
Eaglesham and Waterfoot Community Council  

Consultation Request Form Response  

 

Ref: (2017/0367/TP) 

 

Dear Sir, 

Thank you for your consulation request form dated the 14th of September 2017. The 
Community Council has carefully considered the proposal and received feedback 
from the local community as best able to within the timelines. We would like to make 
the following comments: 

1. The proposal is located on land which is within the established green belt and is in 
direct contradiction to Policy DM3 – ‘Green Belt and Countryside around Towns’ of 
the adopted East Renfrewshire Local Development Plan 2015. 

2. It is the communities view that the proposal would permanently change the 
character and setting of Waterfoot.  East Renfrewshire Council has already 
considered the importance of the Green Belt and has ensured a long term approach 
to directing housing developments to appropriate sites up to 2029.  The recent Main 
Issues Report (MIR) has yet again chosen not to identify the site for residential 
development. 
 
3. Contrary to the applicant’s statement, the Maidenhill development has now been 
consented and work is due to commence shortly. This decision further renders the 
application site as unrequired. 
 
4. I would wish to draw your attention to the fact that the Scottish Planning System is 
based on a plan-led format and this proposal undermines this fact.  The application 
is clearly premature as it has been made before the East Renfrewshire Local 
Development Plan 2 Main Issues Report has been through full examination.  The 
concern from the community is the applicant may appear to be bypassing the LDP 
process and therefore pre-empt the decision of both the Council and a Scottish 
Government Reporter.  
 
5. In the Scottish Government Reporter’s own words in 2015 when examining the 
current LDP the development would, “represent a significant intrusion into the 
green belt and a major change to the landscape setting of Waterfoot.”   “I do 
not accept that there is a shortfall that would justify further releases from the 
green belt; and even if there were, I do not consider that this site would rate a 
high priority in any additional allocations.”  The current LDP is up to date having 
been adopted in 2015. 
 
 



6. It is clear to us that approval of the site would place significant strain on already 
stretched infrastructure. Infrastructure improvements have been identified elsewhere 
to cope with planned increase in housing. 
 
7. If the landowner wish to deliver a community based centre for the village, the 
Community Council is more than happy to formulate a way in which this can be 
achieved without the erection of any houses. We would like to invite the landowners 
to meet with the community council to discuss this if agreeable. 
 
8. In terms of the new National Planning Framework 3, a sustainable site does not 
mean a village in the countryside.  This particular site is not readily served by high 
capacity, regular public transport. The nearest train station is in excess of 1.5 miles 
away. 

 
9. The Community Council would like to understand how the applicants worked out 
how a retail unit would be capable of generating 29 jobs. This figure is not supported 
by current data and is at odds with empirical evidence at much larger retail outlets. 
The Community Council are also concerned as to how it will work and who would be 
responsible for operating and maintaining any proposed community facility within 
current ERC/Govt regulations. 
 
10. The transport assessment states that there are 5 buses serving Waterfoot (4A, 
4B, 311, 395 and 396).  This is not accurate and may be misleading.  The 4A, 4B 
and 311 are effectively the same service which change destination at various times 
in the day, they do not all run at the same time. The same can be said for the 395 
and 396.  They operate on the same route.  One is the Uplawmoor-EK service the 
other the EK-Uplawmoor Service. 
 
11. Approval of this development would create amenity issues that currently do not 
exist.  The erection of a substantial number of houses would also in local opinion 
create conflict between new residents and the Linn Factory, given the number and 
size of HGVs and delivery vans accessing their site daily and the noise from 
operations within the factory.  

In summary, the Community Council is firm in its view that this proposal is 
significantly contrary to development plan policy. Furthermore, there are no other 
material considerations that in our opinion would justify approval. Eaglesham and 
Waterfoot Community Council would respectfully request that East Renfrewshire 
Council refuses planning permission. 

 

Yours Faithfully 

 
Thomas Henderson 
Chairperson 
EWCC	


