
Dear LRB Attendees, 
 
Further to the latest submission from the appellant dated 11 June 2024.  
 
I am pleased that Planning and Roads have reminded the LRB about key public safety 
concerns that are being caused at the top of Charlotte Street currently, and made worse 
should the LRB approve this appeal (24/0005/LRB).  The LRB's main concern must be for 
public safety.  The LRB should be concerned in particular for the safety of the children of 
Charlotte Street's Parklands School (who A&BC states require "additional support needs of a 
severe/complex nature") whose minibuses use the location in question to get to and from 
the school. 
 
Please consider my representations below. 

1.  
2. I respectfully suggest the LRB held on 16 May 2024 should be annulled because of a 

lack of due governance on several counts, and reconvened at a suitable date: 
a. Councillor Kieron Green did not declare his major conflict of interest as 

required in the Notice of Meeting Item 2  
b. Therefore, he should not have attended the LRB nevermind be chairing it 
c. Consequently, I would suggest, the LRB lasted a cursory few minutes 
d. Councillor Mark Irvine was co-opted onto the LRB at the last minute 

(sometime on the Tuesday for a Thursday 2pm meeting) and given a pack of 5 
documents containing 431 pages of detailed information, often referring to 
other documents, to consider 

e. Therefore, even if he was in a position to drop-everything, he had insufficient 
time to make a fully informed decision on the serious matters here of public 
safety, honesty and the law 

f. Mr Iain Jackson as Clerk of the LRB and or Mr Green failed to ensure even the 
most salient points about public safety and the law were tabled for discussion 



d. The first time I was aware of the submission made by the appellant on April 
10 was on May 9 when the LRB pack link was sent out 

e. As the appellant's April submission refers directly to my objections to 
23/01046/PP and its subsequent appeal, I would expect an equal right-of-
reply 

f. For what it is worth now, I would like my attachment to be considered at this 
stage by the LRB, as intimated by the senior committee assistant at the time 
of blocking it 

g. Whether it would have made any difference at the LRB we will never really 
know. 

4. Repeatedly moving the goalposts of argument being made in support for the so-
called widening the drive in 23/01046/PP and its subsequent appeal are 
unacceptable (as is inherently avoiding mentioning the unauthorised removal and 
relocation of said streetlight in December 2022 (as a pre-requisite to widen the 
drive), and its subsequent questionable commissioning in June 2023): 

a. The original argument was one of precedent of parking on the right-of-way 
over the verge but even the appellant's use of Google Maps Streetview 
showed that the appellant was the only household the length of Charlotte 
Street to be parking on the right-of-way across the verge: 

i. The Google Map photo used by the appellant, given on page-



d. And the goalposts have been moved yet again for the main argument now to 
be about parking on the road itself, as I am able to discern it, simply because 
there are no yellow lines or equivalent at the top of Charlotte Street:  

i. This defies Highway Code 243 about not parking at or within 10m of a 
junction, not parking across the entrance to a property, not parking 
anywhere that would prevent access for emergency services, not 
parking at the brow of a hill 

ii. This defies Highway Code 242 that "You MUST NOT leave your vehicle 



inconsiderate parking, reversing at and onto a junction, with the added loss 
of a streetlight at this dangerous corner 

f. Please note that the appellant had already applied successfully to convert an 
existing garage into a second kitchen for this 2-bedroom property so these 
parking issues are self-inflicted (22/00599/PP and 22/00600/LIB) 

g. In a further act of goalpost shifting, the appellant in section 3.15 in the 
appeal argues that the more dangerous you make something then the safer it 
will be...you go figure 

h. We simply have to add our loss of amenity from this unauthorised streetlight 
shining into our windows, to our loss of garden, and to our loss of our house 
name as the council will not act as they should in these matters 

i. But why is this unauthorised act, fundamental to accepting the appeal for 
23/01046/PP, being given the slopey-shoulder and silent-treatment by the 
council and now the LRB? 

6. Location, location, location and The Highway Code/Road Traffic Act (see 3d above): 

a. The location in question is quite unique 
b. It is un-pavemented with just grass verges on both sides of the street (a 

prime feature of Helensburgh's heritage, HCC) 
c. It is at the blind right-angled corner junction of Charlotte Street and East 

Rossdhu Drive 
d. This is not a simple widening of the drive as being portrayed 

i. It is a follow on from earlier planning applications to tar over the 
whole of the grass verge at this location for extra parking 
(22/00599/PP & 22/00600/LIB) 

ii. This too was refused, this too was ignored and this too was subject to 
enforcement notices 

iii. Even the goalposts of "widening" are being moved...wordsmithing to 
quite what I am no longer at all sure 

e. The Public Pack for this LRB mentions risk 144 times (only 3 of them from me) 
f. I ask that your main take-away on risk should be for the school minibuses of 

Charlotte Street's Parklands School that use this route, a route that you are 
being asked to make even more dangerous for no good reason caused by 
inconsiderate and self-inflicted parking issues, and to do nothing about the 
unauthorised streetlight removal which has reduced streetlighting at this 
dangerous location in the dark winter school months. 

 
I look forward to hearing from you regarding this appeal's outcome. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
Dr Robert Thomson 
 
 
PS Please see site photographs below taken on 13th June, 2024 



1. Essentially, the only difference to those on P424 of the Public Pack taken in March 
2024 is the addition of a skip  

2. Far from the appellant's claim that it would be an "unlikely event of a car being 
parked on the driveway", the time series of photos would indicate this is more the 
everyday parking regime in place for two vehicles 

3. Further, please see the hedging behind the gates which, I suggest, shows that the 
gates are permanently closed to vehicles so the parking regime on the verge as 


