
 
 

 
EAST RENFREWSHIRE COUNCIL 

 
LOCAL REVIEW BODY 

 
9 August 2017 

 
Report by Deputy Chief Executive  

 
REVIEW OF CASE - REVIEW/2017/16 

 
CHANGE OF USE OF PUBLIC AMENITY SPACE TO FORM EXTENDED PRIVATE 

GARDEN GROUND AND ERECTION OF FENCING (IN RETROSPECT) AT 15 
MONTFORT PARK, BARRHEAD 

 
 
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:- 2017/0067/TP). 
 

Applicant:   Mr Brian Smith. 
 
Proposal: Change of use of public amenity space to form extended 

private garden ground and erection of fencing (in retrospect). 
 

Location: Plot No 3, 15 Montfort Park, Barrhead. 
 

Council Area/Ward: Barrhead, Liboside and Uplawmoor (Ward 1). 
 
 
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. 
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(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 (Major Programmes and Projects). 
 
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, an unaccompanied site inspection will be 
carried out immediately before the meeting of the Local Review Body on Wednesday, 9 
August 2017 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) Application for planning permission – Appendix 1 (Pages 263 - 272); 

(b) Copies of objections/representations – Appendix 2 (Pages 273 - 282); 

(c) 

(d) 

Report of Handling by the planning officer under the Scheme of Delegation 

- Appendix 3 (Pages 283 - 296); 

Decision notice and reasons for refusal - Appendix 4 (Pages 297 - 300);  and 

(e) A copy of the applicant’s Notice of Review and Statement of Reasons - 
Appendix 5 (Pages 301 - 328).  

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 are attached as Appendix 6 (Pages 329 - 342). 

(a) Photos of Fence; 

(b) Existing Photos; 

(c) Tree Survey; 

(d) ERLDP Proposal Map Designation; 

(e) Refused – Location Plan; 

(f) Refused – Site Tree Plan;  and 

(g) Refused – Fence Elevations. 

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:- 
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(i) it proceeds to determine whether the decisions 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. 

 
(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:- July 2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

262



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPLICATION  
 

FOR  
 

PLANNING PERMISSION 

APPENDIX 1 

263



 

 

 

264



265



266



267



268



269



270



271



272



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

COPIES OF REPRESENTATIONS  
 

AND  
 

COMMENTS BY CASE OFFICER  
 

AND  
 

REPRESENTEE  
 

ON NEW INFORMATION 

APPENDIX 2 

273



 

 

 

274



275



276



277



 

 

 

278



279



280



281



282



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

REPORT OF HANDLING 

APPENDIX 3 

283



 

 

 

284



REPORT OF HANDLING 
 
Reference: 2017/0067/TP  Date Registered: 14th February 2017 

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

Ward: 2 -Barrhead   
Co-ordinates:   251467/:659430 
Applicant/Agent: Applicant: 

Mr Brian Smith 
Plot No.3 
Montfort Park 
Barrhead 
East Renfrewshire 
G78 1SJ 
 

Agent: 
McInally Associates Ltd 
Thomas McInally 
16 Robertson Street 
Glasgow 
G2 8DS 
 

Proposal: Change of use of public amenity space to form extended private garden 
ground and erection of fencing (in retrospect) 

Location: 15 Montford Park 
Barrhead 
East Renfrewshire 
G78 1SJ 
             

CONSULTATIONS/COMMENTS:     None.  
   

PUBLICITY:   
  
24.02.2017 Barrhead News Expiry date 10.03.2017 
  
SITE NOTICES:          None.    
 
SITE HISTORY:  
    
2007/0242/TP Erection of 7 detached 

homes and conversion of 
property into 6 residential 
flats, formation of new 
vehicular access with 
associated garage, 
parking and landscaping 

Approved Subject 
to Conditions  

17.09.2007 

    
2008/0085/TP Amendment to previous 

consent 2007/0242/TP to 
increase number of 
dwellinghouses from 7 to 
10;  substitution of house 
types with alterations to 
roads layout and deletion 
of detached garages; 

Approved Subject 
to Conditions  

22.07.2008 
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amendment to condition 2 
regarding timescale for 
completion of new 
vehicular access and 
deletion of condition 15 
regarding timescale for 
completion of detached 
garages 

    
2015/0310/TP Erection of two storey side 

extension and single 
storey rear extension 

Granted  26.06.2015 

          
REPRESENTATIONS:  One representation has been received. The representation can be 
summarised as follows: 
 
Development taken place without permission 
Undesirable precedent  
Removal of mature trees /encroachment of garden into landscape setting 
Adverse impact on amenity  
Retention of rain water  
No significant deterioration of trees/indiscriminate felling 
Councils position clear as result of Enforcement Notice 
Non-compliance with Development Plan 
 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN & GOVERNMENT GUIDANCE: See Appendix 1 
 
SUPPORTING REPORTS:   
 
Supporting Statement 

 
The site formed part of a retained landscape in respect of the 
development of the site and was common land.  The applicant took 
ownership of the site from the developer to enable tree works to be carried 
out and enclosed the entire site. Prior to that, the trees were in poor 
condition and area subject to fly tipping and anti-social behaviour.  
Approached by Enforcement officer and advised to replant. Trees were 
protected by the new fencing.  Other trees within the wider site have been 
removed. Current arrangement will protect them. Assesses the 
development against the Development Plan policies. 

  
 
ASSESSMENT: 
 
This retrospective planning application involves an area of former wooded public amenity space 
beyond the rear garden of a relatively new detached villa located in a small planned estate off 
Darnley Road, Barrhead within grounds associated with Montford House, a Category C listed 
building.  
 
In 2007, Montford house was in an area of the greenbelt between Darnley, on the south west of 
Glasgow, and Barrhead. It was vacant and in danger of falling into disrepair. Planning permission 
was approved to convert the house into flats, the delivery of which was made financially viable 
with the approval of a limited number of new houses, 10 in total, which were only considered 
acceptable against policy as enabling development for the works to Montford House. These 
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houses were sited in a broad crescent configuration to both respect and maintain a setting for the 
converted Montford House and to retain a suitable relationship with the greenbelt (between 
Barrhead and Darnley in Glasgow). The houses were bound at the rear by a robust frame of 
established woodland. Furthermore, these new houses were restricted by the removal of 
permitted development rights in the interest of safeguarding the character and amenity of the 
greenbelt and the setting of the listed building from further uncontrolled development.  
 
Subsequent to these early applications, further planning applications for housing were 
considered favourably to further support the Montford House conversion works. These houses to 
be built south and west from the SUDS pond, will complete a circular enclosure round  Montford 
House. To date with further applications the new build units as approved extend to sixteen units, 
comprising 10 large detached villas, two semi- detached villas and a two storey block containing 
four flats. These new approvals also include the provision of a landscaped framework behind the 
residential curtilages providing a similar backdrop to the other first phases of housing.  
 
The application property is a large detached two storey house with an open plan front garden and 
large rear garden enclosed by timber fencing. To the front, it aspects across to Montford House. 
On its south side, there a gap in the crescent where access to open space and a pond/SUDS 
feature is provided. To the rear of the site, there is a mature tree belt which is outwith the estate 
boundaries and indeed outwith the East Renfrewshire Council area.  
 
Planning permission is being sought, retrospectively, for the change of use of an area of the 
original framing woodland to permit the extension to garden ground and erection of fencing. The 
house does not sit square on the site and, as such, the length of the original rear garden from the 
back of the house varies from approximately 18 to 22 metres.  
 
The proposal results in the depth of the original rear garden being extended by over 100sqm 
approximately 5m deep across the entire width of the rear garden, some 26m. The entire garden, 
as now extended, is under grass and the extension area has been the subject of (recent) tree 
planting. It is understood that the applicant arranged removal of several mature trees from this 
area some months prior to the erection of a fence to encompass it within his garden ground.  
 
The mature trees are at one end of a band of trees which are situated to the rear of the 
application site and neighbouring houses and which separate (separated) the development from 
the trees sitting on the opposite side of the local authority boundary. This band of trees was 
shown on the approved planning consent for the houses and was interpreted in the planning 
assessment as forming a valuable buffer between the approved houses and the greenbelt area 
beyond. The new tree planting resulted from the Council's concern that part of the tree belt had 
been removed.  
 
The new fencing matches the existing fencing and is 1.8m high with vertical hit and misses 
timber uprights. It is also intended to erect low fencing along the original/approved rear boundary 
of the houses garden. 
 
The application requires to be assessed against the Development Plan and any material 
considerations. The relevant policies in the East Renfrewshire Local Development Plan 2015 are 
considered to be SG1, D1, D6, D8, D10 and D11 and their supporting Supplementary Planning 
Guidance (SPG). 
 
The site is located within an allocated housing site which is still under construction and identified 
in policy SG1 Schedule 9 in the Development Plan.  
 
Policy D1 is a general policy which refers to all types of development and sets out sixteen criteria 
against which require to be considered.  The relevant criteria, in this case,  are considered to be 
(1), (2) and (4) and are as follows: 
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1. The development should not result in a significant loss of character or amenity to the 
surrounding area.  In this respect, the proposal has resulted in an extension of residential use 
significantly beyond what was considered supportable in this former area of the greenbelt.  It also 
impacts significantly on the mitigation provided by the original treed areas within the contained 
Montford House estate, areas which were provided, and controlled, by conditions attached to the 
initial planning permissions.  
 
In this instance, the applicant has ignored those conditions i.e. "No existing trees or shrubs within 
the application site, other than those referred to in the tree survey, shall be felled, removed or 
disturbed in any way without the prior written approval of the Head of Roads Planning and 
Transportation Service."  
 
The reason for this condition was:  "To protect the existing trees and shrubs so that they continue 
to contribute to the environmental quality of the area and soften the impact of the development”. 
The additional intrusion of garden ground has had an impact on the surrounding area as it 
extends the applicants garden up to, and directly on, the boundary between East Renfrewshire 
and the City of Glasgow. There is woodland on the Glasgow side but reliance on the retention of 
woodland areas outwith the East Renfrewshire Council area is not acceptable. It is considered 
that the proposal conflicts with this criterion. 
 
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. 
The extension of an the already very generous authorised garden area associated with the 
subject house results in a site that is not in keeping with either the immediate locality or the 
design ethos of the housing within the grounds of Montford House. The random break-up of the 
controlled wooded strip further amplifies the lack of sympathy with the rear of the other houses 
which retain their approved rear boundary suitably contained and screened by the original fringe 
of trees. It is considered that the proposal conflicts with this criterion. 
 
4 The development should not impact adversely on landscape character or the green 
network; involve significant loss of trees or other important landscape, greenspace or biodiversity 
features. As outlined above, the extension of the garden ground has a detrimental impact on the 
landscape character of the immediate area and the landscape setting of Montford House. On this 
basis, the proposal is considered to conflict with this criterion. 
 
Policy D6 seeks to safeguard areas of local urban greenspace which are not protected by policy 
D5. However, proposals which affect these areas should be assessed against the relevant 
criteria in policy D5 which refers to the Councils position for protecting urban greenspace. With 
the approval of the enabling development to assist in the works to Montford House, this site 
became a low density, high amenity, residential area.  The amenity space and woodland framing 
the houses and gardens constitutes urban greenspace.  
 
The policy confirms that proposals which will result in the loss of urban greenspace will be 
resisted in the interest of, for example, landscape character, public access and impact on nature 
conservation. For the reasons already explored above, it is considered that the proposal raises 
issues with these aspects particularly in respect of landscape character. In terms of the matter of 
nature conservation, it is considered that the loss of older established woodland, in a more 
natural undulating landform, with a flat, intensively maintained, grass lawn constitutes an obvious 
loss of such resources.  
 
As outlined above, the proposal is considered to conflict with policy D6. 
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Policy D8 presumes against developments which would compromise long established woodland 
sites. For reasons discussed above, namely the substantial loss of the established framing 
woodland, it is considered that the proposal conflicts conflict with policy D8. 
 
Additionally, in respect of the above policies, the SPG Green Network and Environmental 
Management has been considered. 
 
Policy D11 seeks to safeguard listed buildings and their settings. The original setting of Montford 
House has already been affected by the erection of the new houses and the removal of a large 
number of trees. However, this impact was considered, at the time, to be an acceptable balance 
that allowed Montford House to be retained within an acceptable level of enabling development 
which, in itself, had a robust backdrop of woodland framing. This backdrop to the rear of the 
larger group of houses numbers 9 to 15 Montford Park has, as outlined above, been retained as 
a landscape buffer and is in common ownership.   
 
The original trees to the rear of the application site have been completely removed without the 
Councils permission and the ground regraded to form a consistent level across the original 
garden into the unauthorised extended area. The proposal impacts on this woodland setting and, 
as referred to above the woodland outside the Council area is not a suitable replacement.   Any 
future incremental encroachments of garden ground by properties at 9 to 15 Montford Park into 
the affected landscape buffer would  have an adverse impact on the overall amenity and 
landscape quality of the estate and the setting of the Listed Building. The new ground form and 
replacement planting does not mitigate the removal of mature trees.   
 
The application site, and the wider estate, is identified in the Development Plan as associated 
with the Dams to Darnley Country Park.  There is no formal public access to the former woodland 
area now enclosed by fencing at 15 Montford Park or the remaining tree belt.  It is considered 
that the proposal does not conflict with policy D10. 
 
Drawing all the above matters together, it is considered that the proposal conflicts with the 
Development Plan on a number of policy considerations and, on that basis, should be refused 
unless there are material considerations which would justify setting aside the Development Plan. 
Matters material to the consideration of this application are: the planning history/background, the 
applicants supporting statement and the representation.  
 
The history of the site is outlined above and discussed in response to several policy 
considerations. Additionally, it should be noted that the application site has been the subject of 
enforcement action by the Council.   
 
In June 2015, it was brought to the Councils attention that trees were being removed to the rear 
of 15 Montford Park.  Further developments were carried out and discussions between the 
applicant and the Planning Service ensued until November 2016 when the Planning Applications 
Committee authorised the service of an enforcement notice as the enclosing of the public open 
space required planning permission and, if left unchallenged, could lead to other landscaped 
sections being progressively enclosed.  It should be noted that, when seeking authorisation to 
proceed with enforcement action, it was stated in the report that on submission of an application, 
the Planning Service would be "unlikely to recommend approval". This is based on a consistent 
position to resist domestic garden intrusions into adjacent amenity green spaces. The planning 
application was subsequently lodged in February 2017 without the service of the Enforcement 
Notice. 
 
In support of the application, the applicant has advised, inter alia, given his concerns about 
regarding the condition of the trees to the rear of the plot, he purchased it from the developer and 
enclosed it with fencing. The area had been subject to anti-social behaviour and fly tipping. The 
trees were removed following consultation with an arboriculture consultant with the intention to 
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plant replacement trees in 2015/2016. Replanting was delayed until 2017. Trees at the entrance 
to the estate have been unofficially removed and the enclosure of the new area of planting at the 
application site protects and secures the replacement planting.   
 
In response to these points, it is considered that the proposal is an excessive and 
disproportionate response to the concerns listed. Anti-social behaviour can be a transient 
temporary issue. With regards to the removal of the existing trees, the replanting is noted. 
However, this is not an acceptable response as it is of a different type and form from that 
deliberately removed and is set in a landscaped managed garden. The older established 
woodland that was removed was contiguous with the retained woodland framing the houses. It 
has always been accepted that the original woodland would require management, indeed it still 
does, but as stated the response from the applicant, in this instance, is unacceptable. 
 
The concerns of the representee are noted and have, in part, been addressed in the report.  The 
representee refutes the applicants submission with regard to, for example, the issues of anti-
social behaviour and the condition of the trees. Additionally there has been no corroborating 
evidence from other residents in the adjacent houses on the same issue. For matters not 
addressed in the report, the following comments are made. 
 
Issues relating to rain water retention to the rear of the neighbouring property, and any damage 
to property as a result thereof, would require to be resolved between the relevant parties. 
 
Precedent is not a planning matter as all applications are treated on their own merits and rarely 
are two sites and/or situations exactly the same. However, it is acknowledged there are concerns 
that, if approved, similar applications could follow for extensions of garden ground into 
established landscape areas which cumulatively could have an even greater impact on the 
landscape setting of the wider estate and the amenity of residents.  
 
Taking the above into account, it is considered that the impact of the development is marked as 
the location of the plot is exposed on its south side and more vulnerable on its east side. 
Any future applications would be judged on their own merits and the particular and individual 
characteristics of the site. In principle, and with regard to the relevant Development Plan policies, 
the loss of landscape features and encroachment of garden ground into these areas would not 
be encouraged.  As discussed in the report and with a full and robust assessment against the 
Development Plan and the material considerations, it is considered that, in this case, the 
development is unacceptable.  
 
Accordingly, it is recommended that retrospective planning permission be refused. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse 
 
PLANNING OBLIGATIONS:   None.   
 
REASON(S): 
 
 

1. The proposal is contrary to policies D1 (1), D1 (2), D1 (4), D6 and D8 in the East 
Renfrewshire Local Development Plan as it constitutes the loss of an area of 
established woodland which functions as an important environmental resource and, 
as a result, diminishes the character and amenity for the adjacent residents and the 
wider setting of the residential development. 
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2.  It is considered that the grant of planning permission would encourage similar 
applications which, if replicated, would significantly diminish the character and 
environmental quality of the area. 

 
ADDITIONAL NOTES: 
 
The proposed development lies within a coal mining area which may contain unrecorded coal 
mining related hazards.  If any coal mining feature is encountered during development, this 
should be reported immediately to the Coal Authority on 0345 762 6848. 
 
Further information is also available on the Coal Authority website at: 
www.gov.uk/government/organisations/the-coal-authority 
 
 
 
ADDED VALUE:     
 
The application has been submitted following an investigation/complaint. 
     
   
BACKGROUND PAPERS: 
 
Further information on background papers can be obtained from Ms Alison Mitchell on 0141 577 
3117. 
 
Ref. No.:  2017/0067/TP 
  (ALMI) 
 
DATE:  19th May 2017 
 
DIRECTOR OF ENVIRONMENT  
 
Reference: 2017/0067/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 
 
Adopted East Renfrewshire Local Development  Plan  
Policy SG1 
Housing Supply 
The Council has identified sufficient land for a minimum of 4100 homes and associated 
infrastructure to be delivered in East Renfrewshire between 2009 and 2025 to comply with the 
Strategic Development Plan requirements.  Sites listed under Schedules 8 to 11 (including past 
completions 2008/09-2012) will contribute towards meeting these targets. 
 
 
Policy D1 
Detailed Guidance for all Development 
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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  
          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  
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          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. 
 
 
Policy D5 Protection of Urban Greenspace  
 
Urban greenspace, including outdoor sports facilities, identified on the Proposals Map, will be 
safeguarded.  Proposals which would result in the loss of urban greenspace will be resisted 
unless it can be demonstrated that: 
There is no significant adverse impact on the landscape character and amenity of the site and 
surrounding area; 
There will be no loss of public access; 
There will be no or limited impact on nature conservation and any loss would be mitigated 
through enhanced provision elsewhere in the vicinity; 
The proposed loss would result in a community use, the benefit of which would outweigh the loss 
of urban greenspace. 
Additionally, for outdoor sports facilities, the following will have to be demonstrated: 
The proposal is ancillary to the principal use of the site as an outdoor sports facility; 
The proposal involves only a minor part of the outdoor sports facility and would not affect its use 
and potential for sport and training; 
The outdoor sports facility would be replaced either by a new facility of comparable or greater 
benefit for sport in a location that is convenient for users, or by the upgrading of an existing 
outdoor sports facility to provide a facility of better quality on the same site or at another location 
that is convenient for users and maintains or improves the overall playing capacity in the area; or 
The relevant strategy, prepared in consultation with Sportscotland, shows that there is a clear 
excess of provision to meet current and anticipated demand in the area, and that the site would 
be developed without detriment to the overall quality of provision. 
Further detailed information and guidance is set out in the Green Network and Environmental 
Management Supplementary Planning Guidance 
 
 
Policy D6 Protection of Local Urban Greenspace  
 
Areas of local urban greenspace, not identified on the Proposals Map will be safeguarded.  The 
criteria used within Policy D5 will be utilised to assess the impact of development proposals on 
these areas. 
 
Further detailed information and guidance is set out in the Green Network and Environmental 
Management Supplementary Planning Guidance. 
 
Policy D8 
Natural Features  
There will be a strong presumption against development where it would compromise the overall 
integrity of Local Biodiversity Sites, Tree Preservation Orders and ancient and long established 
woodland sites.  
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Development that affects a site of special scientific interest will only be permitted where: 
 
The objectives of designation and the overall integrity of the area will not be compromised; or 
 
Any significant adverse effects on the qualities for which the area has been designated are 
clearly outweighed by social, environmental or economic benefits of national importance. 
 
The location of Sites of Special Scientific Interest, Local Biodiversity Sites and Tree Preservation 
Orders are identified on the Proposals Map and referred to under Schedule 1. 
 
Planning permission will not be granted for development that is likely to have an adverse effect 
on protected species unless it can be justified in accordance with the relevant protected species 
legislation.   
 
 
Policy D10 
Environmental Projects 
The Council will continue to support Dams to Darnley Country Park (D10.1) and Whitelee Access 
Project (D10.2), as shown on the Proposals Map and Schedule 1, and the implementation of 
agreed priorities set out in the relevant management/ access plans for each project. 
 
The Council will also support and promote plans and projects at Rouken Glen Park (D10.3) as 
shown on the Proposals Map and Schedule 1, as part of the Heritage Lottery Fund. 
 
The Council will seek improvements to Dams to Darnley Country Park through Policies M2 and 
Policy M2.1 and M2.2.   Future Supplementary Planning Guidance will be prepared for the 
Country Park to reflect the aspirations of Policies M2, M2.1 and 2.2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy D11 
Management and Protection of the Built Heritage  
The Council will safeguard the special character of conservation areas and the Netherlee Article 
4 Direction Area; sites included on the Inventory of Gardens and Designed Landscapes; 
scheduled monuments and archaeological sites; and listed buildings and their settings.  
Development likely to adversely affect these assets will be resisted.    
 
Further detailed information and guidance is provided in the Management and Protection of the 
Built Heritage Supplementary Planning Guidance.   
 
The Council will seek to secure the implementation of the environmental protection projects 
shown on the Proposals Map and listed in Schedule 5 
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Further detailed information and guidance is set out in the Green Network and Environmental 
Management Supplementary Guidance, including criteria against which development proposals 
within or in close proximity to the natural features outlined above will be assessed. 
 
Through Dams to Darnley Country Park the Council will promote the designation of a Local 
Nature Reserve at Waulkmill Glen as shown on the Proposals Map.  This will be undertaken in 
partnership with Glasgow City Council and in conjunction with Scottish Natural Heritage. 
 
GOVERNMENT GUIDANCE: None 
 
Finalised 19/05/2017.IM. 
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Page 1 of 5

2 Spiersbridge Way Thornliebank G46 8NG  Tel: 0141 577 3001  Email: planning@eastrenfrewshire.gov.uk 

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

Thank you for completing this application form:

ONLINE REFERENCE 100038453-003

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

Applicant or Agent Details
Are you an applicant or an agent? * (An agent is an architect, consultant or someone else acting
on behalf of the applicant in connection with this application)  Applicant  Agent

Agent Details
Please enter Agent details

Company/Organisation:

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

First Name: * Building Name:

Last Name: *  Building Number:

Address 1
Telephone Number: * (Street): *

Extension Number: Address 2:

Mobile Number: Town/City: *

Fax Number: Country: *

Postcode: *

Email Address: *

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

  Individual    Organisation/Corporate entity

McInally Associates Ltd

Thomas

McInally

Robertson Street

16

01413325181

G2 8DS

Scotland

Glasgow

tommcinally@mcinally-associates.co.uk
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Applicant Details
Please enter Applicant details

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

Other Title: Building Name:

First Name: * Building Number:

Address 1
Last Name: * (Street): *

Company/Organisation Address 2:

Telephone Number: * Town/City: *

Extension Number: Country: *

Mobile Number: Postcode: *

Fax Number:

Email Address: *

Site Address Details
Planning Authority: 

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

Address 1:  

Address 2:

Address 3:

Address 4:

Address 5:

Town/City/Settlement:

Post Code:

Please identify/describe the location of the site or sites

Northing Easting

Mr

Brian

East Renfrewshire Council

Smith Montfort Park

Plot No. 3

G78 1SJ

Plot 3, Montfort Park, Barrhead, Glasgow G78

Scotland

Glasgow

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

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

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

  Application for planning permission in principle.

  Further application.

  Application for approval of matters specified in conditions.

What does your review relate to? *

  Refusal Notice.

 Grant of permission with Conditions imposed.

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

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

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

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

Have you raised any matters which were not before the appointed officer  at the time the  Yes   No
Determination on your application was made? *

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

Change of use of public amenity space to form extended private garden ground and erection of fencing (in retrospect)

Please see attached statement

Additional issues raised are made only to add evidence of anti-social behaviour dismissed in the report of handling.
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Please provide a list of all supporting documents, materials and evidence which you wish to submit with your notice of review and intend 
to rely on in support of your review. You can attach these documents electronically later in the process: * (Max 500 characters)

Application Details
Please provide details of the application and decision.

What is the application reference number? *

What date was the application submitted to the planning authority? *

What date was the decision issued by the planning authority? *

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

Can this review continue to a conclusion, in your opinion, based on a review of the relevant information provided by yourself and other 
parties only,  without any further procedures? For example, written submission, hearing session, site inspection. *
 Yes   No

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

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

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

If there are reasons why you think the local Review Body would be unable to undertake an unaccompanied site inspection, please 
explain here.  (Max 500 characters) 

Production 1 - Full assessment of proposal submitted with application; Production 2 - Decision Notice; Production 3 - Report of 
Handling (Application No.2017/0109/TP); Production 4 - E-mail correspondence re trees, list of trees and tree plan

2017/0067/TP

19/05/2017

Land is enclosed, access would need to be arranged with owner

02/02/2017
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Checklist – Application for Notice of Review
Please complete the following checklist to make sure  you have provided all the necessary information in support of your appeal. Failure 
to submit all this  information may result in your appeal  being deemed invalid. 

Have you provided the name and address of the applicant?.  *  Yes   No

Have you provided the date and reference number of the application which is the subject of this  Yes   No
review? *

If you are the agent, acting on behalf of the applicant, have you provided details of your name   Yes   No   N/A
and address and indicated whether any notice or correspondence required in connection with the 
review should be sent to you or the applicant? *
Have you provided a statement setting out your reasons for requiring a review and by what  Yes   No
procedure (or combination of procedures) you wish the review to be conducted? *

Note: You must state, in full, why you are seeking a review on your application. Your statement must set out all matters you consider 
require to be taken into account in determining your review. You may not have a further opportunity to add to your statement of review 
at a later date. It is therefore essential that you submit with your notice of review, all necessary information and evidence that you rely 
on and wish the Local Review Body to consider as part of your review.
Please attach a copy of all documents, material and evidence which you intend to rely on  Yes   No
(e.g. plans and Drawings) which are now the subject of this review *

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

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

Declaration Name: Mr Thomas McInally

Declaration Date: 03/07/2017
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PLANNING APPLICATION 2017/0067/TP
NOTICE OF REVIEW

This Notice of Review seeks a review of the decision by the officers of the Council to refuse
planning consent for the extension of garden ground at plot 3 of Montfort Park, Darnley Road,
Barrhead. The application to which the review relates sought the necessary consent to allow the
applicant to erect a fence around land which he known owns attached to Plot 3 of the houses at
Montfort Park, Barrhead, with the associated planting of 14 trees to replace trees which
previously had to be removed for safety reasons.

The area of land subject of the application was previously part of the landscaped garden
grounds of Montfort Mansion House (previously known as Tower Rais), which had been built as
a private Victorian Mansion, latterly used as a missionary retreat by the Montfort Fathers. As
such the site subject of the application was a private property over which there was no public
access.

Over a period of years, under this ownership, the Mansion House and grounds had fallen into
significant disrepair while the garden grounds were significantly neglected and overgrown. In
2005 the Montfort Fathers put the property on the market and after some delay entered an
agreement with Woodneuk Developments who subsequently achieved a planning consent in
September 2007 for refurbishment and conversion of the Mansion House to flats with the
construction of new private houses within the grounds (Application No. 2007/0242/PP).

At that time the area subject of the enclosed application was to be retained as landscape
grounds with conditions which sought the retention of existing landscape features. Following
approval of consent and the discharge of relevant conditions Woodneuk Developments Ltd
initiated construction work on the Montfort Mansion House which had to be completed prior to
completion of the detached houses. Soon after construction started on site the housing industry
in Scotland entered a deep and long lasting recession with serious impacts on funding for house
buyers and developers alike.

The applicant purchased his house on Plot 3 at Montfort Park in 2014 and on taking entry to the
property became concerned over the condition of the trees behind his new house.

Whilst these trees had been subject of a Tree Survey in 2007 with treatments agreed with the
planning officers at that time, by 2014 the condition of the trees had significantly worsened. The
applicant approached Woodneuk Developments asking for these trees to be dealt with and
removed as necessary.

At that time, and as a result of financial circumstances, Woodneuk Developments could not
assist since the banks had withdrawn support forcing Woodneuk to consider liquidation or sale
of the entire site.

In such circumstances the applicant agreed to take ownership of the area of land now subject of
this application to allow him to remove the trees, all as recommended by his Arboricultural
consultant, and to replace them.
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Having acquired the land this area of land was in the same ownership with the house on Plot 3
and the applicant undertook to fence all of the land within the curtilage of his home.

Beyond the problem of dead and decaying trees the area of land was also the source of
anti‐social behaviour with groups of young people and the evidence of this can be seen on the 
attached photographs with empty alcohol bottles and syringes. The site was also subject to
extensive fly‐tipping.  

Having removed the trees the applicant was approached by the enforcement officer at East
Renfrewshire Council intimating that the trees should be replaced. At that point plans were
prepared illustrating the intent of the application to plant 14 trees with a fence (1.8 metres high)
around the area of land in the ownership of the applicant with a small fence (0.9 metres high)
along the edge of the existing garden. In this way the garden would continue to be segregated
from the landscaped grounds and replacement trees.

A full assessment of the proposal against the relevant policies of the local plan was submitted to
the Council with the application to illustrate how the proposal complied with Council policy and
could have been approved (Production 1 refers). The application was subsequently refused on
the 2nd June 2017 (Production No.2 Decision Notice refers) for the reasons that :

1. The proposal is contrary to Policies D1(1); D1(2), D1(4); D6 and D8 in the East Renfrewshire
Local Development Plan as it constitutes an area of established woodland which functions as
an important environmental resource and as a result diminishes the character and amenity
for the adjacent residents and the wider setting of the residential development.

2. It is considered that the grant of planning permission would encourage similar applications
which is replicated would significantly change the character and quality of the area.

Before turning to reason for refusal 1 and the various issues raised re policies of the Local
Development Plan, the applicant seeking Accordingly it is maintained that the proposal does not
conflict with the Local Development Plan.

This review is concerned with regard to the lack of consistency in the consideration of this
application given that a similar proposal to extend the garden ground at No.3 Montfort Park was
approved by the same planning officer on 19th June 2017 (Production No.3 refers). In this
instance (Planning Application No. 2017/0109/TP) the planning officer considered that the
proposal for “Enlargement of garden to rear with erection of fencing and outbuildings (in
retrospect)” did not conflict with the Development Plan.

Given that both applications resulted in the removal of trees from long established woodland
the lack of consistency is clear. In the circumstances of this request for a Review, it is
considered important that all trees removed have been replaced with similar species as
accepted in writing by the planning officer of the Council. Indeed it is considered relevant that
the application above which was approved has not resulted in the replacement of any trees.
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Reason for Refusal 1

Reason for refusal 1 must be considered against the individual elements of the 5 individual
policy issues identified, namely – Policies D1(1); D1(2); D1(4); D6 and D8.

D1(1)
The development should not result in a significant loss of character or amenity to the
surrounding area

The proposed development seeks to fence an area of ground owned by the applicant and to
replace trees which have been removed. In this context the trees were removed as a result of
concerns over their health and the security of the property adjacent. All trees removed were
examined by an appropriately qualified consultant. Whilst the applicant accepts that the trees
were removed without any prior approval the trees were not subject of any TPO or other
protection. Having removed the trees the applicant had also undertaken to replace the trees
with agreed species. The applicant was unaware of the condition which was attached to the
original Montfort planning consent and for this apologises, however, all trees removed on the
advice of trees experts have been replaced.

D1(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.

This aspect of Local Development Plan Policy would normally apply to the architecture, building
design and materials as opposed to an extension of garden ground, however, it is of some
importance that the applicant has secured ownership of the former woodland to secure not only
his garden but has also replaced trees which had to be removed on the advice of quality tree
surgeons. The fact of the matter is that all trees which the applicant removed have been
replaced with species selected to complement the woodland for those that had been removed.
The trees selected and subsequently planted to replace those removed were carefully
considered, subject of recommendations by and approved by the planning officers by e-mail
dated 29th July 2015 (Production No.4).

As can be seen from the plan submitted with the application the proposal is to retain definition
of an area of woodland by fencing between the garden and the woodland area of the garden.
This fencing would be lower than the perimeter fencing to allow increased visual amenity
supervision and security of the replanted woodland trees. As such this reason for refusal is
inappropriate.

The Report of Handling continues to refer to the original trees being completely removed and
the reasons for this have been provided. Further comments are made that the new ground
form and replacement planting does not mitigate the removal of mature trees. In the first
instance the ground through this area of the Montfort site was generally level, gradually
reducing in height towards the location of the attenuation pond. This has not changed. Given
that the trees removed have been replaced with a selection of trees, approved in size and
species by the planning officer, it is difficult to establish what other mitigation can be offered. In
this context it is maintained that the proposal offers effective mitigation for the long term
benefit of the woodland in this area of Barrhead. Indeed given that the proposal is subject of an
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application and a review the Council can apply a condition requiring a tree management plan for
the protection of this new area of woodland.

In the circumstances outlined above, with the replacement of all trees to definition of woodland
area of the extended garden and the need for consistency in the planning system, it is
respectfully requested that this review be upheld and planning consent granted with the
appropriate conditions.

D1(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.

As stated previously all trees removed have been replaced with a range of species and size of
trees approved by the planning officers at East Renfrewshire Council (Production 4 refers).
Whilst trees were removed which were unhealthy or dangerous the replacement of such trees
will sustain the woodland over the longer term as the new trees grow and mature. Insofar as
more trees have been planted than removed there is no actual loss of trees or any other
important landscape feature.

Comments have been made that the proposal has a detrimental impact on the landscape setting
of Montfort House but this is refuted since Montfort House is detached and segregated from the
application site by modern attractive housing.

Policy D6: Protection of Local Urban Greenspace

Areas of local urban greenspace, not identified on the Proposals Map will be safeguarded. The
criteria used within Policy D5 will be utilised to assess the impact of development proposals on
these areas.

Unfortunately the Local Development Plan does not define urban greenspace and whilst Policy
D5 focusses on public access, loss of community use, outdoor sports facilities there is reference
to no significant adverse impact on landscape character and amenity and no or limited impact
on nature conservation with any loss being mitigated elsewhere in the vicinity. It is however of
importance that the report of handling has however confirmed that there was no public access
to the land to the rear of the houses.

As explained previously trees have been removed from the site but these trees have been
replaced by trees of species and size approved by the planners as appropriate mitigation. In the
report of handling the planning officers have accepted that there is no formal access to the
woodland area now enclosed by fencing or the remaining tree belt adjoining the application
site. The report of handling also accepts that the newly planted trees in the former woodland
area will also be fenced off from the formal garden ground if consent is granted. Insofar as new
trees have been planted to secure a longer term woodland in this area any short term loss of
mature woodland is balanced by longer term benefits to the surrounding landscape.

In this request for a review it is accepted that trees have been removed, however, it also has to
be accepted that they have been replaced by what has been considered by the planners to be
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an appropriate range of species and size of trees. This is considered to be entirely appropriate
mitigation for the loss of unhealthy and diseased trees removed on the recommendation of a
tree consultant.

As such it is maintained that he proposal secures the long term integrity of the woodland and
does not conflict with Policy D6 of Policy D5.

Policy D8: Natural Features

There will be a strong presumption against development where it would compromise the overall
integrity of Local Biodiversity Sites, Tree Preservation Orders and ancient and long established
woodland sites……

The location of Sites of Special Scientific Interest, Local Biodiversity Sites and Tree Preservation
Orders are identified on the Proposals Map and referred to under Schedule 1.

With regard to this reason for refusal the application site is not shown on the Proposals Map as
a Site of Special Scientific Interest nor a Local Biodiversity Site nor a Tree Preservation Order.
The application site is designated on the Proposals Map as a housing site estimated to provide
16 houses by 2020 in Schedule 8.

In the report of handling reference is made to the loss of long established woodland, however,
as explained all of the trees removed have been replaced as would normally be accepted as
sound planning practice. As stated previously, all trees planted as replacement have been
selected to complement the remaining woodland with species and sizes agreed with the
planning officers.

The report of handling attempts to refute claims that the area of land subject to the appeal was
a source of anti-social behaviour despite the photographs submitted showing injection needles
and empty alcohol bottles on the basis of alleged comments made by a neighbour. It is however
of relevance that the application and his neighbour have lost property from their cars in the
driveways and that such incidents are lodged with the local police station. It is also of relevance
that the resident at No.17 Montfort Park currently has evidenced anti-social behaviour to the
rear of his house and that building materials have repeatedly been stolen from the site, some of
which has been found scattered amongst the woodland areas. As such the fencing which has
been erected will protect the area of newly planted trees and allow them to grow into a
sustainable area of woodland for the longer term.

Having assessed the reasons for refusal it can be concluded that whilst trees have been removed
the approval of the planning application will secure replacement with an appropriate range and
size of tree. In these circumstances it is maintained that the proposal:

 does not conflict with Policy D1(1)
 does not conflict with Policy D1(2)
 does not conflict with Policy D1(4)
 does not conflict with Policy D6
 does not conflict with Policy D8
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Accordingly it is maintained that the proposal does not conflict with the Local Development Plan
and it is therefore respectfully requested that this review be upheld and planning permission
granted.
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FW Montfort Plot 3 Woodland
From: Howden, Ralph [Ralph.Howden@eastrenfrewshire.gov.uk]
Sent: 29 July 2015 09:00
To: tom mcinally
Subject: FW: Montfort Plot 3 Woodland

Attachments: Tree Plan (2).pdf; Montfort Plot 3 Woodland Tree
Selection.doc; image002.jpg

Tom,

I have managed to chat with Derek Scott on the tree planting schedule.

We see little relevance to planting Laburnum in this woodland.

Tree 6 does not appear to be identified.

The introduction of Beech trees would add to the mix.

All trees should be at least Standards.

Thanks

Ralph Howden

Planning Officer

East Renfrewshire Council

Tel: 0141 577 3694

East Renfrewshire: Your Council, Your Future

www.eastrenfrewshire.gov.uk <http://www.eastrenfrewshire.gov.uk>

From: tom mcinally [mailto:tommcinally@mcinally-associates.co.uk]
Sent: 17 July 2015 09:49
To: Howden, Ralph
Subject: Montfort Plot 3 Woodland

Ralph,

Page 1
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FW Montfort Plot 3 Woodland

I have now fully discussed the woodland proposals wit Mr Smith and he has agreed
to provide the trees as proposed and outlined on the attached plan which provide
a variety of trees found in the woodland previously and which will ensure an
attractive display of colour throughout the year. I have replaced the
cotoneasters with Rowan trees to further enhance the range of colours and
particularly increase in bio diversity which arises from this addition.

I have also added the tree survey which Mr Smith received from D B Trees.

Any further comment would be appreciated.

Kind Regards

Tom

Tom McInally Dip TP; MRTPI; Hon FRIAS

McInally Associates Ltd

16 Robertson Street, Glasgow G2 8DS

T: 0141 332 5181 | E-mail: tommcinally@mcinally-associates.co.uk

Web: www.mcinallyassociates.co.uk <http://www.mcinallyassociates.co.uk/>

CENTRAL GOVAN ACTION PLAN

SCOTTISH AWARD FOR QUALITY IN PLANNING

5th NOVEMBER 2014

CENTRAL GOVAN ACTION PLAN

1ST IN LEADING THE WAY IN PLANNING FOR THE COMMUNITY

1st OVERALL and WINNER OF THE SILVER JUBILEE CUP

of The Royal Town Planning Institute Awards for Planning Excellence in the UK
and Ireland 2014

This message, including any attachments, is sent in confidence for the named
addressee(s) only. It may contain legally privileged information. Unauthorised
recipients are requested to preserve this confidentiality, to inform the sender

Page 2
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FW Montfort Plot 3 Woodland
immediately and to delete all copies of this e-mail.

McInally Associates Ltd aims to check all outgoing e-mail for viruses, but can
accept no responsibility for any disruption, damage and/or loss caused by the
use of any attachments. We recommend you run your own virus checker before use
to ensure that the files are not in any way dangerous.

**********************************************************************
This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are not necessarily the view of
East Renfrewshire Council. It is intended only for the person or entity named
above. If you have received this e-mail in error please notify the author by
replying to this e-mail and then erasing the e-mail from your system. If you are
not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, review,
dissemination, distribution or copying of the e-mail is strictly prohibited.
Please be advised that East Renfrewshire Council's incoming and outgoing e-mail
is subject to regular monitoring This footnote also confirms that this e-mail
message has been swept for the presence of computer viruses.
**********************************************************************

Page 3
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M ontfortP lot3 W ood land Tree S elec tion

Tree No 1 A c erP latanoid es C rim son King
"N orway M aple" a fas tgrowing large tree of9m+witha large rou nd head , attrac tive
yellow flowers in A pril, leaves five lobed , ric hau tu mn c olou r, id ealforexpos ed s ites ,
good on alls oils exc eptthos e prone to waterlogging.

Tree No 2 A lnu s Glu tinosa
" C ommon A ld er" s mallto med iu m bu s hy tree of9m+, partic u larly s u ited to wetboggy
s ites , pears haped s hinny green leaves retained tilllate au tu mn, s moothd arkgrey bark.

Tree No 3 A c erP latanoid es C rim son King
"N orway M aple" a fas tgrowing large tree of9m+witha large rou nd head , attrac tive
yellow flowers in A pril, leaves five lobed , ric hau tu mn c olou r, id ealforexpos ed s ites ,
good on alls oils exc eptthos e prone to waterlogging.

Tree No 4 C arpinu s B etu lu s
" C ommon H ornbeam" a med iu m to large s ize tree of8 m+withc harac teris tic grey flu ted
tru nk, ovate s errate ribbed leaves tu rning yellow in au tu mn, tolerates heavy s oils better
thatbeec h, c an be u s ed as a s pec imen forind ivid u alplantingoras hed ging.

Tree No 5 B etu laA lba(pend u la)
" C ommon S ilverB irc h" talld ome c rown and grac efu lpend u lou s branc hlets whic h
d evelopwithage 10 m+, leaves are d iamond s haped and u s u ally yellow in au tu mn, white
peeling bark.

Tree No 7 C astneaS ativa
" S weetC hes tnu t" large and fas tgrowing tree of12m+, flowers and fru its wellin warm
s u mmers , d is tinc tive barkon matu re trees ', ric hbrown ed ible nu ts enc as ed in pric kly
s hells .

Tree No 8 Fraxinu s Exc elsior
" C ommon A s h" very hard y fas tgrowing large native tree 10 m+, tolerates the wid es t
range ofs oiland c limate c ond itions , pinnate green leaves , green alls u mmerwithkeys
hanging in branc hes throu ghou tthe s u mmerand au tu mn, winterbu d s are jetblac k.
Tolerantto wind s wepts ites c oas talloc ations and s moke pollu ted areas .

Tree No 9 A c erC am pestre
"Field M aple" med iu m s ize tree 6m+and hed gerow plant, foliage tu rns yellow flu s hed
red in au tu mn, d ens e five lobed leaves tolerates wid e range ofs oils . B ritain's only native
M aple.

Tree No 10 L abu rnu m W atereriVossii
The L abu rnu m is a popu lartree, d arkglos s y foliage withlongrac emes ofyellow s c ented
flowers in early Ju ne, followed by long s eed pod s . C au tion plants in this genu s are toxic .

Tree No 11 S orbu s A c u paria
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The Rowan Tree is an u prightd ec id u ou s tree withpinnate leaves tu rningyellow in
au tu mn, and flatc lu s ters ofwhite flowers in late s pring, followed by orange-red berries in
early au tu mn

Tree No 12 L abu rnu m W atereriVossii
The L abu rnu m is a popu lartree, d arkglos s y foliage withlongrac emes ofyellow s c ented
flowers in early Ju ne, followed by long s eed pod s . C au tion plants in this genu s are toxic .

Tree No 13
The Rowan Tree is an u prightd ec id u ou s tree withpinnate leaves tu rningyellow in
au tu mn, and flatc lu s ters ofwhite flowers in late s pring, followed by orange-red berries in
early au tu mn

Tree No 14 L abu rnu m W atereriVossii
The L abu rnu m is a popu lartree, d arkglos s y foliage withlongrac emes ofyellow s c ented
flowers in early Ju ne, followed by long s eed pod s . C au tion plants in this genu s are toxic .
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D B Tree Ltd

Peter Blackstock

Biglies Farm

Mr Brian Smith West Kilbride

Montfort Park North Ayrshire

Barrhead KA23 9QP

G78 1SJ Tel 01475 568597

Mob 07919263483

Date 04/06/15

Tree No Species Height 

Approx

Spread 

Approx

Girth (@1.5m) Comments/Observations Reccommended 

Action

Urgency

334 Norway Maple (Double 

Stem)

10.5m 5m 17cm / 9cm Root plate lifted,  dangerous - 

leaning into neighbouring garden

Remove urgent

336 Scots Pine 18m 11m 52.5cm Root plate lifted, leaning, 

dangerous 

Remove urgent

337 Scots Pine (Multi Stem) 12m 9m 32cm/20cm/22cm Main stem died some years ago, 

Leaning and Dangerous

Remove urgent

339 Turkey Oak 22m 9m 49cm Dying - severe crown decay Remove not urgent
343 Ash 17m 12m 24.5cm Root plate lifted, leaning, 

dangerous 

Remove urgent

340 Lime (Double Stem) 15m 9m 44cm / 12cm Dead, lying on its side Remove not urgent

114 Sycamore 19m 4.5m 84cm Dead, lying on its side - covering 

boundary (root inside boundary)

Remove root not urgent
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