9 14 1 11 2 3 0 0
00-00 9235 44 8615 31 502 11 15 1 11 2 3 0 0
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Client: Paolo Di Mambro Tuesday Northbound PC Car LGV OGV1 OGV2
Project: 3606-SCO East Kilbride Road, Busby 00:00:00 00:00:00 44 8646 502 11 32

Site: 01-Outside 29 East Kilbride Road, Busby G76 8JY 00:00:00 00:00:00 68 8611 442 29 53
Start Date:

Day
PC/MC CAR

LGV & PSV 
2Axle

OGV1 & PSV 
3 Axle

OGV2 Total Day PC/MC CAR
LGV & PSV 

2Axle
OGV1 & PSV 

3 Axle
OGV2 Total Day PC/MC CAR

LGV & PSV 
2Axle

OGV1 & PSV 
3 Axle

OGV2 Total

Monday 44 8646 502 11 32 9235 Monday 68 8611 442 29 53 9203 Monday 112 17257 944 40 85 18438
Tuesday 74 8888 498 12 23 9495 Tuesday 84 8851 464 39 69 9507 Tuesday 158 17739 962 51 92 19002

Wednesday 62 9057 487 15 23 9644 Wednesday 73 8882 475 29 68 9527 Wednesday 135 17939 962 44 91 19171
Thursday 63 9336 513 25 17 9954 Thursday 72 9005 473 34 72 9656 Thursday 135 18341 986 59 89 19610

Friday 62 9405 525 20 26 10038 Friday 70 9167 490 26 66 9819 Friday 132 18572 1015 46 92 19857
Saturday 39 7758 254 7 19 8077 Saturday 58 7547 223 6 20 7854 Saturday 97 15305 477 13 39 15931
Sunday 45 6706 167 0 9 6927 Sunday 48 6506 145 2 10 6711 Sunday 93 13212 312 2 19 13638

5day 61 9066 505 17 24 9673 5day 73 8903 469 31 66 9542 5day 134 17970 974 48 90 19216
7day 60 8889 455 16 22 9053 7day 68 8367 387 24 51 8897 7day 123 16909 808 36 72 17950

00:00:00 00:00:00 00:00:00 00:00:00 00:00:00 00:00:00

04/06/2018

Eastbound Westbound Combined

PC/MC CAR LGV & PSV 2Axle OGV1 & PSV 3 Axle OGV2
Eastbound 44 8646 502 11 32
Westbound 68 8611 442 29 53
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Monday Eastbound
Tuesday Westbound

Client: Paolo Di Mambro Wednesday Combined
Project: 3606-SCO East Kilbride Road, Busby ##### ##### Thursday

Site: 01-Outside 29 East Kilbride Road, Busby G76 8JY Friday
Start Date: Saturday

Sunday
5 Day Avg
7 Day Avg

04-Jun Total 0-10 10-15 15-20 20-25 25-30 30-35 35-40 40-45 45-50 50-55 55-60 60-65 65-70 70-75 75-80 80-85 85-90 90-95 95-100 100+ >PSL % ACPO % DFT % Avg 85th 95th
Time ##### ##### ##### ##### ##### ##### ##### ##### ##### ##### ##### ##### ##### ##### ##### ##### ##### ##### ##### ##### PSL Posted Speed Limit
00:00 52 0 1 0 6 27 14 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 35% 4 8% 0 0% 28.9 33.9 36.3
01:00 24 0 1 0 4 7 11 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 50% 1 4% 0 0% 29.0 33.9 35.2
02:00 17 1 0 0 2 7 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 41% 3 18% 0 0% 29.0 35.4 -
03:00 13 0 1 0 1 6 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 38% 3 23% 0 0% 29.2 36.3 -
04:00 25 0 0 0 1 5 13 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 76% 6 24% 0 0% 32.0 36.1 39.1
05:00 88 0 1 3 10 27 38 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 47 53% 9 10% 0 0% 29.5 34.0 36.6
06:00 234 0 3 6 16 116 80 10 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 93 40% 13 6% 0 0% 29.2 33.2 35.1
07:00 738 6 25 73 208 348 77 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 78 11% 1 0% 0 0% 25.0 29.4 31.3
08:00 968 4 31 120 388 395 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 3% 0 0% 0 0% 23.8 27.5 29.4
09:00 658 1 7 30 199 378 40 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 43 7% 3 0% 0 0% 25.7 28.8 30.4
10:00 460 0 5 30 116 246 61 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 63 14% 2 0% 0 0% 26.2 29.9 31.8
11:00 505 0 3 20 108 311 57 4 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 63 12% 6 1% 1 0% 26.7 29.8 31.9
12:00 561 0 8 15 148 338 49 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 52 9% 3 1% 0 0% 26.2 29.3 31.2
13:00 516 1 2 18 163 295 35 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 37 7% 2 0% 0 0% 25.8 28.8 30.9
14:00 524 0 3 8 150 304 58 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 59 11% 1 0% 0 0% 26.4 29.4 31.1
15:00 618 0 1 17 233 322 43 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 7% 2 0% 0 0% 25.6 28.6 30.5
16:00 716 2 8 60 244 327 65 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 75 10% 10 1% 0 0% 25.3 28.9 31.5
17:00 637 5 27 59 212 290 44 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 44 7% 0 0% 0 0% 24.4 28.4 30.5
18:00 587 1 5 32 147 319 78 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 83 14% 5 1% 0 0% 26.2 29.9 31.6
19:00 452 0 5 4 69 279 89 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 95 21% 6 1% 0 0% 27.7 30.4 32.3
20:00 340 0 1 15 56 189 71 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 79 23% 8 2% 1 0% 27.6 31.2 34.2
21:00 287 0 2 7 30 196 49 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 52 18% 3 1% 0 0% 27.5 30.3 31.8
22:00 160 1 1 6 28 78 36 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 46 29% 10 6% 0 0% 27.8 32.8 35.4
23:00 55 0 1 0 3 22 23 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 53% 6 11% 0 0% 30.2 34.0 38.3
07-19 7488 20 125 482 2316 3873 637 29 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 672 9% 35 0% 1 0% 25.5 29.0 31.0
06-22 8801 20 136 514 2487 4653 926 55 8 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 991 11% 65 1% 2 0% 25.8 29.5 31.5
06-00 9016 21 138 520 2518 4753 985 68 11 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1066 12% 81 1% 2 0% 25.9 29.5 31.7
00-00 9235 22 142 523 2542 4832 1067 91 14 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1174 13% 107 1% 2 0% 26.0 29.7 31.9

DFT

Department for Transport (Used 
to display a speed statistic used 
by the government looking at 
vehicles travelling over 15mph 
above the PSL)

Association of Chief Police 
Officers (Used to display the 
speed limit the police will 
generally enforce, 110% of PSL 
+2mph)

ACPO

04/06/2018

30 35 45
Abbreviations
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Client: Paolo Di Mambro Tuesday Northbound Avg 85th 95th % >PSL % ACPO % DFT
Project: 3606-SCO East Kilbride Road, Busby 1 1 26 29.7 31.9 13% 1.2% 0.0%

Site: 01-Outside 29 East Kilbride Road, Busby G76 8JY
Start Date:

Eastbound
Westbound

Day Avg 85th 95th % >PSL % >ACPO %>DFT Day Avg 85th 95th % >PSL % >ACPO %>DFT Day Avg 85th 95th % >PSL % >ACPO %>DFT Combined
Monday 26 29.7 31.9 13% 1% 0.0% Monday 23.8 28.3 30.6 7% 1% 0.1% Monday 24.9 29.1 31.3 10% 1% 0.0%
Tuesday 25.8 29.6 31.9 13% 1% 0.0% Tuesday 23.2 28.4 30.6 7% 1% 0.0% Tuesday 24.5 29.1 31.4 10% 1% 0.0%

Wednesday 25.8 29.6 32 13% 1% 0.0% Wednesday 23.5 28.4 30.5 7% 0% 0.0% Wednesday 24.6 29 31.4 10% 1% 0.0%
Thursday 25.6 29.5 31.8 12% 1% 0.0% Thursday 23.3 28.3 30.4 6% 0% 0.0% Thursday 24.5 28.9 31.2 9% 1% 0.0%

Friday 26.1 29.5 32.1 12% 1% 0.0% Friday 24.2 28.5 30.5 7% 0% 0.0% Friday 25.2 29.1 31.4 10% 1% 0.0%
Saturday 26.9 30.3 32.7 18% 2% 0.0% Saturday 26 29.3 31.3 10% 1% 0.0% Saturday 26.5 29.8 32.1 14% 1% 0.0%
Sunday 27.3 30.6 32.9 19% 2% 0.0% Sunday 26.4 29.5 31.7 11% 1% 0.0% Sunday 26.9 30.1 32.4 16% 1% 0.0%

5day 25.9 29.6 32 12% 1% 0.0% 5day 23.6 28.4 30.5 7% 1% 0.0% 5day 24.7 29 31.3 10% 1% 0.0%
7day 26.2 29.8 32.2 14% 1% 0.0% 7day 24.2 28.7 30.8 8% 1% 0.0% 7day 25.2 29 31.3 11% 1% 0.0%

PSL

Combined

DFT

Department for Transport (Used to display a 
speed statistic used by the government 
looking at vehicles travelling over 15mph 
above the PSL)

Association of Chief Police Officers (Used to 
display the speed limit the police will 
generally enforce, 110% of PSL +2mph)

Posted Speed Limit
Abbreviations

ACPO

04/06/2018

Eastbound Westbound
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Statement in support of my application: 

 

Firstly I added the relevant sections of the national road development guide and designing streets. They 

are very large documents so I have taken the relevant pages for this statement to add as supporting 

documents that will allow you to see if the Scottish government would define East Kilbride road as a 

road or a street. The name of the road be it Road, street, avenue, drive etc does not matter its function 

matters. 

 

Firstly before I explain more about the section of East kilbride road being defined as a street let me 

pass comment to the road's objections. 

 

Before I start I would also like to remind the roads services that this is a new connection to East 

Kilbride road. So the guidance currently in place should be adopted. Which is designing streets. The 

question should be asked is the proposal safe. What visibility splay is safe for a vehicle to stop? 

Guidance in Designing streets put this figure at 43M at 30MPH. I surpass this with a slower traffic 

speed than 30MPH which means following guidance the proposal is safe. The actual speed in under 

30MPH(which this section is actually substantially slower). I enclosed the speed test and visibility 

splays with my appeal as they have never been put on public display. 

The bin's collections while I appreciate the interest in my refuge provisions I am unsure why this is 

referenced in a road consultation. Personally I have never lived at 29 East Kilbride road and had the 

opportunity to empty my bins as I would not be able to bring my family to live there as it currently is 

but I have been advised my bins are emptied within Printerland the development beside mine. I hope 

that helps the roads department with where my bins are collected. Since they do seem to take interest in 

this. 

The other point of no other residential drive ways is close to the proposed drive way would be because 

the property is not close to another residential house. So the comment there is no vehicular access along 

the double line formation is a strange observations. Yes its true but I find it has no bearing. There is 

junctions with substantially more through put than a residential house. This property would create 15 

movements a day. Nothing close to the junctions of the B759 as an example or over the double white 

line into the railways stations parking and commercial units. Are you saying due to the fact many years 

ago no one built a house close to the proposed location that the location does not deserve an ability to 

park and relieve parking tension in the location. 

The question of rear end shunts I believe I answered with the supporting statement that cars are doing 

an equivalent to a right hand turn into my drive way. I have asked to have that statement included with 

this statement. I hope you can have a read over this statement. There has been zero accidents in the last 

10 years at my drive way. So it should be no different with the 5 possible right hand turns I would 

make. Every drive way will have a right turn into it and out from it at some point.  

The other items I have been told by Mr Adams of road and lighting that once approved he will move 

the items mentioned that are currently in my visibility splay at my full cost. Which i am more than 

happy to pay. This will mean the council has new infrastructure and long term savings as the 

infrastructure would have longer longevity. 

The roads department questions the accuracy of the visibility splay of the B759 and 65 East Kilbride 

road, a planning application approved in 2017. If the visibility splay of the B759 and 65 East Kilbride 

road is wrong. I would like to see the visibility splay roads have. As they will not be out by much. The 

B759 and 65 East Kilbride road has a visibility splay of about 20M. It would need to be a substantial 

error in measurement from a civil engineer to be out by over 2 times to just meet current guidance. At 

this point I would like to say my drive way meets and passes current guidance. 
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I also find it annoying that the semantics of a definition of a street or road is being used to refuse this 

application on safety. The fact that all said and done the guidance puts a safe visibility splay for a 

30MPH zone as 43M. Proves the safety of a driveway having a visibility splay of over 43M as safe in a 

30MPH zone.  

I agree that the national road development guide is a guide not enforceable in law but it is the guide by 

which all new developments need to adhere to or what was the point the government spending a 

considerable amount of money creating the guidance. The national government would not create policy 

guidance that was unsafe. The point I am making is my proposal is safe.  

 

So let me examine the national road development guide and see its content to see the definition of East 

Kilbride road.  

 

1, I think we can most certainly agree that East kilbride road is within a urban boundary. 

 

2, I think we can again most certainly agree that the speed of he road is 30MPH.  

 

If we look at the 2 graphs which the national development guide gives in connection to how to apply 

designing street. You can have high movement but with a speed under 60KPH designing street applies. 

It does state though that this diagram is not the complete picture. Although if you go to the visibility 

splay information on Designing streets it is. It is to be used independent of traffic flow for speeds under 

60KPH. I am most certainly not disagreeing that East Kilbride road is not a busy road. But how does a 

busy road make a person's time to brake increase.  

 

How can a car traveling on the road before your car make you take longer to stop. How can 1 car being 

on the road before your car or 100000 cars for that matter have an impact on your braking time. As the 

visibility splay is based on the safe distance for a car to stop. Another car can't change the reaction time 

and breaking system deceleration of the car to stop. That can only be influenced by the driver and 

vehicle's speed as well as the vehicles breaking system. Another car traveling on the road has no 

bearing on your safe breaking distance. Which takes into account a lot of variables to ensure a lot of 

buffer is added when giving a safe distance to stop. So this figure does not change with traffic flow. In 

Designing streets it suggest it should be used for every road with a speed lower than 60KPH regardless 

of traffic flow. 

 

Although that being said the national guide does create another diagram to take into account traffic 

flow. It could be argued this is for sections with a speed substantially greater than 30MPH. But I am 

happy to look at this diagram too. So in this diagram it wishes to establish place importance. So 

sections that have no local content. It is in an urban area but act solely for going from one location to 

another. A through put section. Which would be the definition of a road. The national road development 

guide shows how place importance can change along a section of road. So while one section can have 

zero importance be classed as a road another section along the same road can be classed as a street. I 

enclosed the relevant page of the national road development guide. 

 

My section does not show this characteristics of solely for through put. It has 2 bus stop's, a train 

station and pedestrian lights either side of my house within 150M. So this section has a substantial 

amount of place importance. So the two diagrams where Designing streets has to be applied both are 

supportive that it is a street. There is no other diagrams. The assumption that because there is a lot of 

cars that designing street does not apply is to ignore where the document is to be used.  
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So given there is nothing in the guidance to support that the section of my drive way is a road. I would 

say it is a street. Therefore we should look at what the guide lines suggest is safe for a new opening 

onto an existing road. The guidance should apply as the drive way is effectively under construction. 

 

So the first thing Designing streets asks in any new road proposal is know your road speed. So I 

conducted this in June 2018 for a period of 7 days during a beautiful heat wave. The speeds obtained 

where 85 percentile of 28.7MPH Westbound and 29.7MPH East bound. This brings me fully into 

designing street as the speed of the road is now knows. Although the visibility splay is for wet weather 

so this figure can be reduced by 2.5MPH. I am happy to leave this figure as is. As my visibility splay 

can fit within the 30MPH speed limit. 

 

So the question now falls what is the national guide lines for visibility splay at 30MPH. This is in the 

section of designing streets where there is a table which is included with my appeal. At 30MPH or 

48KPH the safe visibility splay is 43M. What I demonstrate is 45M and 46M if you look at my 

visibility splay diagrams. The requirement here is that this is seen to a height of 60CM. As the 1.05M 

suggested by roads would mean missing small children and dogs. So Designing street changed the 

requirement for 1.05M to 60CM. To achieve the height I have reduced my entire frontage to 50CM. To 

create a 2.4M gap from kerb to sight line. I have taken my wall back to give a 2M section of pavement 

for 10M. Allowing full view of the road without having to go onto the road for visibility.  

 

I would like to note that Eastbound my visibility splay is measured to the central line which is in 

keeping with designing streets as the section has a solid double white line formation which prohibits 

overtaking. I enclosed the relevant pages with this appeal confirming everything I have said.  

 

The visibility splay diagrams are correct but I would like to advice that the OS plan has slight 

discrepancies which makes them look like I am overlapping others land when I am not.  The two main 

issues with the OS plan is it has my pavement in front of my house as the same as the bus stop 

pavement. My pavement is 60CM smaller. The road on East kilbride road bends along my frontage. 

The OS plan has my frontage as straight. Easily seen on a sight visit or drive by.   

 

I am not going to include other procedures with my appeal I believe by default you come and visit the 

site. Which should help you gauge the safety of my proposal and designing streets. I would ask you just  

stand at my drive way and watch the traffic go by. Traffic goes by the house nice and slowly and my 

proposal would be safe with the visibility splay I have. You will also be able to confirm what I mean by 

slight errors in the OS plan. 

 

The guide lines in Designing streets were created with safety as its first guiding principle.  

 

East Kilbride road has had 2 planning applications accepted in last 2 years. 2017/0717/TP for an 

increase in drive way to allow for higher flow from the busby hotel just along from my house and 

2016/0286/TP for a drive way opening. 

 

My drive way would have little or no impact on East Kilbride road. Given it would create 15 

movements a day from a residential house.  

 

The area is very limited for parking. My drive way would of course remove all my cars from the 

location and would alleviate a lot of parking tension there exists in the location.  

 

The first question to ask over all others though is my drive way safe. I believe the national road 
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development guide with Designing streets was created as safety as its core. So given I fit within this 

guidance and the Designing street policy. I would say my drive way is safe.  
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From:EN Planning
Sent:6 Aug 2018 08:54:44 +0100
To:Scott, Derek
Subject:FW: Planning application 2018/0385/TP

Hi Derek,

Could you help with this enquiry?

Thanks
Carla

-----Original Message-----
From: Lindsay Barr [  
Sent: 04 August 2018 15:45
To: EN Planning
Subject: Planning application 2018/0385/TP

Dear Sir/Madam

With reference to your notification of Planning application 2018/0385/TP, the application form states that 
there are no trees on or adjacent to the site when in fact there are trees adjacent to the Northern boundary in 
Printers Land and also adjacent to the north-eastern boundary on land belonging to the railway.

Yours faithfully

Mr L Barr
19 Printers Land
Busby
G76 8HP
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1

O'Neil, Paul [CE]

From: McDaid, Sean
Sent: 25 September 2018 10:02
To: 'Paolo Di Mambro'
Subject: 2018/0385/TP

Mr Di Mambro, 
 
I refer to your email below as well as your email dated 20/09/18. 
 
I should advise you in the first instance that the submitted objections have not been deleted/ignored and they are 
retained on file. All the representations that were received to the planning application were assessed in determining 
the application and this was done in the Report of Handling which is available to view online. 
 
In order for a “local” development to be determined at the Planning Applications Committee 10, or more objections 
have to be received. Given the nature of the submitted objections I sought an opinion from the Council’s Legal 
Service on whether the application should be presented to the Planning Applications Committee or not. The advice 
from the Council’s Legal Service is summarised in the “Representations” section of the Report of Handling. 
 
Regards. 
 
Sean Mc Daid 
Principal Planner 
East Renfrewshire Council 
 

Data Protection Act 2018 
The information you have supplied to us will be used by East Renfrewshire Council to process your enquiry or comments. We may also use your information to 
verify your identity where required, contact you by post, email or telephone and to maintain our records. The council will use this information because we need 
to do so to perform a task carried out  in the public  interest. You can find out more about how we handle this  information and your rights  in respect of  it by
going to www.eastrenfrewshire.gov.uk/dataprotection If you do not have access to a computer and wish a paper copy please let us know by contacting us at 
dpo@eastrenfrewshire.gov.uk or by telephone at 0141 577 3001.  

 

From: Paolo Di Mambro [mailto:pauljdimambro@live.co.uk]  
Sent: 21 September 2018 22:21 
To: McDaid, Sean 
Subject: Just to advice, 
 
Sean, 
 
I thought that the document you sent had no asterics but a clear defined threshold meant you could not 
delete objections and once met it would go to a planning committee. I was annoyed not to be going to 
committee. It seems within the councils right to delete objections on the bases of increasing procedure. I 
asked a planning lawyer. So while disappointed I thought no need send me the exact area of law as a 
planning lawyer confirmed it.  
 
Take care, 
 
 
Paul. 
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Large Car (2006)
Overall Length 16.663ft
Overall Width 6.142ft
Overall Body Height 5.004ft
Min Body Ground Clearance 1.018ft
Max Track Width 6.007ft
Lock to lock time 4.00s
Kerb to Kerb Turning Radius 19.357ft
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15 VICTORIA STREET, ABERDEEN  TEL: 01224 642400
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Proposed Developemnt,
29 East Kilbride Road, Busby,
East renfrewshire

Paolo Di Mambro

Swept Path Analysis
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1:200 @ A1

OHA

KDF

KDF
A/180453 901 -

20/06/18 OHA/KDF

1. Driving from the left hand side, parked car in space one. 2. Option 2 regarding driving from the left with a parked car in space one.

3. Driving from the left hand side, parked car in space two. 4. Option 2 regarding driving from the left with a parked car in space two.
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5. Driving from the right hand side, parked car in space one. 6. Option 2 regarding driving from the right with a parked car in space one.

7. Driving from the right hand side, parked car in space two. 8. Option 2 regarding driving from the right with a parked car in space two.

195



31

P
osts

12

9

19

S
he

lters

29

33
52

8
5

.0
m 37

35

to

23

50

46
48

25

31

P
o

sts

12

9

19

S
helters

21

29

33

20 to 23

52

8
5.0m 37

35

to

23

50

46
48

25

D
A

T
E

S
C

A
LE

B
Y

D
W

G
 N

O
R

E
V

N
o

te
s:

D
o

 n
o

t sca
le

 fro
m

 draw
ing

A
ll d

im
en

sio
ns to

 b
e

 co
nfirm

e
d

 on
 site a

n
d

 an
y d

iscrep
a

n
cie

s notified to A
rc 

A
rchite

ctu
ra

l S
ervices

T
h

is d
raw

in
g

 is so
le

ly fo
r th

e p
u

rp
oses o

f o
b

tain
in

g L
o

ca
l A

uthority A
pproval. 

A
d

d
ition

a
l in

fo
rm

atio
n

 m
a

y be
 re

q
uired

 fo
r co

nstru
ction

 p
u

rpo
se

s. N
o liability w

ill 
b

e
 acce

pte
d

 for a
n

y o
m

issio
n

 from
 th

is d
ra

w
in

g
 sh

o
uld

 th
e

 d
raw

ing be used for 
co

n
stru

ctio
n p

u
rposes

T
h

is d
raw

in
g

 is th
e

 p
ro

p
e

rty o
f A

rc A
rch

ite
ctu

ral S
e

rvice
s C

opyright is reserved by 
th

e
m

 a
n

d
 th

e
 d

raw
in

g
 is issue

d
 o

n
 th

e
 co

n
d

itio
n

 th
a

t it is n
o

t co
pie

d, reproduced, 
re

taine
d

 o
r disclo

se
d

 to a
n

y u
n

a
uth

o
rise

d
 p

erso
n

, e
ith

er w
ho

lly o
r  in part w

ithout 
th

e
 con

se
n

t in
 w

riting
 o

f A
rc A

rchitectu
ra

l S
ervice

s N
.B

. a
n

y variations betw
een 

sta
te

d d
im

e
n

sio
n

s a
n

d site  d
im

e
n

sio
n

s sh
o

uld b
e

 re
po

rte
d

 to
 th

e
 surveyor prior to 

w
o

rk b
e

in
g

 executed.

arc architectural services ltd
0141 844 0039  :  07799 401 577

m
ail@

arcarchitecture.com
25 cortm

alaw
 avenue, glasgow

 g33 1te

1
:1

25
0

 / 1:5
00

M
a

r '1
8

P
-4

41
-0

01

F
o

rm
a

tion
 o

f d
rive

w
ay

E
xisting

 lo
ca

tio
n

 p
la

n
 &

 site
 pla

n

M
r. P

a
o

lo
 D

i M
a

m
b

ro
2

9 E
a

st K
ilbride

 R
o

ad
B

usb
y

E
ast R

e
nfre

w
sh

ire
G

52
 2S

E

S
ite p

la
n

 1:5
00

0
5

0m
2

5m
2

5m
7

5
m

1
0

0m
1

25m

1
:1250

0
1

0m
1

0m
2

0
m

3
0

m
4

0m
5

0m

1
:500

L
oca

tion
 p

la
n 1

:12
50

N

N
196



15
00

750

E
xistin

g
 G

ro
und Level

P
ropo

sed
 G

roun
d Level

E
xistin

g
 P

avem
ent

E
xistin

g R
oad

Existing House Wall

E
xistin

g
 w

a
ll height

E
a

rth  to b e rem
oved

9°

1400

4611

500

P
ro

p
o

sed
 w

a
ll height

500

W
a

ll he
ig

h
t re

du
ce

d
 to

 500m
m

E
xistin

g
 h

ig
h w

a
ll o

w
n

e
d

 by others

5
0

0m
m

 H
ig

h
 fe

n
ce

post

P
u

b
lic foo

tp
ath

P
ro

p
o

se
d

 D
ro

p K
erb

5
000

P
ro

p
o

se
d

 o
p

e
n

in
g

 fo
r ve

h
icu

lar access

1400

E
xistin

g
 h

ig
h w

a
ll o

w
n

e
d

 by others

P
u

b
lic foo

tp
ath

K
e

rb

D
A

T
E

S
C

A
LE

B
Y

D
W

G
 N

O
R

E
V

N
o

te
s:

D
o

 n
o

t sca
le

 from
 draw

ing
A

ll d
im

en
sio

ns to
 b

e
 co

nfirm
e

d
 on

 site a
n

d
 an

y d
iscrep

a
n

cie
s notified to A

rc 
A

rchite
ctu

ra
l S

ervices

T
h

is d
raw

in
g

 is so
le

ly fo
r th

e p
u

rp
oses o

f o
b

tain
in

g L
o

ca
l A

uthority A
pproval. 

A
d

d
ition

a
l in

fo
rm

atio
n

 m
a

y be
 re

q
uired

 fo
r co

nstru
ction

 p
u

rpo
se

s. N
o liability w

ill 
b

e
 acce

pte
d

 for a
n

y o
m

issio
n

 from
 th

is d
ra

w
in

g
 sh

o
uld

 th
e

 d
raw

ing be used for 
co

n
stru

ctio
n p

u
rposes

T
h

is d
raw

in
g

 is th
e p

ro
p

e
rty o

f A
rc A

rch
ite

ctu
ra

l S
e

rvice
s C

opyright is reserved by 
th

e
m

 a
n

d
 th

e
 d

raw
in

g
 is issue

d
 o

n
 th

e
 co

n
ditio

n
 th

a
t it is n

o
t co

pied, reproduced, 
re

tain
ed

 o
r disclo

se
d

 to
 a

n
y u

n
a

uth
o

rise
d

 p
erso

n
, e

ith
er w

h
olly o

r  in part w
ithout 

th
e

 con
se

n
t in

 w
riting

 o
f A

rc A
rchitectu

ra
l S

ervice
s N

.B
. a

n
y variations betw

een 
sta

te
d d

im
e

n
sio

n
s a

n
d site  d

im
e

n
sio

n
s sh

o
uld b

e
 re

po
rte

d
 to

 th
e

 surveyor prior to 
w

o
rk b

e
in

g
 executed.

arc architectural services ltd
0141 844 0039  :  07799 401 577

m
ail@

arcarchitecture.com
25 cortm

alaw
 avenue, glasgow

 g33 1te

1
:5

0
July '1

8

D
P

-4
41

-0
02

F
o

rm
a

tion
 o

f d
rive

w
ay

P
ro

po
sed

 ele
vatio

n
s a

n
d sectio

n

M
r. P

a
o

lo
 D

i M
a

m
b

ro
2

9 E
a

st K
ilbride

 R
o

ad
B

usb
y

E
ast R

e
nfre

w
sh

ire
G

52
 2S

E

S
ectio

n th
rou

g
h p

rop
o

sed
 d

rive
w

a
y 1:50

0
1

m
1

m
2

m
3

m
4

m
5

m

1
:50

E
leva

tio
n

 o
f e

xisting
 w

a
ll 1:1

00

E
leva

tio
n

 o
f p

ro
p

o
sed

 w
all an

d d
rive

w
ay 1

:10
0

0
2

m
2

m
4

m
6

m
8

m
1

0m

1
:100

B

197



S
h

elters
29

5.0
m 37

35

600

5
000

600

5
00

0
5

00
0

D
ra

in
a

g
e

 C
hannel

T
u

rn
in

g A
rea

P
ro

po
se

d D
rop

 K
erb

P
ro

po
se

d op
en

in
g fo

r ve
hicu

lar access

2
00

00
2

00
00

2500

A
72

7 E
a

st K
ilbrid

e R
oad

D
A

T
E

S
C

A
LE

B
Y

D
W

G
 N

O
R

E
V

arc architectural services ltd
0141 844 0039  :  07799 401 577

m
ail@

arcarchitecture.com
25 cortm

alaw
 avenue, glasgow

 g33 1te

A
s show

n
July '18

D
P

-4
4

1-001

F
orm

a
tion

 o
f drivew

ay
P

ro
p

o
se

d plans

M
r. P

ao
lo

 D
i M

a
m

b
ro

2
9 E

a
st K

ilbrid
e R

o
ad

B
usby

E
ast R

e
nfre

w
shire

G
5

2
 2S

E

0
1

0
m

1
0

m
20

m
3

0m
4

0
m

5
0

m

1
:5

0
0

P
ro

po
se

d site
 p

la
n 1:500

N

N

P
ro

po
se

d plan
 1

:1
00

0
2

m
2

m
4m

6
m

8
m

1
0

m

1
:1

0
0

198


	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 1 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 2 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 3 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 4 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 5 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 6 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 7 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 8 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 9 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 10 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 11 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 12 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 13 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 14 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 15 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 16 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 17 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 18 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 19 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 20 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 21 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 22 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 23 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 24 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 25 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 26 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 27 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 28 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 29 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 30 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 31 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 32 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 33 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 34 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 35 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 36 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Sheets and Views
	Layout1


	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 37 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Sheets and Views
	Layout1


	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 38 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Dashboard
	15m Total Volumes
	1hr Volumes
	Classed Volumes
	Classed Summary
	Speed Data
	Speed Summary

	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 39 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 40 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 41 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 42 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 43 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 44 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 45 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 46 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 47 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Sheets and Views
	Layout1


	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 48 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Sheets and Views
	Layout1


	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 49 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 50 of 51 - 07 November 2018
	Local Review Body Item 04 Part 51 of 51 - 07 November 2018



