
 
 

 
EAST RENFREWSHIRE COUNCIL 

 
LOCAL REVIEW BODY 

 
10 June 2015 

 
Report by Deputy Chief Executive  

 
REVIEW OF CASE - REVIEW/2015/06 

 
ERECTION OF THREE UNITS (CLASSES 1,2 AND 3) WITH ASSOCIATED PARKING AT 

PETROL FILLING STATION, 60-62 PAISLEY ROAD, 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:- 2015/0008/TP). 
 

Applicant:   Balmoral Investments and Development Ltd 
 
Proposal:  Erection of three units (classes 1,2 and 3) with associated 

parking 
 

Location: 60-62 Paisley Road, Barrhead 
 

Council Area/Ward: Barrhead (Ward 2). 
 
 
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. 

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

review, consider:- 
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(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 (Planning, Property and Regeneration). 
 
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 applicants in submitting the review have stated the reasons for requiring the 
review of the determination of their application.  A copy of the applicants’ Notice of Review 
and Statement of Reasons is attached as Appendix 5. 
 
9. The applicants are 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 have indicated that their stated preferences are one or more hearing sessions or 
assessment of the review documents only, with no further procedure. 
 
10. The Local Review Body will decide what procedure will be used in the determination 
of the review. 
 
 
INFORMATION AVAILABLE TO ALLOW REVIEW OF APPLICATION 
 
11. 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. 
 
 



 
 
 
12. 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); 
 
(b) Copies representations – Appendix 2 (Pages); 
 
(c) Report of Handling by the planning officer under the Scheme of Delegation - 

Appendix 3 (Pages); 
 
(d) Decision notice and reasons for refusal - Appendix 4 (Pages);  and 

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

Appendix 5 (Pages).  
 
13. The applicants have 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): 
 

(a) Refused - Existing site and location plan; 
 
(b) Refused - Proposed site layout; 
 
(c) Refused- Proposed bin store and plant; 
 
(d) Refused – Proposed plan;  and 
 
(e) Refused - Proposed elevations;  and 
 
(f) 3D Perspective plan. 

 
14. 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.  
 
15. 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 
 
16. 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 

 
(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. 

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


 
 
 

(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: 
 
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:- May 2015 
 
 
KEY WORDS:   
 
A report presenting information to allow the Local Review Body to review the decision taken 
by the appointed officer to refuse the application for planning permission in terms of the 
scheme of delegation. 
 
Key Words:- Local Review Body, Notice of Review, Statement, Reasons. 
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REPORT OF HANDLING 

APPENDIX 3 



REPORT OF HANDLING 
Reference: 2015/0008/TP Date Registered: 22nd January 2015 

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

Ward: 2 -Barrhead   
Co-ordinates:   249776/:659595 
Applicant/Agent: Applicant: 

Balmoral Investments & 
Development Ltd 
C-O Agent  

Agent: 
Ferguson Planning 
Tower Room, Tweed Horizons 
Centre  
1 Newtown St Boswells 
Melrose 
TD6 0SG 

Proposal: Erection of three units (classes 1,2 and 3) with associated parking 
Location: Petrol Filling Station 

60 - 62 Paisley Road 
Barrhead 
East Renfrewshire 
G78 1NN 

CONSULTATIONS/COMMENTS: 

East Renfrewshire Council Roads and 
Transportation Service: 

Objects to the application and recommends that 
it be refused on road safety grounds. 

PUBLICITY:  None.  

SITE NOTICES:  None.  

SITE HISTORY: 
2000/0107/TP Amendment to planning 

condition number 3 of 
planning consent 
92/444/PP, to extend 
opening hours of the 
petrol filling station to 7 
am to 11 pm and 
reducing car and jet 
wash hours to 8 am to 9 
pm, 7 days a week 

Refused 16.05.2000 

2006/0247/TP Demolition of existing 
buildings and erection of 
a local convenience store 
at ground floor level (325 
sq.m) with 7 flats above 
(in outline) 

Withdrawn 19.06.2006 

2006/0868/TP Demolition of existing 
buildings and erection of 
a retail unit at ground 
floor with flats above (in 
outline) 

Approved subject 
to conditions 

20.11.2008 

2010/0546/TP Change of use from 
petrol filling station to car 
wash and valeting 

Approved subject 
to conditions 

23.12.2010 



service 

2011/0538/TP Change of use from 
petrol filling station to 
drive thru coffee outlet 
with erection of kiosk 
building and demolition 
of canopy 

Approved subject 
to conditions 

20.10.2011 

2013/0646/TP Change of use to car 
sales with car display 
area and siting of 
portable building; 
formation of car 
wash/valeting; 
conversion of kiosk 
building to two retail units 
(class 1); erection of 2 
metre high gates and 
fence at front 

Withdrawn 21.02.2014 

2014/0389/TP Change of use of former 
petrol filling station to car 
sales with car display 
area and siting of 
portable building; 
formation of car 
wash/valeting; use of 
kiosk building to retail 
unit (class 1) 

Approved subject 
to conditions 

09.09.2014 

2015/0075/MDO Discharge of all of the 
Planning Obligation 
associated with the 
outline planning 
permission granted for 
the demolition of existing 
buildings and erection of 
a retail unit at ground 
floor with flats above 
(2006/0868/TP) in 
respect of the provision 
of affordable housing on 
site or an affordable 
housing commuted sum. 

Granted 02.03.2015 

REPRESENTATIONS: 

2 representations have been received: 

Representations can be summarised as follows: 

- The proposed uses could give rise to odour and vermin nuisance caused by material deposited in 
the bin storage area; 
- Bin storage area located too close to residential properties; and 
- Extended opening hours would give rise to anti social behaviour and noise nuisance. 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN & GOVERNMENT GUIDANCE: See Appendix 1 

SUPPORTING REPORTS: 

Planning Statement: describes the site and the proposal and identifies local and national planning 
policy against which it might be assessed.  It assesses the proposal's compliance with planning policy 
and identifies other relevant material considerations.  Amongst those, the planning statement highlights 



the commercial element of the previous planning permission on the site (2006/0247/TP) and the 
economic and environmental benefits of re-using this previously developed brown field site.   
 
Transport Statement: describes the access and parking characteristics of the proposal and the 
pedestrian and vehicular traffic that would be generated.  It also describes the servicing arrangements.  
The statement recognises that the proposal does not accord with the Council's Roads Development 
Guide but suggests that a more flexible and pragmatic approach the consideration of the development 
would be appropriate given the vacant nature of the site and its proximity to bus routes and Barrhead 
railway station and the presence of on-street car-parking. 
 
ASSESSMENT: 
 
The application site comprises a former petrol filling station on the east side of Paisley Road, Barrhead 
at a point opposite the junctions with Quarry Road and Bellfield Court.  The canopy and fuel pumps 
have been removed from the site.  A building, previously occupied by the payment kiosk and a small 
retail unit, remains on the site along with the totem sign.  Residential properties lie immediately to the 
south, east and west of the site.  A building occupied by a social club lies immediately to the north of 
the site with further residential properties beyond that to the north.  Paisley Road has a carriageway 
width of approximately 12.5 metres in the vicinity of the site which allows for on-street car-parking 
formally delineated with build-outs and white lines.  The site has two access points which functioned as 
an "in-out" arrangement, a feature common to most petrol filling stations. A light-controlled pedestrian 
crossing is situated on Paisley Road between the two access points.   
 
The site lies within the general urban area as defined within both the adopted Local Plan and the 
proposed Local Development Plan.  It lies on a bus route and is 300 metres north of Barrhead railway 
station.   
 
Planning permission is sought for the erection a parade of three adjoining commercial units to be used 
as use classes 1, 2 and 3 with associated car-parking.  The units comprise one larger unit of 280 
square metres and two smaller units, each measuring 94 square metres in area.  The larger unit is 
proposed to operate as the class 1 retail use, envisaged as a mini-market format and the two smaller 
units will operate as either a class 2 (office) or a class 3 (for consumption of food and drink on the 
premises).  An ATM is proposed to be attached to the larger unit and a bin storage area is proposed on 
the southern elevation of the parade.  The parade is orientated to front Paisley Road with 14 car-
parking spaces arranged in a "nose-in" format immediately in front of the parade.  Bicycle stands are 
proposed adjacent to the northern boundary of the site.  The applicant has stated that the units will be 
serviced from both within the site (small van deliveries) and from the adjacent street (larger goods 
vehicles).   
 
The parade measures 15.4 metres by 30.2 metres by 5.1 metres high.  It comprises a shallow dual-
pitched roof and will be externally finished in grey composite panels, glazing and pressed metal 
rainwater goods. 
 
The proposed use of the site for retail/commercial purposes is considered to be generally acceptable in 
principle.  The site lies adjacent to a busy thoroughfare within the general urban area and has been 
used previously for commercial purposes.  The use of the site for use classes 1, 2 or 3 would not be 
considered to have a significant impact on the amenity of the adjacent residential properties given its 
location on this principal arterial route.  Should the application be approved, the hours of opening can 
be controlled by conditions to safeguard residential amenity.  The disposal and storage of waste 
material will be controlled under separate Environmental Health legislation and as such is not a 
material planning consideration (other than road safety issues relating to the servicing of the bin stores, 
discussed below).  Similarly, any breach of that legislation would be addressed by the Environmental 
Health Service.  Anti-social behaviour is a Police matter and again is not a material planning 
consideration.   
 
The consultation response from the Council’s Roads Service is a material consideration and must be 
given weight in the determination of the application. It should be noted that proposed block plan initially 
showed an HGV service area (for loading and off-loading) sharing the customer car-parking and 
circulation space.  In an initial consultation response Roads Service recommended refusal based on 
insufficient car-parking; unsuitable layout for car-parking; unsuitable layout for the servicing of the units 
and bin storage area; and unsuitable pedestrian access/egress into and out of the site.  In response to 
those comments, the applicant submitted the transport statement and amended block plan.  The 
number of parking spaces has not increased, however the servicing of both the parade and the bin 
store has been removed from within the site and the applicant advises this will take place on the public 
road, possibly to the north of the site. 



 
Roads Service was re-consulted and again recommended refusal based on insufficient car-parking; 
unsuitable layout for car-parking; unsuitable layout for the servicing of the units and bin storage area; 
and unsuitable pedestrian access/egress into and out of the site.  In the second response, specific 
reference has been made to the requirement to service the units and the bin store from within the site; 
the requirement for 19 car-parking spaces; the requirement for 2.5 to 3 metres clearance to the side of 
service vehicles to allow for off-loading bulky items; customer car-parking spaces should not be 
blocked by service vehicles; access to the site should not be blocked by service vehicles; and there 
should be a continuous footway connection form the public footpath to the footway within the site.   
 
Roads Service has indicated that the car-parking requirement for a commercial/retail development of 
the floor area proposed is 19 spaces.  The applicant has provided only 14 spaces which fall 
significantly short of the requirement.  It is accepted that there is on-street car parking in the vicinity of 
the site however this is presently used by visitors and residents of the dwellings on Paisley Road.  It is 
therefore considered inappropriate to allow a much reduced level of car parking on the site as to do so 
would lead to potentially unsafe car parking on Paisley Road, particularly at times when the existing on-
street car parking is occupied.   
 
The comments by the Roads Service relating to the unsuitable layout of the customer car parking are 
noted and agreed with.  The proposed layout would require vehicles to reverse out of the car parking 
spaces into the path of on-coming vehicles entering the site.  This would be considered to be 
detrimental to public road safety.   
 
The comments by the Roads and Transportation Service relating to the unsuitable layout for vehicles 
servicing the units and the bin stores are noted and again agreed with.  The Service requires that on-
site servicing should be provided.  It is considered that the alternative proposal of forming a loading 
area on Paisley Road in proximity to numerous junctions and a pedestrian crossing would not be 
acceptable in terms of public road safety.  The current layout does not however allow for safe on-site 
servicing as service vehicles would block access to the site from Paisley Road and would block access 
and egress to the proposed car parking spaces in front of the parade.   
 
The comments of the Roads Service relating to the unsuitable pedestrian access into and out of the 
site are noted and agreed.  The lack of a continuous footway into and through the site would require 
pedestrians come into conflict with customers' cars and service vehicles which would be considered 
detrimental to pedestrian and public road safety.   
 
The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to Policy DM1 of the adopted East Renfrewshire 
Local Plan and Policy D1 of the proposed East Renfrewshire Local Development Plan as it does not 
meet the Council's parking and access requirements and as such, would be detrimental to pedestrian 
and public road safety.  Furthermore the parking and access requirements could not be met without re-
design of the development which is likely to require significant reduction in the size of the development. 
As it stands the development could be considered to be overdevelopment of the site.   
 
The comments in the supporting statements relating to the re-use of the site and its proximity to 
transport nodes and on-street car-parking and economic and environmental benefits are noted. 
Although the re-development of the site may bring the site back into active economic use it is not 
considered that this outweighs pedestrian and road safety issues referred to above. It is not considered 
competent to approve a development when there are road safety issues that cannot be addressed.    
 
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse 
 
PLANNING OBLIGATIONS:   None  
 
REASONS FOR REFUSAL: 
 

1. The proposal is contrary to Policy DM1 of the adopted East Renfrewshire Local Plan as it 
does not meet the Council's parking and access requirements which would be detrimental 
to pedestrian and public road safety. 

 
2. The proposal is contrary to Policy D1 of the proposed East Renfrewshire Local 

Development Plan as it does not meet the Council's parking and access requirements 
which would be detrimental to pedestrian and public road safety. 

 
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.:  2015/0008/TP 
  (DESC) 
 
DATE:  19th March 2015 
 
DIRECTOR OF ENVIRONMENT 
  
Reference: 2015/0008/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 
 
East Renfrewshire Local Plan  (Adopted 14th February 2011) 
 
Policy DM1 
Detailed Guidance for all Development 
Where the principle of development is deemed to be acceptable in terms of the other Policies 
contained within this  
Local Plan, proposals for development will require to conform to the appropriate criteria below: 
1. Not result in a significant loss of character or amenity to the surrounding area. 
2. Be of a size, scale and density in keeping with the buildings in the locality and  
       respect local architecture, building form, design, and materials. 
3. Not constitute backland development without a road frontage. 
4. Not impact adversely on the landscape character, involve a significant loss of  
       trees or other Important landscape, greenspace or biodiversity features (see  
        Policies E3 - "Protection of Natural Features", E6 - "Biodiversity" L1 - "Protection  
 of Important Urban Greenspace", and L2- "Safeguarding the Local Greenspace  
            Resource". 
5. Ensure that landscaping is an integral element in layout design, taking account of  
            existing physical features (e.g. trees, hedgerows, walls, etc.).  Where appropriate, tree  
            planting should augment the amenity and appearance of the site. 
6. Ensure that the standards for 'Open Space' are satisfied see Policy L4 -   
           "Open Space Provision in New Developments" and Appendix 1). 
7. Meet the parking and access requirements of the Council and provide Appropriate  
            mitigation to minimise the impact of new development (see Policies T3 - "New  
            Transport Infrastructure" and T5 -"Other Traffic Management and Calming Measures). 
8. Not prejudice the amenity of neighbouring properties by unreasonably restricting 
  sunlight or privacy. 
9. Seek to create safe and secure environments and reduce the scope for anti-social  
            behaviour and fear of crime. 
10. Be designed to meet disability needs and include provision for disabled access  
            within public areas. 
11. Minimise the extent of light pollution caused by street and communal lighting and   
            any flood lighting forming part of, or associated with, development. 
12. Be designed to include provision for the recycling, storage, Collection and composting  
            of waste materials. 
13. Be designed to retain on-site, for use as part of the development, as much as possible  
            of all waste material arising from construction of the development. 
14. Be designed where applicable to take into account the legacy of former mining activity. 
 
Proposed Local Development Plan 
 
The Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) outlines the Council’s most up to date statement of 
planning policy. The LDP has been examined by the Scottish Government and the Examination Report 
has been published. 
 



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, water  
            management, 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 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. As much as 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, particularly walking and cycle opportunities including cycle parking  
            and provision of facilities such as showers/lockers, 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  
            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.  
 
GOVERNMENT GUIDANCE: None relevant 
 
Finalised 19/03/15 IM(1) 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 This statement has been prepared by Ferguson Planning, on behalf of applicant: 
Balmoral Investments & Development Ltd, who seek to redevelop a long standing 
vacant petrol filling station to a new local neighbourhood retail parade. 

1.2 The site was granted permission for a petrol filling station back in 1992 and 
following this has been used temporarily by a commercial car wash business. More 
recently there was planning permission (2006/0247/TP) granted for the demolition 
of buildings, erection of a retail unit extending to c.279 sq.m. and 7 residential units 
above. 

1.3 The applicant has a legal contract in place to purchase and develop the site for that 
now proposed. It is intended that works would begin on site within a very short time 
frame following any receipt of planning permission. The residential element of the 
permitted scheme has been marketed for some time with the clear conclusion 
reached that it is commercially unviable and, as such, does form part of the current 
redevelopment plans for the site. 

1.4 The proposal will bring a significant boost to the local economy and provide a much 
needed local neighbourhood centre to the north of Barrhead and that will serve the 
existing and proposed residential dwellings within (at most) a 5 minute drivetime of 
Paisley Road.  

Ferguson PlanningI T. 01835 822 716 I M. 07960003358 I W. fergusonplanning.co.uk  1 

 



 

2. The Site 

2.1 The site in question is located to the north of Barrhead on one of the main arterial 
routes linking the town to Paisley. It is sustainable located with bus stop provision 
nearby and Barrhead train station and town centre both within walking distance.  

2.2 The site itself extends to c. 0.12 hectares and is rectangular in shape. It previously 
traded as Londis supermarket and Gulf Petrol Station and Car Wash. To the north 
of the site is the United Services Club beyond which are terrace houses facing the 
main road. To the east is a residential cul de sac made up of detached and semi-
detached properties. To the south is again terraced housing facing the main road 
and to the west is the main Paisley Road with a traffic light 'Double D' junction 
located adjacent to the site and which allows easy access to the housing on the 
opposite side of the road and also to Cross Arthurlie Primary School.  

2.3 The main structures that historically/currently sit on the site included: the former 
Londis supermarket which extended to c.279sq.m. the adjoining PFS canopy and 
pumps which sat in a central location and the car wash compound located on the 
sites eastern boundary.  

Ferguson PlanningI T. 01835 822 716 I M. 07960003358 I W. fergusonplanning.co.uk  2 

 



 

3. The Proposal 

3.1 The proposal is relatively straight forward in that it seeks to clear/clean up the site 
and  construct a small shopping parade made up of three adjoining units. The 
largest unit would extend to c. 279 sq.m. and traded as a Class 1 supermarket. The 
scale of the supermarket is largely identical to the former Londis supermarket on 
the site and that of the proposal granted in April 2007. 

3.2  Adjoining the supermarket would be two small units extending to c. 93sq.m. each. 
The occupiers, while still to be made known, will fall within Classes 1 to 3. This 
could be uses, such as, a small/independent retailer (eg. Pharmacy), office (eg. 
solicitors) or potentially a local take away.  In total the footprint of the building 
would extend to 465 sq.m.. The building has been positioned in such a way that it 
is set back from the road,  much like the neighbouring terrace of houses. Open 
space is provided between the units and the site boundary to respect residential 
amenity and  provide the appropriate 'breathing space' between it and 
neighbouring properties. 

3.3 An enclosed Bin Store is proposed on the northern boundary to minimise the 
negative appearance they can sometimes portray when free standing at the front of 
commercial units. 

3.4 The building itself will be of a steel construction with a low pitched roof. The 
elevation treatment will comprise light and dark grey composite panelling integrated 
with glazed shop fronts with associated advertisement hoarding above (by way of 
separate application). Further design detail of the building can be found within the 
accompanying architectural drawings. 

3.5 It is proposed that the car parking would be located to the front of the site with 14 
car park spaces made available (one of which would be dedicated for disabled 
users). The parking ratio falls within the confines of national (max.) parking 
standards. Cycle racks will also be provided to encourage this form of sustainable 
transport. 

3.6 A one way system would be introduced with cars entering via the existing access to 
the north and exiting via the existing access to the south much like the previous 
use. Servicing of the supermarket would take place in a similar fashion and via a 
medium sized articulated lorry. The two adjoining units will most likely be serviced 
by small vans. When on site the delivery vehicle for the supermarket would be 
parked on the western boundary with temporary bollards put in place for health and 
safety. It is intended that most deliveries would be made prior to opening to ensure 
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minimal interaction with costumers. There is likely to be approximately 4-5 
deliveries per day. 

3.7 It is intended that the units will be leased by the applicant to three individual 
(independent or national) operators with the creation of up to 18 (full and part time) 
jobs in the local area. The hours of operation are yet to be confirmed but likely to 
be from 8am to 10pm Monday to Saturday and 8am to 8pm on a Sunday. 

3.8 The new businesses will create much needed  employment in Barrhead and bring 
a longstanding vacant site back into use. It will also assist in reducing the number 
or length of local car borne trips to access daily provisions such as milk and bread.  

3.9 There is no identified neighbourhood centre in this northern part of Barrhead and, 
as such, given its central location, the subject site represents a logical location to 
fill that void. 
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4. Planning Policy  

4.1 Given that it is soon to be adopted the focus, in planning policy terms, is 
considered to be the East Renfrewshire Council Proposed Local Development Plan 
Modifications' (2013).  The LDP has gone through examination and considered to 
be the current thinking of the Council regarding new development proposals in 
Barrhead.   

East Renfrewshire Council: Proposed Local Development Plan 
Modifications 

4.2 We view the proposal as a Neighbourhood Centre that will serve the residential 
districts in and around Paisley Road. While not formally allocated as such it will 
nonetheless operate as such. 

4.3 The LDP'S 'Town and Neighbourhood Centre Uses' chapter contains the majority 
of guidance regarding that proposed. It recognises that neighbourhood centres 
make an important contribution to sustainable economic growth and provide a 
source of employment and services for the local community. Neighbourhood 
centres are seen as being complimentary to the provision provided within town 
centres. 

4.4 Policy SG7: Town and Neighbourhood Centre Uses provides key guidance with 
regard to proposals for retail and leisure development out with town and 
neighbourhood centres. The relevant extract is '6.13.3' and states: 

Proposals for new retail (Class 1 use) and leisure development 
outwith the town and neighbourhood centres will be assessed against 
Strategic Policy 2 and the following criteria: 

• A sequential approach to site selection has been followed. 
Proposals must demonstrate why more sequentially 
preferable sites have been discounted as unsuitable or 
unavailable; 

• There will be no significant individual or cumulative adverse 
impact on the vitality and viability of any town and 
neighbourhood centre; 

• The proposal will help to meet identifiable qualitative and 
quantitative deficiencies in existing provision; and 
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• The proposal is of scale which is commensurate with the size 
of the local community 

4.5 Strategic Policy 2: Assessment of Development Proposals has been cross 
referenced and provides broader policy requirements for new development in 
general. The relevant extracts of this policy have again been quoted below: 

Proposals for new development, other than smaller scale proposals 
(such as applications for single houses, householder or shop frontage 
alternations), will be assessed against relevant criteria below as well 
as Policy D1: 

1. Application of a sequential approach which gives priority to the use 
of brownfield sites within the urban area then to greenfield land within 
the urban area and finally to land adjacent to the urban area.... 

3. Resulting in positive community and economic benefits 

5. The impact on existing and planned infrastructure 

7. The transport impact of the development... 

8. The impact on the built and natural environment... 

11. The contribution to energy reduction and sustainable development 

14. The impact of proposals on other proposals or designations 
(including the Town and Neighbourhood Centres in Schedule 14) set 
out in the Local Development Plan 
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5. Proposal Compliance 

Site Allocation 

5.1 The proposal seeks to regenerate a longstanding redundant brownfield site within 
the settlement boundary of Barrhead. The site is currently allocated within the 
adopted and proposed local plan as a housing site (SG1.11) for 7 units.  This 
relates to the most recent consent (2006/0247/TP) on the site which includes the 
provision of 7 flats. What the allocation does not highlight is the existing and 
consented use of the land for a small supermarket/retail unit and this should be 
given significant weight in the determination of this application. 

Planning Policy 

Existing Allocation 

5.2 It is recognised that the site has been allocated for housing, however, the demand 
for the consented 7 flats above the retail unit, has proven not to exist. The site has 
been marketed for a number of years with no formal interest from residential 
developers. This has led the applicant to move forward with a purely retail scheme. 

5.3 The supermarket is considered in keeping with the local area and an enhancement 
on what has gone before. The principle of a small supermarket on the site has 
already been accepted given, what is proposed, is broadly similar to the previous 
Londis Supermarket that existed and given the further permission for a retail unit 
via consent: 2006/0247/TP. The location and use of the site for a form of retail use, 
in sequential terms, has therefore been accepted 

5.4 The additional two units are extremely limited in scale (93 sq.m.) and seen as an 
ancillary offer to the supermarket as to the ATM machine which will form part of the 
supermarket. They will however provide a wider service/offer to local residents and 
are needed to ensure the overall financial viability of the development.  
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Associated Need / Impacts 

5.5 The proposal is of an appropriate  scale and designed to serve the local population 
only. It will in no way threaten or significantly impact upon the vitality or viability of 
Barrhead Town Centre or any identified neighbourhood centre in Barrhead (given 
the distance between them and the subject site). The distance to the nearest 
neighbourhood centre confirms the point that the northern district of Barrhead is 
lacking in appropriate local retail provision. 

5.6 Confidence can be provided in that the applicant has already a sub-lease in place 
to a national convenience store. Turnover of the supermarket is considered to be in 
the region of £1 million per annum (£4,000 per sqm) with the majority of the 
turnover achieved via the clawback of lost local expenditure to the larger 
supermarkets like the recently opened Asda on Church Road. There is thought to 
be an extremely nominal diversion of turnover from local convenience stores within 
a 2-5 minute drive-time of the site. 

5.7 There are considered to be significant retail deficiencies in the northern part of 
Barrhead due to the lack of local provision. Most local residents are thought to be 
leaving the area to access their daily essentials or retail goods. The proposal will 
assist  in addressing this deficiency, introduce new provision and at the same time 
reduce journey times taken to access essential daily items such as bread and milk. 
It will therefore help address local qualitative and quantitative deficiencies. 

5.8 Given the limited scale of the proposal it is clear that it will be commensurate  with 
size of the local community. Given a similar scaled retail unit has previously been 
permitted on site and given it falls well below the threshold noted in SPP (eg. over 
2,500sqm Gross - para. 71) it is considered not necessary to undertake a full or 
detailed Retail Impact Assessment (RIA) for this proposal. 

Economic Benefits 

5.9 The local plan as well as SPP provide strong support for sustainable economic 
development. This proposal is considered to adhere to the associated principles in 
that it seeks to redevelop a long standing brownfield site and will create up to 18 
new jobs. Further employment would be created as part of the construction 
process. In short the proposal will provide a significant economic boost to the local 
economy.  
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Transport 

5.10 The site will improve the overall environment of the site and have less traffic 
generation associated with it. It is proposed to provide 14 parking spaces (1 space 
for disabled) which falls within national maximum parking standards. Given the 
proposal is focused on serving the local residential neighbourhood it is expected 
most will access the site on foot or bicycle with nearby bus services an additional 
possibility and alternative to the private car.  

5.11 As noted previously a one way system will be operational for both customers and 
services vehicles. Information on servicing and opening hours has been outlined 
within the 'Proposal' section of this report. Again these arrangements are 
considered to be in keeping with previous uses on the site. 

Environment/Amenity 

5.12 It is proposed that the site will be de-contaminated prior to construction. 
Correspondence has taken place on this matter with specific feedback from the 
Environment Department outlined below. 

There are no certificates within the file to confirm the works were carried out, 
however, the safety method statements for the works are in the file and the PO 
from this time has been able to confirm from his visit records that the tanks were 
decommissioned using RG22 on the 13th September 2006.  This work was 
carried out by First Advance Specialist Services, (FASS Ltd) Kingsbridge, London 
Road, West Kingsdown, Sevenoaks, TM16 6AA, tel: 01474 856687. 
 
The site was inspected in 2011 and the RG22 was apparent and sound within the 
manhole chambers, it is therefore likely that the foam is sound within the tanks as 
well. 
 
The pumps were removed at the time of decommissioning in 2006, and the lines 
and offset fills were decommissioned using RG22.  I have no records to show 
whether the vent lines were removed or decommissioned in situ. 
Jennifer Hampton, Environment Department 

5.13 It is intended that the underground tanks will be removed from site and all other 
associated contamination works/certificates will be obtained. In terms of drainage 
SUDs techniques will be applied and that water and sewerage supplies will be 
obtained via the existing public network that already exists on site. 
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5.14 The store has been orientated to assist in reducing any associated impact/noise on 
nearby residential dwellings. The units sit well within the site with suitable 
"breathing space" between it and neighbouring dwellings. The height of the unit will 
not exceed that of buildings which surround it and is not considered to create any 
issues regarding overshadowing. Opening and servicing hours are likely to be 
broadly similar to previous uses on the site and will not take place during night time 
hours (ie.11pm-7am). Finally, an enclosed bin store has been provided on the sites 
northern boundary to reduce the negative visual impact and any potential 
vandalism or overflowing of rubbish onto the public concourse. 

5.15 The proposal is considered to respect local residential amenity with all 
environmental requirements undertaken in accordance with the related regulations 
(stipulated by condition where necessary).  
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6. Conclusion 

6.1 We believe that the subject site is in a sustainable location for the proposed 
development and one that meets the relevant planning policy criteria asked of it. 

6.2 It is a proposal that will: 

• deliver the previously permitted retail use on site 

• provide an essential local service with the provision of daily convenience 
goods to the residential neighbourhood in and around Paisley Road 

• create up to 18 new full and part time jobs and bring significant inward 
economic investment  

• redevelop a brownfield site which has remained dormant for a number of 
years 

• be accessible principally by foot and other forms of sustainable transport  

• meet relevant infrastructure requirements 

• be sensitive to the local environment and related amenity issues 

• not have any significant impact on nearby town or neighbourhoods centres
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1. Introduction 

1.1 This statement of appeal has been prepared by Ferguson Planning, on behalf of 
Balmoral Investments and Development Ltd (the applicant), who seek to erect 3 
(Class 1-3) units on a longstanding redundant Petrol Filling Station (PFS) site at 
60-62 Paisley Road, Barrhead.  

1.2 East Renfrewshire Council's (ERC) Planning Department on the 22nd January 
2015 refused the application via delegated powers. As such, we now seek to 
appeal this decision via the Council's Local Review Body. 

1.3 The site has been redundant for a number of years despite widespread marketing 
(Breck Property Consultants) for new retail, commercial and/or residential 
purposes. The lack of financial viability of the permitted retail/residential scheme 
permitted back in 2008 is apparent when one looks at the lack of market interest 
since that date.  

1.4 A more simplistic approach based on the creation of a neighbourhood centre 
comprising a number of commercial units is seen as being the only viable option for 
the site. It again requires to be at the scale proposed to ensure the overall financial 
viability of the project. A proposal with a reduced footprint would render the 
development unviable with the outcome being that the site will remain redundant 
well into the future. 

1.5 The application has not been made on a speculative basis but with the main 
convenience store already pre-let to a national operator (One Stop Stores) with 
negotiations well advanced with regard to the letting of the two adjoining retail 
units.  

1.6 The proposal will lead to the regeneration of a longstanding brownfield site and 
which will compliment and be within close proximity to Barrhead Town Centre. It 
represents a significant new investment into Barrhead with the intention being that 
it will create up to 18 new local jobs for the area. 

1.7 The supporting documentation to this appeal are listed within Appendix 1. This 
statement is focused on providing the necessary background to the application, 
responding to the reasons for refusal and, where necessary, cross referring to the 
delegated Officer's Report, Development Plan and Material Considerations.  
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2. Reason for Refusal 

2.1 Within the 'Decision Notice' there were two reasons for refusal both of which were 
solely focused on transport matters. It is therefore assumed that the Planning 
Department believes that the proposal meets all other planning policy requirements 
asked of it. 

2.2 The reasons for refusal given were: 

1. The proposal is contrary to Policy DM1 of the adopted East 
Renfrewshire Local Plan as it does not meet the Council's 
parking and access requirements which would be detrimental to 
pedestrian and public road safety. 

2. The proposal is contrary to Policy D1 of the proposed East 
Renfrewshire Local Development Plan as it does not meet the 
Council's parking and access requirements which would be 
detrimental to pedestrian and public road safety. 

2.3 In reality there is only one reason for refusal as the reasons quoted above relate to 
the same policy albeit one is contained within the adopted local plan and the other 
within the proposed Local Development Plan. 
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3. Planning Context 

3.1 It is considered important to highlight certain aspects contained within the Officer's 
delegated report and, where necessary, touch upon the Development Plan and 
SPP as part of the overall context to the proposal. These being that: 

• The 'Planning History' notes that the Council granted planning permission 
on the site for: 

-  retail uses with flats above (in outline) in 2008 (2006/0868/TP); 

- Coffee shop drive thru and retention of existing Class 1 retail kiosk 
 (2011/0538/TP) in 2011; and 

-  Provision of Car Showroom and use of kiosk for Class 1 retail. 

 Further commentary regarding these applications will be made within our  
 'Grounds of Appeal' (GoA). 

• The report makes mention of two representations received and which note 
concern regarding odour and vermin linked to bins and that opening hours 
could give rise to anti-social behaviour.  

We would note that these comments are not available on the planning 
portal and, due to not being aware of the comments at the time, did not 
have the opportunity to respond to them. Setting that aside, the Case 
Officer has rightfully noted that these issues are controlled by separate 
Environmental Health legislation. 

• That the proposed use of the site for retail/commercial purposes is 
considered to be generally acceptable in principle. 

• That the use of the site for use classes 1,2 and 3 would not be considered 
to have a significant impact on the amenity of the adjacent residential 
properties given its location on this principal arterial route. 

• That should the application be approved the hours of operation/servicing 
can be conditioned. 

• Comments raised by the Roads Department are used in the reasons for 
refusal and relate to the consideration that there is insufficient car parking 
and health and safety concerns with regard to pedestrian access and 
servicing.  

 

Ferguson PlanningI T. 01835 822 716 I M. 07960003358 I W. fergusonplanning.co.uk  3 

 



 

• Outlines the issue touched upon early regarding overall development 
viability. That being that the parking and access requirements could not be 
met without re-design of the development which is likely to require 
significant reduction in the size of the development. 

• That it is agreed or accepted that the proposal represents a good re-use of 
the site, is in close proximity to transport nodes, has on-street parking 
available and the economic and environmental benefits are all noted. 
However, in their opinion, these do not outweigh pedestrian and road 
safety issues previously mentioned. 

• That the proposal raises no strategic issues in terms of the Glasgow and 
Clyde Valley Strategic Development Plan and therefore the local plan is 
the only relevant policy document. 

East Renfrewshire Local Plan (Adopted) 2011 & East 
Renfrewshire (Proposed) Local Development Plan (2015) 

3.2 Within the report of handling the Case Officer has focused the determination of the 
application on two policies. These being: Policies DM1 and D1 both entitled:  
'Detailed Guidance for all Development'.  

3.3 The two policies are largely the one and the same but just within the differing 
versions of the local plan. It should be noted that with regard to Policy DM1 the 
proposal actually adheres with thirteen of the fourteen indicators/criteria noted 
within this policy. 

3.4 It is considered the reason for refusal relates solely to criteria '7' which states: 

Meet the parking and access requirements of the Council and provide appropriate 
mitigation to minimise the impact of new development. 

3.5 The preamble to Policy D1 of the proposed plan differs from that contained within 
Policy DM1. Rather than being required to conform it notes that the criteria must be 
considered and where appropriate met. In some cases, where criteria have not 
been met, a written justification will be required to assist with the assessment. 

3.6 The proposed plan, which provides the latest thinking of the Council, appears to be 
less prescriptive and more aware that not all sites will be able to meet all the 
criteria exactly but nonetheless could be deemed acceptable. We believe this 
circumstance relates strongly to the subject site. 

3.7 It is noted that the Council accept that the proposal meets all other local plan 
policies asked of it. 

Ferguson PlanningI T. 01835 822 716 I M. 07960003358 I W. fergusonplanning.co.uk  4 

 



 

Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) 

3.8 SPP carries significant material weight and should be applied in conjunction with 
any review of the Development Plan. The national planning policy document has 
not been referenced within the officer's delegated report. 

3.9 A core policy principle is that SPP introduces a presumption in favour of 
development that contributes to sustainable development. It also seeks to ensure 
that flexibility is built into the system to accommodate changing circumstances and 
that allows the realisation of new opportunities. Significant weight is applied to the 
net economic benefit  of any proposed development. 

3.10 On transport matters SPP's aim is to promote development that maximises 
walking, cycling, public transport prior to the consideration of the private car. 
Developments nor the review of them by local authorities should be focused on 
strongly facilitating the private car but more on facilitating and promoting the 
sustainable modes of transport eg. walking/public transport. 

3.11 Maximum parking standards have been applied within the SPP but relate to 
developments of a larger scale than that proposed. The ethos, however, is thought 
to be still applicable. In other words those areas that are well served by sustainable 
transport modes, like the subject site, should be more restrictive on the 
requirement for parking so as  to reduce the reliance on the car and as part of 
promoting accessibility by bus, bicycle and walking. 
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4. Grounds of Appeal 

The Proposal 

4.1 The proposal is relatively straight forward in that it seeks to develop three modestly 
scaled commercial units to form a local neighbourhood centre on a longstanding 
vacant site and one which previously operated as a local convenience store as part 
the Petrol Filling Station operation. 

4.2 The current proposal would create up to 18 new jobs within Barrhead, redevelop a 
brownfield site and be in a highly accessible and sustainable location. The visual 
appearance and local environment will also be significantly enhanced.  

Reason for Refusal 

4.3 The main reasons for refusing the application have been outlined within Chapter 2. 
Our response to the reason for refusal together with the informative leading to the 
decision forms the 'Grounds of Appeal' which are listed below. 

Grounds of Appeal (GOA) 

GOA 1 

4.4 The planning application was supported by a Transport Assessment (Refer to Doc. 
5) undertaken by Sam Shortt Consulting. It outlined amongst other things that the 
site is currently derelict and previously accommodated a petrol filling station and 
local convenience store which would have generated a range of significant traffic 
movements and parking demands (on and off street). 

4.5 The location of the site within a suburban residential area close to the town centre 
accords with a range of Council transport policies, such as: 

•  Reducing the need to travel for goods particularly by car; 

•  Encouraging development in locations accessible on foot, by bicycle and  
  public transport;  and 

•  Social inclusion, providing accessible services to those without ready  
  access  to a private car. 
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4.6 The site is seen to have a significant “walk in” catchment from surrounding 
residential areas and would therefore provide a valuable service to the local 
community.  The site is also located on a key bus corridor.  

4.7 The proposed development is not car dependent and therefore the proposed level 
of car parking provision, discussed below, should be considered in this context.  
The number of parking spaces within this development exceeds the situation within 
many other urban retail/commercial developments across Scotland. 

Parking Provision 

Car Parking 

4.8 It is understood that East Renfrewshire Council makes use of the former 
Strathclyde Regional Council’s Roads Development Guide. This document is now 
15 years old and predates numerous reviews of the Development Plan which have 
been updated to reflect the relevant guidance contained within SPP.   

4.9 Section 7 para. 7.5.2 of the Guide states that : 

4.10 It should be noted that the proposed development area is approximately a quarter 
(c. 465 sq.m.) of the threshold quoted. Table 7.4 in the Development Guide sets 
out a range of parking standards for different development types.  The table 
indicates that four spaces per 100 sqm. GFA should be provided by Shopping 
Centres that are less than 500 sqm. which equates to the provision of 19 parking 
spaces.  It should again be noted that the development does not fall into the “Food 
Superstore” category in Table 7.4 that would require the provision of 24 spaces.   

4.11 Given the age of the guide, Table 7.4 does not differentiate between highly 
accessible, in terms of walk in catchment, access to public transport, etc. and less 
accessible sites as reviewed within SPP. We believe that the guidelines do not 
appropriately reflect modern transport policy and is not entirely consistent with SPP 
which seeks to reduce not increase car parking in inner urban areas.  

4.12 The subject site is highly accessible by sustainable means of transport and thus in 
a location that can be easily serviced other than by the private car. This then 
relates to an appropriate reduction in the need for car park spaces.  
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4.13 The proposal, when compared with the Councils guidelines shows a shortfall of 
some 5 spaces. A visit to the development site identified a number of on street 
parking opportunities nearby on Paisley Road and adjacent streets (see Fig. 1). 
The available spaces are well in excess of 5 and should therefore provide the 
necessary comfort should it be needed.   

          Figure 1: Paisley Road, On-Street Parking Opportunities 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.14 Given the above, it is clear that a balanced view, taking into account the highly 
sustainable location of the site, should be applied to the level of parking provision 
and which recognises that not all shopping facilities in towns like Barrhead are 
served by high levels of dedicated parking spaces.   

4.15 The proposed 14 parking spaces, we believe, acknowledges the following: 

• Various Council policy objectives to decrease car use and promote  
  development in locations that can be accessed on foot, by bicycle and by 
  public transport; 

• Parking opportunities are available nearby on street close to the   
  development site and which are well in excess of the shortfall; and  

• The development within close proximity of an extensive residential area  
  will attract significant walk in trade due to ease of movement. 
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4.16 The proposed car parking provision is therefore considered to be adequate and 
meaning that only 5 parking spaces would be needed along Paisley Road if 
applying the strict interpretation of the transport guidelines.   

4.17 There is obvious spare capacity for parking to take place in this suburban location 
without hindrance to neighbours or road health and safety. It is not unusual for 
shoppers to park on street in towns to walk to a range of facilities. 

Cycle Parking  

4.18 The proposal's cycle parking will be provided to Council standards. 

Pedestrian Access Strategy 

4.19 There will be inevitably be a mix of pedestrian and vehicle movements at the front 
of the development, however, vehicle speeds will be less than walking pace.  Also, 
this type of “shared space” arrangement is no different than existed when the site 
was previously occupied by a filling station and local convenience store.  Similarly 
many car parks involve a mix of vehicle and pedestrian movements so what is 
being proposed is no way abnormal or indeed any different to previous proposals 
permitted on the site.  

4.20 Unlike the previous garage forecourt use there will be well defined pedestrian 
footways within the development connecting the public footway on Paisley Road to 
the main shop entrances.  The LRB body has the remit to ensure appropriate 
pedestrian walkways are provided, by way of condition, and that ensures footpath 
provision between the front of the units and the public footpath is made (as 
indicated in Figure 2 below). 

Servicing Strategy 

4.21 The development will be serviced by 2 to 3 small transit type vans on a daily basis 
with their unloading being no more than 5 minutes. They would also be able to 
avail of the normal car parking spaces provided on site.  This level of traffic is 
immaterial in traffic engineering terms.  Small van drivers may prefer to park on the 
main road (see parking opportunities above) and then quickly drop off goods as 
they do on any shopping street.  This is actually occurring nearby with a number of 
existing retail outlets in the area. 
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4.22 One or two larger delivery vehicles may appear at other times of the week and 
again there are opportunities to park on street as identified above. Two options 
regarding the principle of a delivery layby position have been shown in Figure 2 
and which could be conditioned by the Local Review Body. The large deliveries 
would relate to the convenience store only with One Stop, as the end operator, 
being committed to making no large deliveries during the peak times at the local 
schools (eg.8.30-9am & 3-4pm). 

Figure 2: Loading Bay Options Plan 
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4.23  A more formal arrangement would involve the demarcation of a Loading Bay with 
specified operational times – again Loading Bays are not uncommon outside shops 
in towns.  A Loading Bay could be provided outside the adjacent Services Club, for 
example, which is mainly used in the evenings albeit Option 2 is thought best from 
a store operation perspective. The on-street deliveries via the larger delivery 
vehicles would be in situ for no more than 20 minutes. The bay could also be used 
once per week by refuse vehicles and these would only stop for 1 or 2 minutes.   

4.24 One Stop take Health and Safety very seriously. All delivery drivers are equipped 
with a unique risk assessment before departure for all of the stores that they are 
delivering to on any given day. Figure 3 provides an example to one similar to that 
at Barrhead. 

Figure 3: Delivery Risk Assessment Example 

 

4.25 It should be noted that the previous filling station including a “Londis” convenience 
store which would have attracted a range of deliveries and also refuse collection 
vehicles.  The scale of which is similar to the proposed convenience store but 
importantly previously only had 3 car park spaces serving it. Well below that now 
being proposed. 
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GOA 2 

Council Roads Service Response 

4.26 The Roads Service latest response does not take cognisance of the above 
observations which were set out in more detail in the Transport Statement (Doc. 5).  
The Roads Service response fails to acknowledge: 

• how the site accords with a range of Council and SPP policy objectives; 

• exaggerates a shortfall of only 5 on-site parking spaces and ignores the  
  availability of legitimate and immediately adjacent on street parking  
  opportunities; 

• fails to recognise that some of the users of the previous convenience  
  store will have undoubtedly parked (legitimately) on street when making  
  “pass by” purchases, particularly those driving out of town on the  
  opposite side of Paisley Road where there is a parking layby; 

• fails to acknowledge that the small number of future service vehicle  
  movements will be no different to the previous businesses.  In fact the  
  filling station itself will have attracted customers in vans and lorries as  
  well as large petrol tankers; and 

• sets aside the fact that there was a mix of service and customer traffic  
  within the site previously. 
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GOA 3 

4.27 The economic benefits of this proposal have not been adequately highlighted in the 
determination of this application. The proposal would create  up to 18 new jobs 
within Barrhead. The proposal will provide a much needed neighbourhood centre 
for the area and will complement and create linked shopping trips with Barrhead 
Town Centre which together represents significant inward economic investment.  

4.28 SPP indicates that local authorities and the planning system should seek to 
promote/approve proposals that increases economic activity and which are found 
to support sustainable development principles. The proposal adheres to this 
philosophy in full. 

4.29 We consider the proposal to comply with the majority of Policies DM1 and D1 and, 
due to the age of the transport guidelines together with reasons outlined in GOA 2 
and 3 is strong enough reasoning as to why the Roads Department's objection can 
be set aside on this occasion. 

GOA 4 

4.30 The Planning department has approved, on the subject site, the operation of a 
supermarket of some 279 sq.m. together with the provision of 7 residential flats. 
(ref.2006/0868/TP). This proposal is likely to be unable to meet the strict parking 
and servicing guidelines being enforced by the Roads Department. Indeed, on that 
occasion, the Planning Department set aside the Roads Department's objection 
and approved the application. 

4.31 The supermarket is largely identical to that forming part of this appeal with the 
difference then being that the current proposal for an nominal additional level of 
commercial floorspace of 185 sq.m., where as, the approved proposal, was for 7 
residential flats which would command at least one if not two parking space per 
Flat together with associated servicing, bin areas etc. 

4.32 We consider that our proposal is likely to have less car parking and related 
transport servicing pressures than application 2006/0868/TP which was approved 
by the planning department. 

4.33 Since that approval in 2008 the site was marketed with no end developer/user. 
Following that a further application was made and approved (2011/0538/TP) in 
2011. This time for a coffee drive thru outlet. While it fell outwith the application red 
line boundary the intention was to retain the former Londis Convenience store for 
similar operational purposes in the future. 
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4.34 Taking the site as a whole this proposal is largely therefore similar to that which 
forms this appeal. The difference being that the approved plan indicates the 
provision of c. 3 parking spaces as opposed to the proposed 14 in the current 
proposal. The Roads Department had no objection to the approved proposal.  

4.35 While it is appreciated that there was a condition on requiring further access and 
parking information to be provided the application was for a 'full' application and 
thus the information should have been made known at that stage. Again we are of 
the opinion that, if the strict parking and servicing guidelines where to be applied, it 
would render the proposal unviable and likely to have less parking provision than 
that within the appeal proposal. 

4.36 It is considered unreasonable to refuse the current proposal, which is broadly 
similar and which seeks to increase and regularise the parking and servicing on the 
site to a higher level than previous approvals and which includes additional 
facilities like cycle stands to encourage greater accessibility by modes other than 
the private car. 

GOA 5 

4.37 The Officer's report is somewhat light on the length of time this site has remained 
vacant. It has been marketed for over seven years with a number of previous 
applications never being implemented. As outlined previously the proposal requires 
to be of the nature and scale in order to make it financially viable. A smaller 
scheme would fail to meet this and the current developer interest would then cease 
to exist. The proposal represents the most sound development possible and one 
which would see the regeneration of the site in a very short period of time. 

GOA 6 

4.38 SPP is a clear material consideration in the determination of the application and 
provides significant weight. It strongly encourages the redevelopment of 
longstanding brownfield sites and which will create inward economic investment 
including job creation. SPP also seeks to promote development which encourages 
accessibility by modes of transport other than the private car. It promotes the 
application of maximum not minimum parking standards. Particularly when in 
locations that are easily accessible by bus, bike or on foot like the subject site.  
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GOA 7 

4.39 No statutory consultee other than the Roads Department has raised an objection to 
that proposed. Comments raised with regard to residential amenity can be 
addressed via way of Condition or by the relevant Environmental Health legislation. 
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5. Conclusion 

5.1 The proposed development is well located for the provision of a  local 
neighbourhood shopping centre and one which  will reduce the need to travel by 
less sustainable means. This attribute then means that the development accords 
with a wide range of East Renfrewshire planning policy objectives.   

5.2 The proposed development will be located on a brownfield site that previously 
generated a high level of vehicular movements and parking demands both on and 
off street throughout the day and into the evening. The proposal is considered a 
betterment to that what has gone before. 

5.3 The development viability of this site for a reduced scheme, which would be 
required,  in order to accord with the strict car parking/servicing guidelines is, in our 
opinion, not viable and has been borne out by the previous planning permissions 
never being built out. Beyond this the guidelines differ from the guidance contained 
within Scottish Planning Policy. 

5.4 The Planning Department have stated that proposal meets all other planning policy 
requirements asked of it. We refute the suggestion that the proposal gives rise to 
significant road health and safety issues. No solid evidence for this conclusion has 
ever been provided by the Roads Department. We believe that there has been a 
lack of strong material weight given to the regeneration of the site and the creation 
of up to 18 new jobs in the local economy which, as SPP alludes to, should be 
given top priority. 

5.5 Taking the 'Grounds of Appeal' noted within Chapter 4 we therefore respectively 
request that this appeal be allowed. 
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1. Application Form 
 
2. Location, Layout & Elevation Plans 
 
3. Planning Statement 
 
4. Update Letter 
 
5. Transport Assessment 
 
6. Road Department's Consultation 
 
7. Officer's Delegated Report  
 
8. Decision Notice 
 
9. LRB Form & Appeal Statement 
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