Appendix 2 - Schedule 4s
Issues 1 - 80

Issue 1

Policy 01 - Settlement Areas

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 01 Settlement Areas (Para 3.3, Pages 10,12)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Mairi Mcgregor (281)
Seil & Easdale Community Council (400)
RSPB Scotland (540)
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Scottish Water (1068)
Provision of the
development plan
Policy 01 - Settlement Areas
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Mairi Mcgregor (281)
• Settlement areas deny the opportunity for families to build on their family home e.g. farm or
Croft.
Seil and Easdale Community Council (400)
• Support this policy, the community wish to see development within existing settlements,
keeping villages separate thus avoiding ribbon development.
RSBP Scotland (540)
• We object to point two relating to redevelopment of a brownfield site, as this places very
little value on the biodiversity which brownfield sites can support.
NatureScot (SNH) 596
• The inclusion of European sites within Settlement Areas creates a policy tension, any
development outside existing curtilages of dwellings would result in habitat loss and other
development impacts. These possible effects have not been assessed as part of the HRA
Record accompanying the plan. To avoid this tension we recommend that settlement
boundaries be modified to avoid the overlap with European sites, and the policy amended to
make clear that development which may have an adverse effect on the integrity of a
European site will not be permitted.
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency(1038)
• We would like to see a statement in the policy wording highlighting the fact that for
development to be acceptable in any location either within or out with settlement areas,
this will have to be subject to robust environmental risk assessments such as flood risk, peat
management in the first instance.
Scottish Water(1068)

•

Scottish Water supports sustainable growth in existing settlements where additional
development can be more easily supported by existing infrastructure. Scottish Water also
understands the need to support development in more rural areas.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

•
•

•

Bullet point 2 should be removed or at least be amended to take into account of the
biodiversity these sites can support and that development will only be granted permission
after a proper assessment of the impact has been undertaken.(540)
The settlement boundaries of Portnahaven, Hynish, Claddach, and Balemartine should be
revised in order to exclude European sites, and the wording of policy 01 adjusted to make
clearer that development which would adversely effect the integrity of a European site will
not be permitted (596)
We would like to see a statement in the policy wording highlighting the fact that for
development to be acceptable in any location either within or out with settlement areas,
this will have to be subject to robust environmental risk assessments such as flood risk, peat
management in the first instance.(1038)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Mairi Mcgregor (281)
Monitoring of housing completions and assessments of housing need and demand indicate that
the vast majority of local people are able to have their housing requirements met in
settlements. Only a very small minority of local people have access to family farm or croft land.
The settlement strategy seeks to deliver sustainable levels of growth by steering the majority of
development in to our existing settlements as these are where most of our current
infrastructure, services, employment opportunities, housing and community facilities are to be
found. The plan also allows for development in the countryside, where this is sustainable and of
an appropriate scale, design, siting and use for its countryside location. The LDP 2 also
supports development directly supporting existing agricultural units on appropriate sites in
remote countryside areas.
RSBP Scotland (540)
The re-use of previously developed brownfield sites is a central tennent of Scottish Planning
Policy (CD XXX para 40). These are generally in more central, accessible locations, and already
served by existing infrastructure, the redevelopment of these areas also avoids loss of greenfield
land and the important functions such areas can provide for biodiversity and ecosystem
services. Policy 73 – Development Impacts on Habitats, Species and Biodiversity (paras 9.139.16, page 96-97) applies to all developments including that on brownfield sites and provides for
protection and enhancement of biodiversity.
NatureScot (SNH) 596
The settlement boundaries at Portnahaven, Claddach, Balemartine and Hynish remain unaltered
from the adopted Local Development Plan 2015 (CD XXX). The proposals maps show both the
settlement boundaries and those of sites which have been designated as of international
importance for nature conservation. Policy 74 of the Proposed Local Development Plan(CD XXX)
applies to Development Impact on sites of international importance throughout the plan area
and makes clear that development which would adversely affect the integrity of a European site
will not be permitted.

Scottish Environmental Protection Agency(1038)
Policy 01 requires any development within settlements to comply with all other relevant LDP2
policies; these include Policy 57 which relates to Risk Appraisals.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 2

Policy 02 – Outwith Settlement Areas

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 02 – Outwith Settlement Areas

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
David Eaglesham (50)
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) (136)
Fair Planning & Design (140)
Donna Bell (298)
RES Group (338)
Statkraft UK Limited (358)
South West Mull and Iona Development (SWMID) (388)
Seil & Easdale Community Council (400)
Louis-Peter Moll (475)
Beaton + McMurchy Architects Ltd (496)
Martin Caldwell (507)
Iona Community Council (532)
RSPB Scotland (540)
The Association for the Protection of Rural Scotland (549)
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
RES Group (623)
Scottish Power Renewables (626)
Scottish Hydro Electric Transmission plc (1005)
Argyll Estates (1031)
Julian Taylor (1036)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Coriolis Energy (1039)
Scottish Water (1068)
Provision of the
development plan
Spatial and Settlement Strategy
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):







Scales of appropriate development for business, industry, housing, retail, tourism and
other forms of development in the Countryside should be specified (50); (140)’
LVIA too onerous a requirement for housing in open countryside. (50); (140); (496);
(596);(1031)
In addition to LVIA other assessments may be required e.g. impacts on the historic
environment (136).
Out of town developments may be okay if sustainable (298)
Policy 02 should include renewable energy uses as acceptable in all three areas (338)
The presumption in favour of sustainable development should apply to both Countryside
and Remote Countryside Areas (358); (1039),




















The words “will only be acceptable” have negative connotations and should be replaced
with “be permitted” (388).
The policy should refer to the Councils aims of encouraging working age families to move
or remain here. Greater clarity on the interpretation of landscape and visual impacts
through design guides or examples of good practice should be provided. (507)
The designation of Countryside Area for large parts of Iona is too permissive, and does
not provide robust enough protection against inappropriate development. It needs to
be made clear what weight will be given to Local Landscape Area, and Local Nature
Conservation Sites or the boundaries of Remote Countryside and Countryside redefined
(532).
Concern over a flexible approach to development in the countryside as much of it is
important for biodiversity including supporting species linked to SPA/SAC. Considers
that areas of High Nature Value Countryside should be identified and that the
requirement that “there will be no unacceptable adverse effect either individually or
cumulatively on natural, built, and or cultural heritage resources…” should be applied to
all areas outwith settlements. (540)
Support for Policy 02 part C (549)
A brief definition of Countryside Area and Remote Countryside, together with the
mapping criteria used to differentiate them is recommended where these are first
mentioned in the plan, rather than relying on the glossary. (596)
Its important that the plan makes clear that the relevant policy requirements for
environmentally sensitive areas (e.g. HRA), are not overridden by Policy 02 stated
presumptions in favour of development. We do not think the caveats in the plan are
clear enough and recommend additional text be added to the policy. It would also be
helpful to point readers to the plans A1 maps which show mapping of European sites
along side Countryside Areas, it may also be worth considering the inclusion of a new
overview map of environmental sites which could have a bearing on development in the
Countryside zone – as per the map on page 29 of LDP1.(596)
In the Remote Countryside Areas environmental assessment in the absence of EIA should
go beyond just considering the issue of landscape.(596)
We are uncertain what “development required to manage and sustain the natural
heritage or access resources of the greenbelt” is, and suggest the purposes detailed in
para 52 of SPP may be more appropriate. (596)
The acceptability of renewable energy related development in Countryside Areas and the
Helensburgh and Lomond Greenbelt in addition to the Remote Countryside should be
acknowledged in Policy 02.(623); (626)
Electricity Grid Transmission lines to be referred to explicitly in Part B (1005)
In Rural Countryside what does development directly supporting mean (1031)
Introduce a presumption against development on very prominent sites such as skylines,
ridgelines, hilltops or in visually prominent locations. (1036)
In the policy include a statement requiring all development to be subject to robust
environmental risk assessments including flood risk, and peat management. (1038)
Support for policy (400); (475); (1068

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:



In part B of policy 02, add 'or other topic-based assessments' after 'through the
submission of a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment'.(136)



Amend Policy 02, Part A to:
1) remove the words 'as detailed in the relevant subject policies' OR provide
clarity on the respective scales of development within all LDP2 subject policies,
AND
2) Review the policy requirement obliging the submission of a formal LVIA in so many
cases. Perhaps by positively discriminating current ROA sites, or perhaps by allowing
Development Management planners the option to accept simple supporting statements
for straightforward sites and applications within the Countryside Area.(140)
 Delete the words "only be acceptable" from the first sentence of policy 02 and replace
with "be permitted" .(388)
 There should be an additional element added to the four qualifying elements for a
development outwith settlement areas. This should refer in some suitable way to how a
proposed development supports directly the Council goal of 'growing the economically
active population'.(507)
 It needs to be made clear what weight will be given to Local Landscape Area, and Local
Nature Conservation Sites or the boundaries of Remote Countryside and Countryside
redefined on Iona (532).
 Requests areas of High Nature Value Countryside should be identified and that the
requirement that “there will be no unacceptable adverse effect either individually or
cumulatively on natural, built, and or cultural heritage resources…” should be applied to
all areas outwith settlements. (540)
 Add text to Policy 02 to note that the “Countryside Areas, Remote Countryside and
Green Belt may overlap with various designated sites and also with Wild Land Areas, and
in all cases, development proposals will be subject to necessary assessments, including
Habitats Regulations Appraisal where required”. Add text to Policy 02 to point towards
the plan’s A1 maps, which show mapping of European sites. Consider the inclusion of a
new overview map of environmental sites that could have a bearing on development in
the countryside zones - as per the map on p29 of LDP1. (This could sit within Section 9 of
the LDP2.) At paragraph 3.2 change the phrase"non-environmentally protected
countryside" to "Countryside Areas".(596)
 Policy 02 should be amended to make it clear that subject to consideration against the
LDP2 Policy 30, renewable energy uses may be appropriate for defined Countryside
Areas, Remote Countryside Areas and the Helensburgh and Lomond
Greenbelt.(623);(626)
 Policy 02, Part A, should be revised to remove a fixed requirement for a LVIA in all open
Countryside areas, with the policy criteria instead requiring site setting and landscape
impact to be addressed in a Design Statement, except where significant impacts are
likely. The term 'LVIA' should be more clearly defined in the Glossary.(1031)
 Policy 02, Part B, should be revised to encourage appropriate rural development and
productive land use beyond telecommunications, communications and existing
uses.(1031)
 For increased clarity, SHE Transmission would welcome additional wording within Policy
02 which makes a specific reference to the requirement for electricity grid infrastructure
and an acknowledgement that this may need to be located across the Argyll and Bute
region, subject to accordance with other LDP2 polices. (1005)
 It is requested that the wording of Policy 02 is altered as follows. The existing wording is
in italics and the new wording is in italics and emboldened.
A – Countryside Areas

Within the Countryside Areas there is a presumption in favour of sustainable
development where this is of an appropriate scale, design, siting and use for its
countryside location, as detailed in the relevant subject policies and in Sustainable
Design Guidance 1 (September 2006) (or any proposed updated version of that). Very
prominent sites – Some areas are so prominent that any development at these
locations would have a major impact on Argyll and Bute’s landscape, and these are not
generally seen as suitable for any development. One such example is development that
skylines and any development on a ridgeline, hilltop, or in a visually prominent
location, will not be supported. All developments will require a Landscape and Visual
Impact Assessment demonstrating to the satisfaction of the Planning Authority, that the
proposal can be successfully integrated into its landscape setting ………….”(1036)


In the policy include a statement requiring all development to be subject to robust
environmental risk assessments including flood risk, and peat management. (1038)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

 The policy seeks to provide an over arching framework for the assessment of applications
within the countryside areas of Argyll and Bute. It should be read along with all other
relevant policies of the plan and this is made explicit in the Policy. These cover inter alia
design and siting, landscapes, nature conservation interests flood risk and protection of soil
and peat resources and the Policy explicitly states this. Other policies of the plan give more
detailed guidance on specific types of development such as business and industry, renewable
energy developments, and telecommunications.
 There is a general presumption in favour of all types of sustainable development within
Countryside Areas, this would include the provision of essential infrastructure including
electricity grid connections/improvements. It is not necessary to list all individual types of
development that are acceptable, and this would make the policy less clear not more.
In addition essential infrastructure is one of the limited types of development that is also
supported in Remote Countryside Areas and in the Helensburgh Greenbelt.
 It is not considered necessary to identify High Nature Value Countryside as a separate zone,
the plan at para 3.5 states that in those Countryside Areas where there are nature
conservation or landscape designations in place, proposals for development will have to
demonstrate that they are compatible with the designation interests. Non-environmentally
protected countryside corresponds with those areas where there are no designations, it is
considered appropriate to retain this phrase in order to make a distinction between those
Countryside Areas which also have nature conservation (including European Sites) or
landscape designations, and those which do not. European sites, national designations such
as SSSI as well as National Scenic Areas and Local Landscape Areas are shown on the Local
Development Plan 2 proposals maps. A technical note has also been prepared which
provides details of Local Nature Conservation Sites.
 Within the Remote Countryside, the policy provides support for specific categories of
development which are considered appropriate in these locations, including existing
recognised countryside uses, essential infrastructure, and renewable energy related projects,
subject to consistency with all other relevant policies of the plan.
 Renewable energy related projects require to be primarily assessed against Policy 30, most of
these will be located in the Remote Countryside area, whilst they may also be supported by
Policy 30 in the Countryside area and the Greenbelt, the majority of these two areas are

adjacent to settlements and form part of the “settled countryside” and form part of a “Group
2 area of significant protection”.(623);(626)
 In order to provide general support for development in the Countryside it is considered
appropriate to require applications to be accompanied by an LVIA, these are described in
the Glossary to the plan, and are widely used in development proposals. It is recognised that
it may be appropriate to refer to the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
as a related document after Policy 02, and also indicate that a technical note on
development in the countryside will be prepared by the Council and will set out in more
detail guidance on the content and style of LVIA that will be required to be carried out. It is
intended that this will be proportionate to the scale and sensitivity of proposals.

Conclusion
No changes to the Plan are considered necessary in response to these representations

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 3

Policy 03 – Simplified Planning Zones and Masterplan Consent Areas

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 03 – Simplified Planning Zones and
Masterplan Consent Areas (Written Statement
Paragraphs 3.28 – 3.36, Page 21-22)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Provision of the
development plan
Policy 03 – Simplified Planning Zones and Masterplan Consent Areas
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
• Objection to the creation of Simplified Planning Zones or Masterplan Consent Areas in Salen
and Lochgilphead. The objector has flood records and the SEPA Flood Maps identify areas
being at flood risk from coastal, fluvial and surface water. A flood risk assessment would
need to be undertaken for development in these areas and without planning permission
being required for development in these areas it is not clear how this requirement would be
implemented.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Not specified by the objector. The objection relates to the creation of Simplified Planning
Zones or Masterplan Consent Areas in two specific locations.
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

(1038)
• The Council has commenced the formal process of creating two Simplified Planning Zones,
one in Salen on the Isle Mull and the other in Lochgilphead. These processes are ongoing and
the SPZs have not yet been adopted.
• Policy 03 only relates to adopted Simplified Planning Zones or Masterplan Consent Areas and
aims to provide a level of safeguarding of the adopted schemes. Therefore the objection
relating to the creation of two specific SPZs which have not yet been adopted does not relate
to Policy 03.
• Matters relating to flood risk are being addressed within the individual SPZ processes in
consultation with SEPA.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 4

Policy 04 – Sustainable Development

Development Plan
Reference:

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Network Rail (46)
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) (136)
Fred. Olsen Renewables Ltd (164)
Scottish Renewables (382)
Stewart Noble (394)
Scottish Water (1068)
Provision of the
development plan
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Network Rail (46); Scottish Water (1068)
• Support for Policy
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) (136)
• Heritage assets such as battlefields, designed landscapes and buried archaeology are
often not considered to be covered by the term built environment.
Fred. Olsen Renewables Ltd (164)
• The policy should mention renewable energy generation and the role it can play in
moving to a low carbon economy and meeting the requirements of d).
Scottish Renewables (382)
• The policy should promote renewable heat technologies, co-location and renewable heat
networks, ground and water source heat pumps as well as air.
Stewart Noble (394)
• The objective of increasing population numbers is incompatible with sustainable
development.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

•
•

In Policy 04, replace 'built environment' with 'built and historic environment'. Replace
'built heritage resources' with 'cultural heritage resources' or 'built and cultural heritage
resources'.(136)
Include a requirement for renewable heat technologies and networks to be considered
within all new developments (287); (382),

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

• The policy on sustainable development is intended to be a strategic policy which applies to
all forms of development, it indicates the importance which the planning authority attaches

to sustainable development, and provides details of the general principles of sustainable
development which the planning authority will have regard to when determining
applications.
• More detail on the issues which the planning authority will consider development proposals
against, including whether or not the development can be considered “sustainable” are
included in the relevant subject policies. These subject policies include Policy 15 -Historic
Built Environment, Policy 19 – Scheduled Monuments, Policy 20 – Gardens and Designed
Landscapes, and Policy 21- Sites of Archaeological Importance.
• The need for new developments to consider the use of renewable sources of energy, is
referred to in part d) of Policy 04 with reference to reducing our carbon footprint, and
increasing energy efficiency, and Policy 09 – Sustainable Design also refers to utilising
renewable sources of energy. The LDP2 TN 12 Technical Note on Renewable Energy will also
provide further detail on renewable technologies such as solar panels, ground, water and air
source heat pumps as well as micro hydro and wind.
• The Local Development Plan is seeking to promote a more sustainable approach to
development. The Scottish Government and the Council recognise that the out migration of
young people from Argyll and Bute because of the lack of employment opportunities or
affordable homes to meet their needs means that communities become less and less
sustainable. A balance therefore has to be struck between environmental protection, using
finite resources carefully, sustaining existing communities and supporting the transition to a
lower carbon, lower environmental impact way of life which policy 04 seeks to promote.
No changes are considered necessary to Policy 04.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 05

Policy 05 - Design and Placemaking

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 05 - Design and Placemaking (Page 25)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Network Rail (46)
RES Group (338)
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
Lismore Community Trust (631)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Provision of the
development plan
High Quality Places
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Network Rail (46)
• Supports the policy as it is welcomed that the council recognises the links between
compatible land uses, connectivity and resource efficiency in placemaking.
RES Group (338)
• Considers that the policy does not apply to infrastructure associated with energy
generation which is instead covered by Policy 30.
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
• Feels that the use of “where possible” is not strong enough.
Lismore Community Trust (631)
• Would like to see reference made to the importance of retaining vernacular buildings
and more guidance on restorations and conversions with an emphasis on how quality
dwellinghouses can be achieved without demolition.
• Concerned that there is not reference to Argyll and Bute Design Guidance in Section 8.0
– Homes for People
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
• Feels that an additional bullet should be added in respect of the natural environment to
align with SPP paragraphs 36 to 57 to promote placemaking and create the opportunity
for environmental enhancements to be sought for development proposals.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Make it clear that the policy is not relevant to renewable energy applications (338)
• Use strengthened wording rather than “where possible” (596)

• Make reference to the importance of retaining vernacular buildings (631)
• Provide more guidance on restorations and conversions with an emphasis on how quality
dwellinghouses can be achieved without demolition (631)
• Add an additional bullet point: “ensure development protects and enhances the natural
environment such as watercourses, wetlands, natural habitats” (1038)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Scope of policy – renewable energy applications (338)
•

This policy is about the wider principles of place – it is considered that there is nothing in
this policy that is contrary to renewable energy applications. This policy is a broad policy
which requires a holistic understanding of place and sites and should not be excluded
from renewable energy applications. The policy contains the words “where possible” to
allow Development Management Planning Officers to assess which criteria to apply on a
case by case basis. No change proposed to the PLDP2.

Policy wording (596)

• The words “where possible” are required as development proposals, depending on the

size, type or location, it may not be possible to apply all of the placemaking criteria. It is
therefore considered that the wording of the policy allows Planning Officers sufficient
weight to refuse an application based on this, but allows flexibility where required. No
change proposed to the PLDP2.

Requested additions to policy (631) (1038)
•

•

•

In terms of vernacular buildings - the policy states that “where the site contains existing
buildings, structures and/or natural features that contribute to the character and
identity of the wider area, these should be retained and sensitively integrated into the
design unless it has been clearly demonstrated to the planning authority that it is not
practicable”. It is considered that vernacular buildings fall into this category.
Policy 11 – Design: Conversions and Change of Use within the PLDP2 (CD049 pages 3031) provides the overarching requirements in terms of restorations and conversions.
Further guidance can be found within Argyll and Bute Sustainable Design Guidance 3:
Working with Argyll and Bute’s built heritage (CD038) which is a material consideration
in the determining of planning applications. As referred to in paragraph 4.3 of the PLDP2
(page 25) it is anticipated that the design guidance will be consolidated and updated
during the plan period.
The policy states “where the site contains (…) natural features that contribute to the
character and integrity of the wider area these shall be retained and sensitively
integrated…” The policy also requires that “the siting and design should respond to the
natural environment in a sustainable manner”. It is not considered appropriate to
include specific examples here (such as watercourses, wetlands, natural habitats) as the
advice within paragraph 79 of Circular 6/2013 Development Planning (CD056) is that
LDPs should be concise. It is therefore considered that if detailed or worked examples
are required to provide additional detail to policy, these should be provided in additional

•

•

guidance. It is considered that this policy, combined with the other High Quality Places
policies in Chapter 4, do align with SPP (CD001) paragraphs 36-57. As the objector has
pointed out, conservation and enhancement of the natural environment is also ensured
through criterion (h) of Policy 4 – Sustainable Development within the PLDP2 (page 24).
The PLDP2 at para 1.11 contains a statement which explains that: “The LDP2 should be
read as a whole and applications for planning permission will be considered against all
relevant policies in the LDP2, together with associated Supplementary Guidance and
Technical Notes as appropriate.”
Taking into account the above no change is proposed to the PLDP2.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 6

Policy 06 - Green Infrastructure

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 06 - Green Infrastructure (Written
Statement Paragraphs 4.4 – 4.14, Page 26-27)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Woodland Trust Scotland (441)
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Provision of the
development plan
Policy 06 - Green Infrastructure – Policy and supporting text
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Woodland Trust Scotland (441)
• Request a commitment within the policy to ensure that developed land includes trees as part
of the high quality infrastructure.
• A target of 30% tree cover in new development should be set which is what the Woodland
Trust recommends in its Emergency Tree Plan.
• The policy should ensure a positive approach to habitat connectivity as well as ensure green
infrastructure is delivered in the right location, to the right scale and to the correct standards
of design and placemaking.
• This would be a planning approach for the nature and climate challenges that are faced.
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
• Policy 06 says that proposals should demonstrate “How the development contributes to
existing green networks – the linkage of the proposed green infrastructure for the
development to the existing wider green infrastructure”. Consideration is recommended of
including an undertaking to review the existing green network mapping. An effective review
would add value to the policy.
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
• Request that the policy title is changed to read “Blue-Green Infrastructure”. The policy
supports the use of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems as a water management tool to
contribute to green infrastructure. There are benefits in ensuring measures such as SUDS to
help with water management on sites and therefore the policy should actively seek blue
green infrastructure opportunities in development. They add value to developments and
create a wellbeing enhancing environment.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Ensure developed land includes trees as part of high quality green infrastructure. Set a target
of 30% tree canopy cover in new developments. Target green infrastructure through
mapping out where most benefits would be achieved for habitat connectivity.(441)
• Consider including an undertaking to review the existing green network mapping (596)
• Change the policy title to read “Blue-Green” infrastructure. The Policy should actively seek
blue green infrastructure opportunities within development. (1038)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

(440)
• Policy 06 sets out a requirement for the demonstration of how green infrastructure has been
integrated into the design of the proposal from the outset and sets out a range criteria that
should be demonstrated. The policy sets out a framework for ensure the provision of
appropriate green infrastructure across what will be a wide variety of proposals and whilst it
is recognised that trees can be an important part of green infrastructure and placemaking for
reasons including biodiversity, climate change and good design it is not considered
appropriate to specify a particular requirement for trees or percentage target for tree cover.
Each proposal subject to the policy would need to be assessed on its merits and as such tree
provision or an amount thereof may not be appropriate in certain situations.
• Paragraph 4.14 sets out that technical guidance will be produced as a tool for developers and
decision makers regarding green infrastructure proposals and it is considered that matters
relating to the importance of and potential contribution of trees is better contained within
this document rather than prescribed in the policy itself.
• It is considered that the matters of habitat connectivity (at paragraph 4.7 and 4th policy
bullet) is already embedded within the policy. Appropriate habitat connectivity can be
considered on a case by case basis and it is not considered necessary to map all such
potential opportunities.
• Policy 06 sets out the importance of ensuring the provision of green infrastructure from the
design outset and it is considered the overall aims and criteria of the policy does seek to
ensure that green infrastructure is delivered in the right location, to an appropriate scale and
to help provide high quality design and placemaking.
• On the basis of the above it is considered that no change to Proposed Local Development
Plan 2 is required.
(596)
• Mapping of Green Networks for the main towns of Campbeltown, Dunoon, Helensburgh,
Lochgilphead/Ardrishaig, Oban and Rothesay is contained within the adopted LDP
Supplementary Guidance SG LDP ENV 8 – Protection and Enhancement of Green Networks
(CD015, Pages 16-22).
• This mapping was subject to public consultation during 2015 prior to its adoption within the
finalised Supplementary Guidance.
• As set at out in PLDP2 paragraph 4.11 these Green Network maps will accompany LDP2 as
technical guidance (CD049, Page 26).
• Given that the maps were adopted in 2016 following public consultation it is considered that
they remain relevant and as such it is not considered necessary to formally commit to an
update of them within the LDP2 Written Statement, however, opportunity still remains to

review and potentially update the mapping during the plan period should it be considered
reasonable or necessary to do so. On this basis it is considered that no change to PLDP2 is
required.
(1038)
• Scottish Planning Policy consistently refers to “green infrastructure” throughout the
document, in particular throughout the “Maximising the Benefits of Green Infrastructure”
section (CD001, Pages 50-52). The SPP glossary definition for green infrastructure includes
‘blue’ water environment features (CD001, Page 72).
• The PLDP2 glossary uses the SPP definition (CD049, Page 127) and in paragraph 4.5 the
supporting text to Policy 06 also reflects the SPP definitions (CD049, Page 26).
• It is therefore considered that the inclusion of ‘blue’ features within green infrastructure is
already implicit within Policy 06 and that maintaining the title as “Green Infrastructure” will
help provide consistency of terminology between LDP2 and the current SPP.
• The 5th bullet to Policy 06 refers to water management and the integration of Sustainable
Drainage into multifunctional green infrastructure. There is specific reference to blue
features in the supporting text and as such it is considered that Policy 06 adequately covers
the potential to include such features within the green infrastructure design of proposed
developments. As set out above regarding explicit requirement for tree provision, it is not
considered appropriate to set out a specific requirements for blue features over and above
the integration of sustainable drainage as each development will require its own response.
• The technical guidance offers opportunity to provide further detail regarding the potential
contribution of blue infrastructure features.
• On the basis of the above it is not considered necessary to rename the policy title to include
the word blue and that potential for the provision of blue features within proposed green
infrastructure is adequately covered by Policy 06. It is therefore considered that no change to
PLDP2 is required.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 07

Policy 08 - Sustainable Siting

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 08 - Sustainable Siting (Pages 28-29)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Network Rail (46)
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) (136)
RES Group (338)
Innogy Renewables UK (483)
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (SPT) (499)
Provision of the
development plan
High Quality Places
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Network Rail (46)
• Supports the policy which aims to direct development to locations within easy access of
existing infrastructure and services.
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) (136)
• Considers that alongside the requirement to take flooding and wildlife habitats into
account when siting developments, reference should also be made to historic
environment factors.
RES Group (338)
• Considers that the policy does not apply to infrastructure associated with energy
generation which is instead covered by Policy 30.
Innogy Renewables UK (483)
• Feels that the requirement for development to be integrated into the landscape or
existing built form and the statement that hilltop, skyline or ridge development will be
resisted are at odds with wind farm developments.
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (SPT) (499)
• Supports the policy which aims to enhance existing communities and make the best use
of existing infrastructure and services.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Add the phrase “and the historic environment” after “wildlife habitats” in paragraph 4.20
(136)
• Make it clear that renewable energy applications, specifically wind farms are excluded from
this policy (338, 483)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Scope of policy – historic environment (136)
•

•
•

•

The historic environment is covered within paragraph 4.20 through the wording
“integrate sensitively with the landscape in a physical manner” and again within the
policy where it is required that developments are integrated into the existing built form,
and that the character of the area must be taken into account in terms of settlement
pattern, layout and density.
To specifically refer to the historic environment in these requirements would preclude
aspects of the built environment that are contemporary in nature
The final sentence of paragraph 4.20 is making reference to additional factors which are
detailed in other policy areas, outwith this High Quality Places section which is
considered to sufficiently cover the historic environment throughout the suite of
policies.
Taking into account the above, no change is proposed to the PLDP2.

Scope of policy – renewable energy applications (338) (483)
•

It is considered that some types of renewable energy applications will be required to
meet the criteria covered here, especially bullet point 6 which requires the most
effective siting in the landscape for the development. In terms of bullet point 1 which
requires the development to integrate into the landscape this is relevant to some types
of microrenewables such as solar panels. However the objection regarding hilltop,
skyline and ridge locations in terms of wind farms is accepted. It is proposed that the
words “other than in exceptional cases of locational operational need e.g. wind farms”
be added to the end of bullet point 1.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 08

Policy 09 - Sustainable Design

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 09 - Sustainable Design (Pages 29-30)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Helensburgh Community Council (92)
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) (136)
RES Group (338)
SSE Renewables (1019)
Provision of the
development plan
High Quality Places – Design and Placemaking
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Helensburgh Community Council (92)
• States that the 2015 LDP contains a comprehensive suite of policies on what constitutes
good design for buildings themselves and how they relate to their surroundings and feel
that these policies have not been carried forward into the proposed LDP2. Feel that the
proposed LDP2 will restrict and diminish design policies resulting in subjective
assessments and a patchwork quilt of design standards will follow.
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) (136)
• Supports the use and adaptation of historic buildings which is referred to in paragraph
4.24 and would like to see reference to their Managing Change guidance document on
this topic.
RES Group (338)
• Considers that the policy does not apply to infrastructure associated with energy
generation which is instead covered by Policy 30.
SSE Renewables (1019)
• Feels that the proposed LDP2 should highlight the opportunity for renewable heat
technologies to comply with changes to the Building Standards from 2024 and also as
they consider this is likely to be prominent in the emerging NPF4.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• 2015 LDP design policies be reviewed and updated for inclusion in the LDP2, which should be
done in partnership with the local community (92)
• At paragraph 4.24 add the sentence “when considering the adaptation of historic buildings,
advice and guidance can be found in “Managing Change in the Historic Environment: Use and
Adaptation of Listed Buildings”, published by Historic Environment Scotland (136)
• Make it clear that the policy is not relevant to renewable energy applications (338)

• Highlight the opportunity for renewable heat technologies (1019)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

2015 LDP Design Policies (92)
• In terms of design policies the 2015 LDP (CD010) contains the headline policy LDP 9 –
Development setting, layout and design (pages 48-50) and SG – sustainable siting and design
principles (CD015 pages 99-108). These policies have been developed and expanded upon
within the PLDP2 (CD049). This is far more comprehensive than previously and are:
o Policy 05 – design and placemaking (page 25)
o Policy 08 – sustainable siting (pages 28-29)
o Policy 09 – sustainable design (page 29)
o Policy 10 – design all development (pages 29-30)
o Policy 11 – design – conversions and change of use (pages 30-31)
o Policy 12 – shopfront design (pages 31-32)
• Additionally ABC has a suite of 4 sustainable design guides (CD036, CD037, CD038 and
CD039), published in 2006 which are a material consideration in determining planning
applications. As these are standalone technical guidance and not an integral part of any
particular LDP, these are still in place and should be updated during the plan period (this
being referred to in point 4.18 (page 28) of the PLDP2).
• Taking into account the above no change is proposed to the PLDP2.
Use and adaptation of buildings (136)
• The council appreciates that HES’s Managing Change (Use and Adaptation of Listed Buildings)
(CD052) provides excellent guidance in terms of the historic environment guidance but is not
appropriate for this section of the plan. The “Use and Adaptation of Listed Buildings”, as its
name suggests, focuses on listed buildings and the retention of these, whereas this policy is
about finding the most sustainable solution for a development in terms of embodied energy this may or may not require consideration of heritage factors. The Managing Change
guidance series is referenced in the built heritage section, where it is considered to be of
most relevance. The PLDP2 at para 1.11 (page 2) contains a statement which explains
that: “The LDP2 should be read as a whole and applications for planning permission will be
considered against all relevant policies in the LDP2, together with associated Supplementary
Guidance and Technical Notes as appropriate.” Therefore no change is proposed to the
PLDP2.
Scope of policy – renewable energy (338)
•
•

•

This policy seeks the utilisation of renewable sources of energy. Its application therefore
could be considered relevant to renewable energy applications.
Paragraph 4.23 (page 29) of the PLDP2 refers to the use of renewable sources in order to
reduce emissions and be carbon neutral. The policy requires consideration and possible
utilisation of Renewable Sources of Energy which would encompass renewable heat
technologies.
Taking account of the above no change is proposed to the PLDP2.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 09

Policy 10 - Design – All Development

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 10 - Design – All Development (Page 30)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
RES Group (338)
Brian Burnett (503)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Provision of the
development plan
High Quality Places
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
RES Group (338)
• Considers that the policy does not apply to infrastructure associated with energy
generation which is instead covered by Policy 30.
Brian Burnett (503)
• Feels that Policy 10 could be better worded to provide more clarity.
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
• Feel that the policy should include consideration of designing development to be flood
resilient and resistant.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Make it clear that the policy is not relevant to renewable energy applications (338)
• Better wording to provide more clarity (503)
• The policy should include consideration of designing developments to be flood resilient and
resistant in line with SEPA’s Planning Background Paper on Flood Risk which states that “to
reduce the vulnerability of buildings and their occupants/contents to flooding, proposed
developments in fluvial and coastal flood risk areas should incorporate the use of water
resilient or resistant materials and construction techniques” (1038)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Scope of policy – renewable energy applications (338)
•

It is accepted that the policy is not relevant to renewable energy applications. Therefore
it is proposed that the word “development” within the policy title as well as within the
first sentences of paragraph 4.27 and the policy itself, be changed to “buildings”.

Policy lacks clarity (503)
•

The party is not specific about the change they are actually seeking. Therefore no change is
proposed to the PLDP2.

Flood resilience (1038)
• Environmental considerations including flooding in the design process are covered within the
PLDP2 (CD049) under sustainable siting (paragraph 4.20 (page 28) and policy 08 (pages 2829)). Flooding is also covered at paragraph 7.36 of the PLDP2 which states that “flood risk
must be addressed by ensuring that new development is not placed in locations liable to
flood or otherwise exacerbate the potential for flood risk in other locations”. The PLDP2 at
para 1.11 (page 2) contains a statement which explains that: “The LDP2 should be read as a
whole and applications for planning permission will be considered against all relevant
policies in the LDP2, together with associated Supplementary Guidance and Technical Notes
as appropriate.” Furthermore, this policy requires that development must “demonstrate an
understanding of and appropriate response to the proposed development site and wider
context”. While flooding is not specifically mentioned within this policy it is considered that
fluvial and coastal flood risk areas would be incorporated in the understanding and
appropriate response to the site and wider context. It is not possible to detail every possible
constraint that may be determined from the site and context analysis. Taking into account
the above no change is proposed to the PLDP2.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 10

Policy 11 - Design – Conversions and Change of Use

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 11 - Design – Conversions and Change of
Use (Pages 30-31)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) (136)
Seil & Easdale Community Council (400)

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)

Provision of the
development plan
High Quality Places
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) (136)
• Feels that reference should specifically be made to HES’s guidance on this topic.
Seil & Easdale Community Council (400)
• Supports this policy to protect the overall heritage and character of areas not designated
as conservation areas.
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)

•

Feel that the policy should include consideration of designing development to be flood
resilient and resistant.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• At paragraph 4.28 add the sentence “when considering the adaptation of historic buildings,
advice and guidance can be found in “Managing Change in the Historic Environment: Use and
Adaptation of Listed Buildings”, published by Historic Environment Scotland (136)
• The policy should include consideration of designing developments to be flood resilient and
resistant in line with SEPA’s Planning Background Paper on Flood Risk which states that “to
reduce the vulnerability of buildings and their occupants/contents to flooding, proposed
developments in fluvial and coastal flood risk areas should incorporate the use of water
resilient or resistant materials and construction techniques” (1038)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Historic Buildings (136)
• The council appreciates that HES’s Managing Change (CD052) provides excellent guidance in
terms of the historic environment guidance but is not appropriate for this section of the plan.
The “Use and Adaptation of Listed Buildings”, as its name suggests, focuses on listed
buildings and the retention of these, whereas this policy is about design considerations. The

Managing Change guidance series is referenced in the built heritage section, where it is
considered to be of most relevance. The PLDP2 (CD049) at para 1.11 (page 2) contains a
statement which explains that: “The LDP2 should be read as a whole and applications for
planning permission will be considered against all relevant policies in the LDP2, together with
associated Supplementary Guidance and Technical Notes as appropriate.” Therefore no
change is proposed.
Flood resilience (1038)
• The policy clarifies that, in addition to the requirements of policy 10 of the PLDP2 (page 30)
which necessitates an understanding of the site and wider context (which would encompass
fluvial and coastal flood risk areas), proposals must be “capable of providing the proposed
use without substantial (…) alterations”. It is considered that if an analysis of the site and
wider context showed it to be a flood risk area and the building was not capable of providing
the proposed use within this flood risk area without substantial alterations, then it would not
meet the requirements of this policy. It is not possible to detail every possible constraint that
may be determined from the site and context analysis. However flooding is specifically
covered at paragraph 7.36 of the PLDP2 which states that “flood risk must be addressed by
ensuring that new development is not placed in locations liable to flood or otherwise
exacerbate the potential for flood risk in other locations” (page 81). The PLDP2 at para 1.11
(page 2) contains a statement which explains that: “The LDP2 should be read as a whole and
applications for planning permission will be considered against all relevant policies in the
LDP2, together with associated Supplementary Guidance and Technical Notes as
appropriate.” Taking into account the above no change is proposed.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 11

Policy 13 - Advertisements

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 13 – Advertisements (Pages 32-33)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Tracey Peedle (212)
Provision of the
development plan
High Quality Places
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Tracey Peedle (212)
• Brown signs are not feasible for small businesses as the cost of these is prohibitive
• Advance signage is to give motorists prior warning of something that is not yet visible so the
wording “not reasonably visible from the main road” is contradictory.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Amend policy to remove requirement for brown signs (212)
• Remove wording “not reasonably visible from any main road” (212)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Advertisements outwith the defined settlement boundaries (212)
• Part (b) of the policy clarifies that the requirement for tourist brown signs is only applicable
“outwith the LDP2 defined settlement boundaries”. This is in order to protect countryside
areas. In these locations the policy allows a degree of flexibility to be applied by the planning
authority as required if it can be shown that a brown sign is not a suitable first option.
• The wording also clarifies that as well as meeting part (a) of the policy, “advertisements will
be refused unless they are directional or advance warning signs for business or tourist
facilities that are not reasonably visible from any main road”. The party submitting this
representation appears to have misunderstood the wording of the policy which is referring
to the facility not being visible, rather than the signage. Therefore it is not considered that
the wording is contradictory.
• Taking into account the above, no change to the PLDP2 is required.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 12

Policy 15 - Supporting the Protection, Conservation and Enhancement
of Our Historic Built Environment

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 15 - Supporting the Protection,
Conservation and Enhancement of Our Historic
Built Environment (Pages 34-35)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Catherine Gillies (106)
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) (136)
RES Group (338)
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353)
Statkraft UK Limited (358)
Innogy Renewables UK (483)
Coriolis Energy (1039)
Provision of the
development plan
High Quality Places
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Catherine Gillies (106)
• In general supports the policy however fells that the policy would be improved by a
wider view of the benefits of preserving the historic environment in order to secure
funding and support higher investment and performance across the region.
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) (136)
• Feels that “integrity or special qualities” and “established character” are not defined in
the text or used elsewhere and for consistency and clarity terms given in national policy
and guidance should be used.
• Considers that paragraph 4.39 would be more balanced if it included a reference to how
the historic environment can contribute to sustainable development in line with both
climate considerations and economic challenges
RES Group (338)
• Feels that this policy sets the same tests for all aspects of built heritage regardless of
whether a development has a potential effect on a Scheduled Monument or a less
sensitive and less protected local built heritage asset. Considers that this policy is not
needed as it is unnecessary and duplicating as legislative protection exists for example
the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) (Scotland) Act 1997 and through
the SPP.
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353)
• Needs to be consistent and align with SPP which is precise in referring to “the historic
environment”
• Historic Environment Policy for Scotland was formally adopted on 1st May 2019

Statkraft UK Limited (358)
• Feels that the terms of the policy do not allow flexibility to permit development that
results in some degree of material harm to aspects of the historic built environment.
Innogy Renewables UK (483)
• Feels this policy does not conform to the SPP 137 due to the inclusion of the word
preserved.
Coriolis Energy (1039)
• Feels that the terms of the policy do not allow flexibility to permit development that
results in some degree of material harm to aspects of the historic built environment.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Include “strengthening communities and sense of place by providing a focus for local people
undertaking activities which (a) enhance their place and community identity within it (b)
brings more people together and supports community development (c) tackles isolation and
improves health and wellbeing (d) helps integrate long-term residents with new residents
through history and shared location (106)
• Replace “established character” with either “special characteristics” or “cultural significance”
(136)
• Replace “integrity or special qualities” with either “special characteristics” or “cultural
significance” (136)
• At paragraph 4.39, add the sentence “The Historic Environment should also have an
important part to play in creating sustainable economic, social and environmental
opportunities” (136)
• Delete policy (338)
• Be consistent and align with SPP which is precise in referring to “the historic environment”
(353)
• Historic Environment Policy for Scotland should be noted as being adopted in May 2019
(353)
• Address the policy to allow flexibility to permit development that results in some degree of
material harm to the historic built environment (358, 1039)
• Remove the word “preserved” (483)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Wider view of the benefits of preserving the historic environment (106) (136)
•

It is considered that the additional wording sought is outwith the scope of this policy as
these points are discussing the role of the historic environment within wider
placemaking. These aspects would be addressed through community plans, local place
plans or locality plans which are covered under policy 52 (page 78) of the PLDP2 (CD049).
The PLDP2 should be read as a whole and individual policies not considered in isolation,
as set out at paragraph 1.11 (page 2). In terms of the relationship with heritage funding,
grant funding and working with community groups are both included as key actions
underneath paragraph 4.39 (page 34) where the PLDP2 seeks to: “continue to seek
regeneration initiatives for our built heritage such as Conservation Area Regeneration

•

Schemes (CARS)” and “To work closely with, and support, other environmental bodies
and local community groups and Trusts to promote conservation of our built heritage”.
No change proposed to the PLDP2.
Paragraph 4.39 (page 34) includes the wording “is integral to creating successful places
and enabling positive change” as well as referring to NPF3 (CD020) and SPP’s (CD001)
recognition of its significance. The first two sentences of this paragraph already
encompass the general thrust of what the objector would like to see included. The
choice of wording in the final sentence is due to the increased awareness and
requirement to take into account climate change considerations such as the reduction of
targeted greenhouse gas emissions following the publication of the Climate Change
(Emissions Reductions Targets) (Scotland) Act 2019 (CD043). This has resulted in an
increase in demand for renewable energy including microrenewables and requirements
to sensitively improve traditional building envelopes in order to meet these
requirements. Whilst in some cases retention of aspects of the historic environment may
in itself have an important role to play in sustainable opportunities (in terms of
consideration of embodied energy), this must be weighed up in terms of the wider view
of climatic factors and economic realities. It is therefore considered that this statement is
balanced. No change is proposed to the PLDP2.

Clarity of terms and alignment with National policy (136) (353) (483)
•

•
•

•

•

It is considered that “established character” has broadly the same meaning as “special
characteristics” with the difference being that “established character” is holistic while
“special characteristics” are the individual aspects that led to its understanding and/or
designation. In some cases a development proposal may have a minor adverse effect on
one special characteristic but, taking a balanced view, is what is required to protect,
preserve, conserve or enhance the overall established character.
The second bullet point considers not only the overall integrity, but also individual
qualities or characteristics to protect these as required, requiring an analysis of both the
macro and micro effects of cumulative development.
The terms “built heritage” and “built environment” were used rather than “historic
environment” due to the inclusion of modern buildings or elements within such
designations, for example conservation areas are areas of the built environment that
comprise historic assets but also modern buildings which are now part of their overall
character, and similarly, listed buildings feature contemporary additions. The criteria for
designating some of these assets is not only on historic factors, for example Gardens and
Designed Landscapes are designated under various criteria, as are listed buildings.
Whilst SPP (CD001) paragraph 137 only uses the words “protected”, “conserved” and
“enhanced” it should be noted that this LDP headline policy pulls together general
requirements for all types of heritage assets. Policy 21 of the PLDP2 (Sites of
Archaeological Importance”) (pages 39-40) requires the “preservation” of assets. It is
therefore considered essential to retain the word “preserve” within this policy. It should
be further noted that while the SPP omits the word “preserve” in paragraph 137, it is
used in relation to heritage assets as paragraphs 142, 143, 150 and 151. The word
“preserve” is therefore in accordance with the SPP.
Taking into account the above it is considered that no changes are required, however if
the Reporter is so minded to change “established character” and “special qualities” to
“special characteristics” we would have no objection. Further, if the Reporter is so

minded to change “built heritage” and “built environment” to “historic environment” in
order to align with the SPP we would have no objection to this.
Scope of policy (338) (358) (1039)
•
•

•

This policy also allows weight to be given to the protection of undesignated assets and
war memorials. Policies 16-21 (pages 35-40) of the PLDP2 provide additional detail
relevant to specific designations.
It is considered that this policy has a degree of flexibility in allowing sustainable
development as long as, at the very least, the character is conserved. This therefore does
allow development but protects from material harm which would be considered to be
unacceptable.
Taking into account the above it is therefore considered that this policy is needed and
should not be deleted. It is also considered that to allow material harm would be
contrary to the aims of the policy. No change proposed.

Accuracy of reference documents (353)
•

The webpage includes the date published as 05 April 2019.
https://www.historicenvironment.scot/archives-andresearch/publications/publication/?publicationId=1bcfa7b1-28fb-4d4b-b1e6aa2500f942e7 [date accessed 20th November 2020] (CD055). No change is proposed to
the PLDP2.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 13

Policy 16 - Listed Buildings

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 16 – Listed Buildings (Pages 35 – 36)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Brian Burnett (503)
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) (136)
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353)
Provision of the
development plan
High Quality Places
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Brian Burnett (503)
• Supports policy but questions whether there should be anything added about change of use
of listed buildings
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) (136)
• Believes that Part A criterion of proposals being “essential to securing the appropriate use of
the Listed Building” is only relevant where a listed building does not have a current use.
Some changes may be acceptable or desirable but not essential which contribute to its long
term survival.
• Part B does not include a criterion to allow demolition of a listed building that is no longer of
special interest.
• Feels that paragraph 4.41, which identifies listed buildings’ role in the enjoyment of the
wider environment and to act as a medium for education, economic development,
recreation and tourism, requires to also make clear that they should be protected in their
own right in line with local and national policy.
• Feels that the wording of paragraph 4.43 is not up to date with the Planning (Listed Building
Consent and Conservation Area Consent Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2015 as it is now
necessary to consult HES on applications for A and B listed buildings and where the planning
authority is the applicant, before the planning authority comes to a view on whether or not it
is minded to grant consent.
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353)
• The legal requirements to notify Historic Environment Scotland prior to demolition of a listed
building are referred to in section 4.44 but not included in the actual policy.
• Considers that section 4.44 preceding the actual policy is out of sequence.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Add something about change of use (503)
• Change “will only be supported when it meets ALL of the following criteria” to “will only be
supported when it meets at least one of the following criteria” (136)
• Add a further bullet point to allow for instances where a building is no longer of special
interest (136)
• At paragraph 4.41 add the opening sentence “Listed buildings are recognised for their special
architectural or historic interest” (136)
• At paragraph 4.43 delete the sentence “in the event of the planning authority being minded
to grant listed building consent for works affecting a category A or B listed building, or for a
proposal by the planning authority itself, it will consult with Historic Environment Scotland at
an early stage” and replace with “Historic Environment Scotland will be consulted on
planning applications that would affect a category A listed building or its setting, and on
applications for listed building consent for works to category A and B listed buildings, or for a
proposal by the planning authority itself affecting a listed building of any category” (136)
• Add the following to the first sentence of section 4.44: “to allow for adequate recording of
the listed building and its features and context” (353)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Change of use (503)
• The policy requires that proposals are essential to securing an appropriate use. Further detail

on change of use is covered in PLDP2 (CD049) policy 11 – Design: Conversions and Change of
Use (pages 30-31) which covers all buildings, historic or otherwise, and designated or not.
The PLDP2 at para 1.11 (page 2) contains a statement which explains that: “The LDP2 should
be read as a whole and applications for planning permission will be considered against all
relevant policies in the LDP2, together with associated Supplementary Guidance and
Technical Notes as appropriate.” Therefore no changes are proposed to the PLDP2.

Appropriate use of listed building (136)
• It is considered that an appropriate use of the building does not only apply to a case where a
listed building does not have a current use, but applies in all cases, which includes when a
change of use is being considered or continuation of the current use. This criterion has been
included in recognition that some changes may be required over time as the way buildings
are used evolves and changes but seeks to allow these changes to be balanced with the
desire to protect “any association and special meaning that the building has”, which is
recognised in Historic Environment Scotland’s Managing Change guidance “Use and
Adaptation of Listed Buildings” (CD052) as being part of a listed building’s intangible value
(page 6).
• If the policy wording were changed to “at least one of the following criteria” there would be
scope to approve an application solely on the criterion of securing an appropriate use
without consideration of the criteria regarding respect of the original structure and
compliance with national policy, which could result in developments which have an
unacceptable negative impact on the listed building.
• Taking into account the above, no change is proposed to the PLDP2.

No longer of special interest (136)
• In April 2019 Historic Environment Scotland published Managing Change guidance on
Demolition of Listed Buildings (CD040) which states in relation to a building no longer being
of special interest, “where the case for demolition rests on this factor, owners should ask us
to review the listing to determine if a building is still of special architectural or historic
interest. This review should happen before an application for demolition is submitted” (page
6). Under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Area) (Scotland) Act 1997 (CD035)
as amended by the Historic Environment Act 2014 (CD041), Historic Environment Scotland
are the body responsible for compiling lists of buildings. It is therefore considered that
determination of whether a building is no longer of special interest is for Historic
Environment Scotland, not the planning authority, to determine. If the building is
determined as no longer being of special interest, then it is no longer a listed building and as
such Policy 16 would not apply. Therefore no change is proposed to the PLDP2.
Special architectural or historic interest (136)
• The PLDP2 glossary on page 128 defines listed buildings as “buildings which are statutorily
protected (currently under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) (Scotland)
Act 1997) as buildings of special architectural or historic interest…”. It is not considered
necessary to repeat the definition from statutory legislation within the policy. Paragraph 4.41
is expanding upon their statutory definition by clarifying their importance within the wider
planning context. Therefore no change is proposed however the council would have no
objection to the repetition of the statutory definition within paragraph 4.41 if the Reporter
was so minded.
Consultation with Historic Environment Scotland (136)
• The council accepts that the wording has not been updated in line with the Planning (Listed
Building Consent and Conservation Area Consent Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2015
(CD042) and therefore would have no objection to changing the wording to “Historic
Environment Scotland will be consulted on planning applications that would affect a category
A listed building or its setting, and on applications for listed building consent for works to
category A and B listed buildings, or for a proposal by the planning authority itself affecting a
listed building of any category”.
Legal requirements (353)
• Section 4.44 is part of the explanatory notes setting the context to the subsequent policy as
per the format throughout the whole LDP2. It is therefore not considered that this is out of
sequence.
• It is not considered necessary to repeat legislation within LDP policy.
• The additional wording proposed is not considered necessary however if the Reporter was so
minded then the words “to allow for adequate recording of the listed building and its
features and context” could be added to the first sentence of section 4.44.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 14

Policy 17 - Conservation Areas

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 17 - Conservation Areas (Pages 36-37)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Seil & Easdale Community Council (400)
Innogy Renewables UK (483)
Provision of the
development plan
High Quality Places – Built Heritage
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Seil & Easdale Community Council (400)
• Supports the policy due to the importance of conservation areas and feel that all
conservation areas should have a current Appraisal and Management Plan in place at all
times.
Innogy Renewables UK (483)
• Considers that the wording of the policy is not in line with the SPP 143.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Conservation Area Appraisals and Management Plans be driven forward and finalised for all
conservation areas (400)
• The words “protect” and “conserve” should be deleted and replaced with “preserve” and
“enhance” (483)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Conservation Area Appraisals and Management Plans (400)
• A programme of Appraisals and Management Plans is ongoing and is included as a key action
within the Built Heritage introduction on page 34 of the PLDP2 (CD049). No change is
proposed within the PDLP2.
Clarity of terms and alignment with National policy (483)
•

The policy currently reads “there is a presumption against development that does not
protect, conserve or enhance…” SPP (CD001) paragraph 143, and indeed the Planning
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas (Scotland) Act 1997 (CD035), refer to
“preserve” rather than “protect” or “conserve”. It is, however, understood that the word
“preserve” means to maintain something in its original or existing state whereas

“conserve” and “protect” have similar meanings keeping something safe from harm. It is
considered that “protect” and “conserve” allow development in these areas while
allowing appropriate development – “protect” may be the secondary effect on an
additional aspect, e.g. an interior being protected from harm by allowing development
which improves physical protection of the fabric; “conserve” may be the wider integrity
or character is still protected. Furthermore, whilst paragraph 143 of the SPP refers to
“preserve”, it should be noted that paragraph 137 of the SPP, which refers to heritage
assets in general, uses “protected, conserved or enhanced”. No change is proposed
within the PLDP2.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 15

Policy 20 - Gardens and Designed Landscapes

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 20 - Gardens and Designed Landscapes
(Page 39)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) (136)
Innogy Renewables UK (483)
Provision of the
development plan
High Quality Places – Built Heritage
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) (136)
• The policy refers to special interest in terms of archaeological, historical or botanical
interest however when considering a garden and designed landscape for inclusion in the
inventory Historic Environment Scotland considers their cultural significance in terms of
artistic, historic, horticultural, architectural, archaeological, scenic and nature
conservation which may not be reflected by the interests listed in the policy.
Innogy Renewables (483)
• Feels that the policy wording does not conform to that of the SPP.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Replace “special interest” with “cultural significance” (136)
• Replace “archaeological, historical or botanical” with “artistic, historic, horticultural,
architectural, archaeological, scenic or nature conservation” (136)
• Amend wording to “protect and, where appropriate, seek to enhance gardens and designed
landscapes included in the Inventory of Gardens and Designed Landscapes and designed
landscapes of regional and local importance” (483)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Clarity of terms and alignment with National policy (136) (483)
•

It is considered that the term “special interest”, as used in the draft policy wording, is a
more widely understood term which covers the proposed wording of “cultural
significance” as well as more, for example scenic or nature conservation issues would not
generally be considered to be “cultural significance” yet these are part of the criteria for
which a GDL could be designated (CD034 Historic Environment Scotland – Designation
Policy and Selection Guidance page 16). The definition within Section 32A of the Ancient
Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979 (CD033) requires these to be of national

•

•

importance and to have been laid out for artistic effect and does not mention “cultural
significance”. The more general term of “special interest” is therefore considered to be
in accordance with the 1979 Act. No change proposed to the PLDP2.
Section 32A of the 1979 Act (CD033) sets out that “gardens and designed landscapes are
to grounds which have been laid out for artistic effect”. Historic Environment Scotland’s
“Designation Policy and Selection Guidance” was published in April 2019 (CD034)
subsequent to the PLDP2 policy being drafted which is why the criteria included in this
guidance (pages 14-16) have not been transferred into this policy. Whilst it is considered
that the requested criteria have been covered within the three bullet points of this
policy, and that nature conservation is generally an interest of SNH rather than HES for
designation purposes, Argyll and Bute Council would propose that the first bullet point
be amended as suggested by the objector.
The proposed amended wording seeks to ad reference to designed landscapes of
regional and local importance. Any designed landscapes which are of local or regional
importance and therefore not formally designated as Gardens and Designed Landscapes
are covered within the policy through the inclusion of the sentence “or otherwise
deemed to be of significant value”. The proposed amended wording also seeks to
replace “protect, conserve and enhance” with “protect and enhance” only. While SPP
(CD001) paragraph 148 refers only to “protect” and “enhance”, SPP paragraph 137 which
covers heritage assets in general requires that the special characteristics be “protected,
conserved or enhanced”. The policy therefore already meets the objector’s suggestion of
the inclusion of such assets of regional or local importance as well as conforming to the
SPP. No change proposed to the PLDP2.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 16

Map 38 – Sandbank South

Development Plan
Reference:

Proposals Maps Bute and Cowal, Map 38

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
L Perrett (374)
Provision of the
development plan
Proposals Maps
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
L Perrett (374)
• Adams Cave (Scheduled Monument) and the Heritage Trail with a Neolithic site are not
shown on Map 38 Sandbank South
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Amend Map 38 Sandbank South to include Adam’s Cave and the Heritage Trail with Neolithic
site
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

•

•

•

Any historic sites shown in the map books are on the background OS mapping, not the
PLDP2 map layers. The background OS mapping shows Adams Cave on Map 38 as
“Chambered Cairn”. Scheduled Monuments (and Listed Buildings) are not shown in the
PLDP2 map books due to the scale however these are all included in the Planning Portal
online mapping system so Development Management Planning Officers are aware of
such when assessing applications. These layers are published by Historic Environment
Scotland.
Ardnadam Heritage Trail is a core path (C211(c)) which again is shown on the Planning
Portal mapping. Again the core paths are not shown in the PDLP2 map books due to
scale. All core paths are available to view in the Argyll and Bute Core Paths Plan 2015
(CD054).
Taking into account the above, no change is proposed to the PDLP2.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 17

Policy 22 - Economic Development

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 22 Economic Development, Chap 5, Paras
5.1 – 5.9 pp41 - 46

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
John Morrison (40)
Sue Rule (224)
Statkraft UK Ltd (358)
Scottish Forestry (375)
NFU Scotland (401)
Scottish Enterprise (1024)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Coriolis Energy (1039)
Scottish Water (1068)
Provision of the
development plan
Diverse and Sustainable Economy
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Scottish Enterprise (1024)
 Support economic strategy. Seek further integration of the Regional Growth Deal in the
LDP2.
SEPA (1038)
 It is important to note that the use of brownfield over greenfield lands will be subject to
satisfactory environmental assessments including for example flood risk assessments,
which will then determine the suitability of land for appropriate development and if
suitable subject to necessary mitigation measures.
Coriolis Energy (1039)
 Expand section 5.2 to recognise potential scale of onshore wind and supply chain.
Responding positively to economic issues and appropriate weight to next economic
benefits should apply to the whole of the Countryside Area within Argyll and Bute. There
should be explicit recognition that the key sector that can deliver substantive inward
investment and local supply chain and therefore local economic opportunities, is going
to be the renewable energy sector. This should be acknowledged in LDP2.
Statkraft UK Ltd (358); Coriolis Energy (1039)
 The defined ‘Economically Fragile Areas’ which include a number of the islands but also the
large landward area west of Lochgilphead and Ardrishaig, and also the substantial land area on
the east coast of Loch Fyne extending to Sandbank on the east of the Council area, it would seem
that the aim and approach (as set out in Table 1) is that there should be a positive response to
economic issues, challenges and opportunities and the main action seems to be “giving due



weight to the net economic benefit of proposed development to deliver a more flexible
approach”. However, attributing due weight to net economic benefit should be a standard
approach in any planning determination (at the present time), not a special measure for the
defined Economically Fragile Areas. It is recommended that the approach of responding
positively to economic issues, challenges and opportunities, as well as giving appropriate weight
to net economic benefits, should apply to the whole of the Countryside Area within Argyll and
Bute.
Moreover, given what LDP2 says in relation to climate change and the drive to a low-carbon
economy, there should be explicit recognition that the key sector that can deliver substantive
inward investment and local supply chain and therefore local economic opportunities, is going to
be the renewable energy sector. This should be acknowledged in LDP2.

Scottish Water (1068)
 Scottish Water would ask that Argyll & Bute Council and Developers continue to engage
with Scottish Water as early as possible so that the capacity availability can be assessed.
Sue Rule (224)
 Planning and support for new and existing business development needs to give much
more consideration to long term impact. For instance: I see no reference to encouraging
remote communities to explore sharing rather than traditional commercial exchanges of
value, yet this is a model much better suited to remote locations and could easily work.
Question understanding of the word sustainability.
Scottish Forestry (375)
 Scottish Forestry support inclusion of forestry as a priority sector
John Morrison (40)
 One size does not fit all and Argyll and Bute certainly falls into that category with all its
outlying Islands of which Coll is one.
NFU Scotland (401)Policy 22
 “Policy 22 B ii) On infill, rounding off and redevelopment sites within the Countryside Area
ensure developments: …b) in the case of industrial development, are situated in nonresidential locations i.e. locations where residential use does not predominate, including
mixed use areas;” NFU Scotland have concerns that this policy could disadvantage a
farmer or land owner who wanted to diversify and make use of redundant farm buildings
that may be located adjacent, or close to, a farm house. NFU Scotland would not want to
see this policy preventing a farmer from maximising their assets by establishing a
diversified farm business adjacent to a farm house. E.g. smokery or microbrewery, which
could be construed as 'industrial'.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:





Further integration of Rural Growth Deal (1024)
Expand section 5.2 to recognise potential scale of onshore wind and supply chain. (1039)
Recognition of the outlined scenario in relation to farm diversification needs to be
incorporated into the wording in section B ii) b of Policy 22. (401)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:





Rural Growth Deal (1024)
At the time of drafting the PLDP2 the Rural Growth Deal for Argyll and Bute was still in its
early bid stages and had not been confirmed. As such, the contents were in embryonic
form. Notwithstanding this the Rural Growth Deal is designed to assist delivery of many
of the projects within the PLDP2. In essence it is the Rural Growth Deal which will largely
support delivery of the PLDP2 strategy by levering in and focusing investment in many of
the already identified areas of need. For example, Helensburgh and Lomond Growth
corridor will receive investment to assist to the development of key training and
educational facilities to assist maximisation of local benefit from the significant
development of the workforce at HMNB Clyde Strategic Economic Investment Location
(SEIL); the Tobermory – Dalmally Growth corridor will receive investment to improve
education facilities at the Scottish Association for Marine Science (SAMS) International
Seaweed and Shellfish Industry R&D Centre within the Dunbeg SEIL to create a platform
for industrial innovation that will allow a direct commercialisation of the world leading
research expertise at SAMS and to catalyse growth in the region’s high value seaweed
and shellfish industries and Argyll College UHI Marine Industry Training Centre to provide
the skills, education and training needs to support the current and future demands for
the marine industry (Key Growth Sector) in Argyll and Bute; supporting work-based
learning and vocational training, and providing workforce pathways from school to
employment, complementing the education provision at SAMS, UHI, and the University
of Stirling.
These are just two examples of a wide ranging £50m Rural Growth deal whose Heads of
Terms where agreed in January 2021. Detailed business cases will now needed to be
worked up to confirm exact details and areas of investments, but all of the investments
will help to achieve the overall strategy of the PLDP2. As such it is not felt that there it is
necessary at this stage to amend the PLDP2. The Action Programme does provide an
opportunity to highlight integration between PLDP2 and the Rural Growth Deal (CDXXX
and CDXXX).

Brownfield Land Environmental Assessment (1038)


The Council acknowledge SEPAs comments regarding brownfield land and is confident
that the policy framework set out in the PLDP2, and consulted on with SEPA and other
key agencies, is more than adequate to ensure further detailed analysis of proposed
developments on brownfield sites as is required, and where appropriate to require
avoidance, minimisation or mitigation of any adverse environmental impacts, including
Policy 55 Flooding.

Renewable Energy Industries (358); (1039)
 The importance of the renewables industry is identified in para. 5.3 which states
“The important role played by windfall development to support the economy of our rural and
island areas is recognised. This is due in part to the nature of many industries in Argyll and Bute,
which are closely related to a natural or localised resource e.g. aquaculture, renewables,
distilleries, tourism and in part due to the nature of our remote rural area.” Para 5.5 of the
PLDP2 states the Council will take a “…flexible approach to economic development proposals, in
particular in the Economically Fragile Areas, Regeneration Areas and Growth Areas by taking net
economic benefit into account.” Importantly this sentence states particularly not exclusively in
these areas. This point is reinforced by Policy 22 criteria B Windfall and Business Development:

iii) b), stating that in the open countryside industrial and business will be resisted except where
the applicant can demonstrate a clear operational need for a specific location to the satisfaction
of the planning authority.


Furthermore, para. 5.27 states “As Scotland’s second largest local authority area Argyll
and Bute has a comprehensive and diverse mix of potential renewable energy generation
opportunities including on shore wind, hydro, mini hydro, solar, and biomass; with
further potential (tidal, off shore wind and wave) in the marine environment. The
Council recognises that Argyll and Bute can continue to make a significant contribution
towards meeting the Scottish Government’s targets for renewable energy generation.
These targets are important given the compelling need to secure more sustainable forms
of energy production in order to reduce our carbon footprint.” Para. 5.28 goes on “The
Council will seek to ensure that the renewable energy industry plays an important role in
developing our local economy and will encourage initiatives that promote local
procurement, recruitment and training opportunities associated with all proposed new
renewable energy projects…” For further comments regarding Economically Fragile
Areas see Issue 256 – no change required to the Plan.

Sustainable Development (224)
 Reflecting National Policy, sustainability is at the heart of the PLDP2 strategy. Para. 3.44
of the PLDP2 states “The LDP2 seeks to enable the delivery of long term sustainable
development in order to support the retention and growth of our population; to support
the transition to a low carbon economy; to help retain and improve essential services; to
maintain and improve the quality of life of those living and working in Argyll and Bute;
and to protect and enhance our outstanding natural and built environment. Decisions on
land use planning matters require to take into account both the short term consequences
and the longer term potential impacts and benefits. All new development proposals will
therefore be assessed against the following sustainable development policy and will be
required to complete the sustainability checklists in the technical notes which accompany
the plan..” The PLDP2 Glossary clearly defines the meaning of Sustainable Development
in terms of the PLDP2 as “…the Brundtland definition of sustainable development, i.e.
“development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs.” By definition this encompasses the long
term impact of development.
Plan capacity to handle sensitively a broad range of circumstances (40)
 The Council recognise that one size does not fit all. The PLDP2 aims to deliver its vision
by providing a simple, flexible spatial framework that helps deliver sustainable
development (para 2.8 of PLDP2). Local Development Plan 2 sets out allocations for
housing, business and employment and community uses as well as a policy framework to
direct other types of development to appropriate locations. It directs larger development
to the places where it can benefit the most number of people through a co-ordinated
provision of infrastructure and at the same time the plan is sufficiently flexible to allow
our smaller and more economically fragile communities, such as Coll, to grow and
prosper. It provides a framework for the protection of our environment and the creation
of high quality places that will benefit the physical and mental wellbeing of our people
and places where our communities can flourish and our young people can get the best
possible starts.

Safeguarding residential areas from industrial development (401)
 The Plan generally supports sustainable development in Countryside Areas where this is
an appropriate scale, design, siting and use for its countryside location (Policy 02 A).
Redevelopment opportunities will not be required to produce an LVIA.
 The Plan policies relate to managing land uses rather than being related to specific
occupations.
 It is considered inappropriate to site industrial uses where residential use predominates.
Each case will require to be assessed against the policy by examining, inter alia, the
nature of the proposed use, the predominant current use in the area, the number and
scale of residential dwellings and the proximity of those dwellings to the proposed use.
Conclusion
No change required to the Plan

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 18
Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 25 - Tourism Development Opportunities and Diagram 6: Tourism
Policy 25 - Tourism Development Opportunities and
Diagram 6:Tourism (Paras 5.10 – 5.14, Pages 48 -

Reporter:

50)

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Tracey Peedle (212)
Provision of the
development plan
Tourism related development
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Tourist Development Opportunity
Tracey Peedle (212)
• I request that Loch Awe is included as a Tourism Development Opportunity. It is a major
Tourism asset for Argyll and Bute, which is currently significantly lacking in tourism
infrastructure and promotion. This is recognised by many agencies including Argyll and Islands
Tourism Co-operative and Scottish Natural Heritage (Nature Scot). The area has significant
potential for sustainable tourism based on its natural and cultural heritage and scenic qualities,
including water based. It is also ideally placed in terms of sustainable transport via the West
Highland Rail Line and the proposed new long distance walkway. It contains significant
attractions including Kilchurn Castle, St Conan’s Kirk and the Cruachan Hollow Mountain. There
is a desperate lack of even basic facilities such as parking at key sites, toilets and camping
facilities anywhere around the loch. There is also a need to address anti-social camping
activities at certain sites and there are currently little or no resources to take action on this.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Identify Loch Awe as Tourist Development Opportunity. (212)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Tourist Development Opportunity (212)
• It is agreed that tourism makes a significant contribution to the economy of Argyll and Bute.
The plan seeks to support prospective investors in the tourism sector to deliver the right
development in the right place. It is also important that tourism does not damage the very
qualities that bring tourists to the area in the first place. Therefore the plan contains a robust
policy framework to secure sustainable tourism development, much of which will be
delivered through the private sector.

• Diagram 6 identifies “Tourism Development Opportunities” (TDOs). These locations are
detailed within the draft Action Programme (CD051), showing the potential opportunities
and constraints at the locations. The associated Policy 25 notes TDOs have been identified
where there is significant potential for the tourism industry to expand in a sustainable
manner. The aim of the identification of these locations and this policy is promotional in
nature. All other relevant policies in the plan would still apply to proposals. Inclusion as a
TDO does not infer public support in terms of capital or revenue projects nor does it aim to
address issues outwith the planning remit. Exclusion from Diagram 6 as a TDO does not
prevent development proposals for tourism being made and assessed against the policies in
the plan.
• However, it is acknowledged that the Loch Awe area has a significant existing range of tourist
facilities and services ranging from accommodation, attractions such as Hollow MountainCruachan, built heritage and natural land and water based resources. It is also agreed that
there is potential for further tourism related development within this area, which has rail,
trunk road and long distance route connectivity. Therefore, if the Reporter was so minded,
the Council would be supportive of including this location as a Tourism Development
Opportunity in Diagram 6 (See proposed amendment as mark up, ADXXX) on the basis that
the location has potential to support the sustainable growth of the tourism industry in Argyll
and Bute and recognition of the promotional value of the TDO designation. In this case, the
draft Action Programme would also be require to be amended to reflect the potential
opportunities and constraints.
Other Supporting Information
• A representation of support for Policy 25 and a specific location identified on Diagram 6 has
also been received. See Authority Document ADXXXX.
Conclusion
If the Reporter were so minded the Council would be supportive of including the Loch Awe area
as a Tourism Development Opportunity in Diagram 6.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 19

Policy 27 - Huts and Hutting Developments

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 27 - Huts and Hutting Developments (Page
51)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Moira Newiss (480)
RSPB Scotland (540)
Provision of the
development plan
Diverse and Sustainable Economy: Huts
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Moira Newiss (480)
• Making hutting more accessible is good for bringing tourists to the area and promoting
physical and mental health. Encouraging hutting in a similar way to Norway would be
ideally suited to the Argyll landscape. Low impact hutting is a good eco tourism policy.
RSPB Scotland (540)
• Although in general we do not object to the construction of huts, the environmental
impact of their location must be considered. These dwellings are usually positioned in
remote areas where wildlife is not used to disturbance.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

•
•

Encourage eco tourism through low impact hutting (480)
Any huts or hutting development should avoid any impacts on the natural
heritage of the area they are being proposed for. (540)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Eco tourism promoted by low impact hutting (480)
• The policy is designed to support the development of hutting and Huts as defined by SPP (CD
XXX) page 73. The policy is therefore designed to allow people to have a hut for use on an
intermittent basis to access countryside areas with predominantly wooded settings, for
recreation, and to promote physical and mental wellbeing. It is not intended that
development supported by Policy 27 on Huts and Hutting Developments be used by tourists
as short term self-catering accommodation, instead the encouragement of eco-tourism and
the provision of low impact holiday letting accommodation would be assessed against Policy
23 Tourist Development, Accommodation, Infrastructure and Facilities (ABLDP 2 (CD XXX)
page 50)

Impacts on natural heritage (540)
• The hutting policy provides a framework for assessing proposals for huts and is designed to
ensure that only low impact proposals are encouraged. Any proposed hutting development
will also be subject to assessment against the other local development plan policies which
apply. These would include: Policy 73 Development Impact on Habitats, Species and
Biodiversity (ABLDP 2 (CD XXX) pages 96-97) which promotes the objectives and targets of
the Local Bio Diversity Action Plan. Due to the location, nature and scale of any proposed
hutting development applicants would also be expected to complete a biodiversity checklist
as out lined in LDP 2 TN 04 Technical Note : Biodiversity Check List (CD XXX). Policy 73 also
requires applicants to submit a Phase 1 survey and provide for mitigation where there is
evidence to suggest local as well as national and international habitats and species may be
affected by a proposed development.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 20

Policy 28 - Supporting Sustainable Aquatic and Coastal Development

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 28 - Supporting Sustainable Aquatic and
Coastal Development (Paragraph 5.18; Page 5253)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Theresa Nelson (133)
Crown Estate Scotland (165)
Dennis Archer (233)
John Muir Trust (276)
Mark Carter (290)
Mary MacCallum Sullivan (303)
Charlene Woods (349)
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353)
South West Mull and Iona Development (SWMID) (388)
Janet Jardine (389)
Caroline Younger (403)
Lucy Hollingworth (424)
Mount Stuart Trust (434)
Scottish Sea Farms (435)
Friends of the Sound of Jura SCIO (436)
Woodland Trust Scotland (441)
Brian Burnett (503)
Jane Mitchell (505)
Murray Doyle (516)
Catherine Cameron (533)
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
Save Seil Sound Campaign Group (625)
SSE Renewables (1019)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Bute Community Council (1048)
Scottish Water (1068)
Provision of the
development plan
Policy 28 - Supporting Sustainable Aquatic and Coastal Development
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Policy Wording
Theresa Nelson (133); Crown Estate Scotland (165); Scottish Government Planning and
Architecture Division (353); South West Mull and Iona Development (SWMID) (388); Mount
Stuart Trust (434); Scottish Sea Farms (435); Friends of the Sound of Jura SCIO (436); Woodland
Trust Scotland (441); Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596); Save Seil Sound Campaign Group
(625); Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)


















Objections to paragraphs 5.20 and 5.26, and to Policy 28 Supporting Sustainable Aquatic and
Coastal Development so long as the term aquaculture includes fish farms.
It is important for the LDP2 to provide policy direction in relation to the onshore
development requirements associated with offshore energy development. Paragraph 66 of
Circular 1/2015 – 'The relationship between the statutory land use planning system and
marine planning and licensing' – states that development plans should provide consistent
policy direction for the onshore infrastructure requirements which support offshore
renewables, such as grid connections, sub-stations, interconnectors, converter stations,
testing facilities, manufacturing and assembly facilities, and ports’ and harbours’
infrastructure. It is not clear whether Policy 28 is intended to apply to the terrestrial
components of offshore energy development, where these require planning permission.
Onshore infrastructure associated with offshore renewable development will need to be
accommodated, and it will be important to have policy direction in this regard.
Scottish Government and Architecture Division object to the current wording in paragraph
5.20 (Page 52). The objection relates to the way in which the word ‘presumption’ is used in
this instance, is not consistent with Section 251 of Scottish Planning Policy and the National
Marine Plan.
Scottish Government and Architecture Division state that Policy 28 specifies that proposals
will be assessed against ‘Government guidance’ but does not reference this guidance either
as footnotes to the policy or as a stand-alone Annex.
South West Mull and Iona Development (SWMID) agree Policy 28 is a sensible framework to
support seaweed farm proposals.
Mount Stuart Trust is supportive of Policy 28; to encourage sustainable aquatic and coastal
development as a growth sector in Argyll and Bute. The text in paragraph 5.20 (page 52)
should include reference to the role this may play as a beneficial growth sector particularly
for fragile island communities. The Plan as drafted currently does not adequately recognise
the specific challenges facing island communities and the tailored responses required to
address these.
Scottish Sea Farms (SSF) raised concerns on current wording of bullet point 2 in the second
part of the policy - 'Proposals will also be assessed against: Potential benefits in terms of site
management, including escapes and disease control, through sustainable biological and
mechanical controls for sea lice (e.g. farmed wrasse, Thermolicer, Hydrolicer) and
monitoring measures to feed-back on and improve sea lice management'.
SSF notes that Policy 28 seeks to encourage new and alternative management measures.
The proposed wording is specifically focussed on sea lice management and suggests that
biological and mechanical measures are considered sustainable and therefore preferable to
other measures not mentioned. The most sustainable strategy for sea lice management is to
have access to and use strategically a wide range of management measures which include
but are wider than biological and mechanical controls. Medicinal treatments are part of this
suite of measures and are used within the sustainable limits set by SEPA in a salmon farms
CAR licence. Management measures are constantly being adapted and changing and
therefore the biological and mechanical controls listed may become obsolete or be replaced
with new measures. SSF consider that the policy only needs to identify the key issues to be
considered and not single out specific measures.
Concerns raised that Policy 28 is not sufficiently proactive regarding aquaculture. SEPA and
Marine Scotland are unable to give good advice on the ecological status of
coastal/transitional water bodies, including biological carrying capacities and the cumulative
impacts to water quality and the seabed, as no modelling or cumulative ecological impact
assessments have been undertaken in Argyll.








Development should not compromise Atlantic woodland sites which are found throughout
the coastal areas or Argyll and Bute, as well as further on mainland.
NatureScot recommend that the Council considers whether an issue that could be
emphasised in the plan is needed to avoid development in areas of future coastal erosion or
flooding (reflecting SPP para 88). This is mentioned as one of the plan principles at para 3.43.
Policy 04 – Sustainable Development also says that developers should demonstrate that they
‘Avoid places with significant risk of flooding, tidal inundation, coastal erosion or ground
instability’. It’s recommended that the Council considers including a further emphasis on this
issue within the policy criteria at Policy 28 – Supporting Sustainable Aquaculture and Coastal
Development. The Council may find it helpful to look at the SNH guidance on ‘Planning
ahead for coastal change’ (https://www.nature.scot/professionaladvice/planning-anddevelopment/advice-planners-and-developers/planningand-development-coastal-change),
which includes a section on ‘Addressing coastal change in development plan policy’ (p27).
The Council may also find it worth drawing attention in Policy 28 (or supporting text) to the
Dynamic Coast project information, which will help indicate those areas most vulnerable to
the adverse effects of coastal change. Your related LDP2 technical notes could also
potentially draw upon advice contained in the same SNH guidance.
Policy 28 allows the local authority to refuse consents where there will be adverse effects
and place the onus on the applicant to demonstrate that there will not be. How would this
work in the practical situations before planning committees? There are good arguments
saying that there are no sites in Argyll and Bute where the provisions of policy 28 could be
fulfilled with any scientific confidence.
SEPA are satisfied with the policy wording of policy 28 as it will ensure a sustainable aquatic
environment.

Technical Note LDP2 TN20
Charlene Woods (349); Brian Burnett (503); Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596);
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
 Concerns raised that there is no mention of an equivalent ‘Coastal Development’ technical
note, and recommend that the Council considers whether this is a gap that should be
addressed by the plan also setting out the need for such a technical note at paragraph 5.26.
 Concerns raised that the Council intends to use non statutory technical guidance for
convenience. Acknowledged that technical guidance is necessary, but this should be
consulted upon with the LDP.
 NatureScot note that Supplementary Guidance from LDP1 has been distilled down into a few
pages of policy and supportive text for LDP2. Technical notes won't have the same weight as
LDP1 supplementary guidance. NatureScot recommend checking that all appropriate
provisions and safeguards have been transferred from supplementary guidance into the
LDP2 policy. Isolated Coast is referred to in the policy as a resource to protect, however due
to changes in mapping, it appears that the extent of Isolated Coast has been reduced
between LDP1 and LDP2. The LDP2 glossary description points to - “Isolated coast - An area
…coincident with the coastal sectors of the remote countryside zone as identified by this
plan.” Whereas the LDP1 Supplementary Guidance defined it as the area “where the ‘Very
Sensitive Countryside Zone’, identified in LDP, abuts the coastline” (para 6.3.2). As noted,
this appears to result in a reduced extent of Isolated Coast, i.e.:- the LDP1 extent is shown at
Map DC2a of the supplementary guidance; and it is possible to broadly estimate the new
extent from Diagram 1 on p9 of LDP2 because this shows the extent of remote countryside.



NatureScot recommend that the Council considers the implications of this change, and
addresses it through revised mapping of Isolated Coast if necessary.
SEPA expect more detail in additional guidance – i.e. the Technical Note LDP2 TN20 Marine
and Freshwater Aquaculture, as referred to in section 5.26. It appears this document has
been superseded by supplementary guidance 2 on Aquaculture Development which was
adopted in 2016, and which SEPA reviewed and consider satisfactory.

Visual Amenity
Theresa Nelson (133); John Muir Trust (276); Caroline Younger (403); Friends of the Sound of
Jura SCIO (436); Bute Community Council (1048)
 Visual and landscape impact to Areas of Panoramic Quality; concerns that fin fish farms will
negatively impact the region through tourism related activities.
 John Muir Trust welcome inclusion of provisions to explicitly take into account the potential
impacts of development on the landscape/coastal character, seascape or visual amenity
(including Isolated Coast, Wild Land and National Scenic Areas of Argyll & Bute). Particularly
welcome the recognition given to its wild land qualities which, with respect to the officiallyrecognised Wild Land Areas of Argyll & Bute, are set out powerfully in the Scottish Natural
Heritage Wild Land Areas descriptions. The latter provide a valuable resource for both
developers and planning professionals, alongside related guidance on impacts, in ensuring a
clear understanding of the qualities that need to be protected. Aesthetic qualities were
recognised in an earlier suggestion in the Main Issues Report that consideration might be
given by the Scottish Government to the designation of a National Park, focused on the
western seaboard of mainland Argyll and extending west to include the Argyll islands.
 It is important that the character and environmental qualities of the coast are protected
from inappropriate development, and development that requires a coastal location is
directed to the least environmentally sensitive areas. Objection and concerns raised to fish
farm developments that are supposed to have no adverse impact on ‘the landscape/coastal
character, seascape or visual amenity.
Socio – Economic Impacts
Theresa Nelson (133); Caroline Younger (403); Friends of the Sound of Jura SCIO (436); Save Seil
Sound Campaign Group (625)
 Objections raised on the Scottish Government’s promotion of aquaculture as a significant
growth sector.
 Agreement with the economic growth and environmental objectives of the Argyll and Bute
Outcome Improvement Plan (ABOIP), and the Local Development Plan 2 (LDP2) respectively.
 Employment figures resulting from fish farming are misleading. Recently numbers range
from 8,300 in a SEPA consultation document, to 12,000 or even 20,000 in material put out
by Food and Drink Scotland. According to the Scottish Government the actual number of
workers directly employed in aquaculture is about 1,500 FTE.
Environmental Impacts
Theresa Nelson (133); Mark Carter (290); Caroline Younger (403); Lucy Hollingworth (424);
Friends of the Sound of Jura SCIO (436); Jane Mitchell (505); Murray Doyle (516); Save Seil
Sound Campaign Group (625)








Concerns raised with the degradation of coastal waters, wild fish and sea lice interactions,
interbreeding, feed and faeces waste, and spread of disease, sea lice medicines, the
continuation of traditional fishery activities, and the term ‘where it can be demonstrated
that there will be no significant adverse effects’.
Concerns raised on the LDP2 Policy 14 - Bad Neighbour Development in relation to how the
environment is used in relation to salmonid aquaculture activities.
Concerns raised on the unsustainably of aquaculture, and how it will continue if the
industry’s plan to double by 2030 is enabled by the Council.
Policy 28 should be omitted from the LDP2. Any future application/development should not
be permitted.
Concerns have arisen as an objector has been monitoring the Council in respect of the
failure to comply with the Environmental Impact Assessment Directive: it specifies a number
of elements that statements should contain, including that they should be comprehensive.
The Council has consistently declined to require this, and SEPA have told us that it is not
their role to do so either. It’s important that local authorities take the health of our ecology
seriously. Growing the economy must not favour one sector over another. We all have an
interest to ensure that our coastal economies survive in ways that do not damage our most
precious asset.

Impacts from ADD’s
Theresa Nelson (133); Caroline Younger (403); Lucy Hollingworth (424); Friends of the Sound of
Jura SCIO (436); Bute Community Council (1048)
 Objections raised to the use of Acoustic Deterrent Devices (ADDs), the irresponsible
behaviour of this sector, and the practice of culling. ADDs deter and are potentially harmful
to seals and cetaceans, and in-turn negatively impact wildlife tourism. Viable alternatives to
ADD’s, such as tensioned double nets are used by the same companies elsewhere. Orkney
Council have planning conditions to prohibit ADDs. Argyll and Bute should do the same.
Impacts on wild salmonids – sea lice, escapes and disease
Theresa Nelson (133); Caroline Younger (403); Friends of the Sound of Jura SCIO (436)
 Concerns raised on the unsustainable use and practices associated with cleaner fish, high sea
lice numbers and their cumulative impacts to wild fish, water bodies, disease, the
interbreeding with escapees and infection with sea lice when on their migration routes.
 The Council and SEPA have not undertaken a cumulative impact assessment of the sea lice.
 RAFTS and Marine Scotland Science have produced risk-based advice heat maps. Heat maps
are capable of providing the level of detailed advice the Council needs; the precautionary
minimum risk of impact, yet MSS has maintained that they are not material planning
considerations. Objection raised because the Council’s policies make no reference to the
urgent need regarding sea lice risk heat maps as material considerations, showing a
minimum precautionary degree of risk, in order that the Council can fulfil its biodiversity
duty to wild salmon and sea trout.
Brand Scotland
Theresa Nelson (133); Dennis Archer (233); Mark Carter (290); Caroline Younger (403); Friends
of the Sound of Jura SCIO (436)




Objectors’ raise concerns that the poor reputation of fish farms is harming the ‘Scottish
Brand’.
LDP2 states that sustainable development principles and policies of this plan seek to
safeguard the natural environment in all its facets. Brand Scotland is a precious global
commodity and must not be squandered, at the expense of many other sectors and
economy.

Precautionary Principle
Theresa Nelson (133); Mary MacCallum Sullivan (303); Caroline Younger (403); Friends of the
Sound of Jura SCIO (436); Save Seil Sound Campaign Group (625)
 Objectors’ ask the Council accept its responsibility to apply the Precautionary Principle in
relation to fish farms developments and expansions, and cease considering applications for
fish farms.
 Environmental management concerns include: The Precautionary Principle is followed as
detailed in the 2018 Climate Change and Land Reform Committee (ECCLR) and Rural
Economy and Connectivity Committee (RECC) reports’; urge that consideration be given as
to whether fish farms are compatible with statements made throughout the LDP2.
 The Scottish Government should provide strong and clear leadership to ensure the
precautionary principle is applied, producing appropriate policy and guidance documents,
which make clear: potential impacts on the environment; known wild salmon migratory
routes. Species must be comprehensively assessed and taken into account as part of the
consideration of salmon farm applications.
Offshore Aquaculture
Crown Estate Scotland (165)
 Offshore Aquaculture is dependent on access to the foreshore for its operation. It is
important that onshore aquaculture activity is protected from development that may limit
its operation. For example, new residential development allowed in proximity to existing
onshore aquaculture operations, may experience nuisance from those operations and lead
to pressure for operating hours and noise levels to be restricted. This can impact on the
viability of a fish farm.
Presumption in Favour
Theresa Nelson (133); Dennis Archer (233); Mark Carter (290); Charlene Woods (349); Janet
Jardine (389); Caroline Younger (403); Lucy Hollingworth (424); Catherine Cameron (533); Bute
Community Council (1048)
 Objections raised to a presumption in favour of aquaculture in coastal waters. Reasons
include: threatens the marine environment and local economies; widespread ecological
polluting damage through using hydrogen peroxide; algal blooms created by enhanced
nutrients; livelihoods of local fishermen impacted; open cage fish farming at the current and
proposed scale; harming marine mammals through the use of Acoustic Deterrent Devices
(ADDs); and death and disease to wild fish due to the effect of sea lice and escaped farmed
salmon. An unbiased level approach is required on a case by case basis.
 It has been noted that presumption in favour is qualified by the statement ‘unless there are
considerations which would rend a particular site unsuitable for environmental reasons’.

Open and closed cage systems
Dennis Archer (233); Mark Carter (290); Janet Jardine (389); Caroline Younger (403); Lucy
Hollingworth (424); Friends of the Sound of Jura SCIO (436); Save Seil Sound Campaign Group
(625)
 Objections raised as opposed to Section 5.20 as it refers to open cage fish farms. All open
cage fish farms have characteristics which render them unsuitable for any site. Open cage
fish farms cause: pollution (chemical and excrement waste) to an unknown and uncontrolled
extent; sea lice and disease; effect biodiversity of the marine environment.
 It is impossible for open cage fish farms to demonstrate that there will be no significant
adverse effects, directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
Impacts on commercial fishing
Lucy Hollingworth (424); Caroline Younger (403); Friends of the Sound of Jura SCIO (436)
 Objections raised to the Council’s policies as they don’t account for losses to commercial
fishing due to fish farming practices. The LDP2 should include specific reference to the need
for an environmental assessment to be done as a matter of urgency, before further
expansion happens.
Tourism
Caroline Younger (403); Save Seil Sound Campaign Group (625)
 Objection raised on the grounds that tourism is adversely impacted by the siting of fish
farms in scenic areas. Argyll’s coast is a single scenic area described in 5.8 of the LDP2.
Offshore proposals
Crown Estate Scotland (165); SSE Renewables (1019)
 Offshore aquaculture is dependent on access to the foreshore for its operation. It’s
important that onshore aquaculture is protected from forms of development that may limit
operations. New residential developments, allowed in proximity to existing onshore
aquaculture operations, may experience nuisance from those operations and lead to
pressure for operating hours and noise levels to be restricted. This can impact on the
viability of a fish farm.
 LDP 2 should also give support to offshore wind proposals including Scotwind (Site West 1).
This also needs to include support for harbour improvements, onshore facilities for servicing,
landing points for cables, as well as transmission asset opportunities.
Trade effluent requirements
Scottish Water (1068)
 Non-domestic development can vary widely in their water, wastewater and trade effluent
requirements. This would be very difficult to plan for in terms of strategic and network
capacity.
Sustainable Aquaculture and Coastal Development

Dennis Archer (233); Mark Carter (290); Janet Jardine (389); Save Seil Sound Campaign Group
(625)
 Objections raised as it is not proven that aquaculture makes a sustainable contribution to
the economy of Argyll and Bute.
 LDP2 Plan states 'Sustainable' yet the Government/Council is unable to provide a definition
to sustainable. I assume that sustainable refers to the UN adopted definition from the
Brundtland report.
 In favour of supporting sustainable aquatic and coastal development, where it can be
demonstrated that there will be no significant effects. Would like to know how this can be
demonstrated.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:















Like to see a definition of aquaculture in the glossary that only includes shellfish and
seaweed farms, thus any references to aquaculture throughout the document would be
referring to shellfish or seaweed farms; Then I wouldn’t object to paragraphs 5.20 and 5.26.
(133)
Recommend that Policy 28 - Supporting Sustainable Aquatic and Coastal Development is
revised to include wording that protects onshore aquaculture activity from development
that could experience nuisance from that activity and potentially limit the operation and
viability of the fish farm. We note the reference in the proposed LDP2 to Technical Note 20 Marine and Freshwater Aquaculture. We understand that this is yet to be prepared. This
could provide an appropriate mechanism to address the issue highlighted in relation to
aquaculture. We welcome the opportunity to review and provide input to the Technical
Note. (165)
Policy 28 should be revised to provide policy direction for onshore development
requirements related to offshore renewables. It may be that this development need is
intended to be covered by Policy 30 - The Sustainable Growth of Renewables. If this is the
case, reference should be made to this in the policy or in the preceding text to the policy. If
neither of these policies are intended to apply to the onshore infrastructure requirements of
offshore energy, policy provision should be made in the LDP2 to ensure such development
needs are addressed. (165)
Remove all presumption in favour of aquaculture applications. (233)
John Muir Trust noted in an earlier suggestion in the Main Issues Report, that consideration
might be given by the Scottish Government to designation of a possible National Park
focused on the western seaboard of mainland Argyll, and extending west to include the
Argyll islands. (276).
Salmon farming must change from the current presumption in favour and taken openly on a
case by case basis, with input from all. (290)
Concerns raised on the LDP2 Policy 14 - Bad Neighbour Development in relation to how the
environment is used in relation to salmonid aquaculture activities. (290)
The precautionary principle should be applied, and the presumption should be in favour of a
freeze on any expansion of this industry until the scientific evidence as to the ecological and
economic harms are clear and communicated to the public. (303)
Should remove your statement of ‘presumption in favour of aquaculture’ if your wording of
aquaculture includes fish farming in open water cages. You should specify your definition of
aquaculture and separate shellfish farming in natural conditions and salmon and trout












farming, which are done in unnatural, unhealthy and non-ecological conditions. All
aquaculture should not be lumped together as they are not all the same.
Your technical notes should be easily located within the document. (349)
Scottish Government and Architecture Division ask that the first sentence under paragraph
5.20 (Page 52) be re-worded from: …‘the presumption is that it should be allowed to operate
unless there are considerations which would render a particular site unsuitable for
environmental reasons’ to …‘there should be a positive provision for aquaculture
developments where consistent with the policies and objectives of the plan, having regard
to the environmental and other considerations therein.’ In addition to this, Policy 28 should
fully reference which ‘Government guidance’ is being referred to. (353)
Would like to see a focus on sustainable seafood harvesting without harming other marine
life. SAMS have been trialling seaweed farming and it would be worth considering whether
this would be more appropriate for fragile communities. Would like to see land-based fish
farming in closed systems that allow for easy monitoring and unannounced inspection by
SEPA. Would like to see the use of derelict or brown field sites considered for industrial fish
farming, and for seafood in coastal waters being harvested sustainably. For example, where
scallop beds have extended over twenty years. The inland coastal waters have been carefully
managed, thereby allowing scallops to thrive, allowing the seabed to nurture future
generations of marine life. (389)
Farming of salmon should be contained in the sea or on land within closed systems. All
resulting pollution to be retained and dealt with and not dumped in the surrounding
environment. (403)
The presumption should be against aquaculture unless it can be shown to be safe and in the
interests of the wider community. (424)
Mount Stuart Trust highlight that paragraph 5.20, page 52 should reference the role
aquaculture may play as a beneficial growth sector; particularly as part of a tailored
response for fragile island and coastal communities. (434)
Scottish Sea Farms (SSF) would like bullet point 2 in the second part of the policy amended
to remove reference to specific measures and provide a more general focus on assessment
of potential benefits from proposed management measures. SSF suggest that the policy
could be reworded to: 'Proposals will also be assessed against: Potential benefits of
sustainable site management proposals which seek to mitigate or reduce environmental risk
from fish farming operations, including escapes, disease and sea lice management or
manage risk through adaptive management in response to environmental monitoring.’ (435)
The Council has a legally binding duty to protect the biodiversity in its area. It should fulfil
that duty by asking SEPA, Marine Scotland and SNH to do a cumulative impact assessment of
the solid organic waste, chemical pesticides and dissolved nutrients discharged by all of
Argyll’s fish farms, on the ecology of the seabed, including Priority Marine Feature species,
and commercially fished species, and on the likelihood of nutrients triggering harmful algal
blooms. Scientific research shows that these all represent real risks of harm. Until the impact
of expanding the industry and its discharges are known, the Council should apply the
precautionary principle. The LDP2 must specify that it will seek new planning guidance from
the Scottish Government on applying the precautionary principle and the biodiversity duty
of public bodies; both of which are legal obligations. (436)
In line with the REC Committee’s recommendations, the LDP2 should state that the Council
will seek new spatial guidance from the Scottish Government, including site-specific
assessments of sea lice risk, and that in the light of the proven risk of harm to wild
salmonids, and while lacking the necessary facts to make a safe decision, the Council will

















apply the precautionary principle to all planning decisions requiring an increase in farmed
fish biomass until that data is available. (436)
The LDP2 should commit the Council to making an overall socio-economic impact
assessment of the environmental impacts of marine fish farming, to assess the capacity of
Argyll’s waters to assimilate those impacts, and to assess the effects of doubling those
impacts by 2030. Such an assessment would be required of any other polluting industry. The
LDP2 should protect Argyll’s environment by saying that all new and expanding marine fish
farms must use the best available technology, closed containment, and have a plan for
phasing this in at all existing farms. (436)
The Council should make its own reassessment of the visual impact of fish farms on tourism,
the retention of population and the attractiveness of the area for newcomers to settle (who
don’t work in aquaculture). Would like see the LDP2 guidance on landscape impact
strengthened to ban new fish farm development in National Scenic Areas, areas of Wild
Land/Wild Coast, and areas shown to be popular with tourists for scenic reasons. (436)
Acknowledge the presence of Atlantic woodland in Argyll and Bute, one of the few areas in
the world where there is this type of habitat, and ensure that this is protected. (441)
Concerned that the Council have declared an intention to use non statutory technical
guidance for reasons on convenience. Whilst I accept that technical guidance is necessary
this should have the same consultation and public scrutiny as the LDP. (503)
Trust that every application will be judged stringently by your criteria. (505)
Remove Policy 28 altogether; there is no place for this destructive industry in Argyll and
Bute. (516)
Removal of presumption in favour. (533)
NatureScot ask the Council to consider the following points:
o Whether lack of a ‘Coastal Development’ technical note should be addressed by
setting out the need for such a technical note at paragraph 5.26.
o Whether all appropriate provisions and safeguards have been transferred from
supplementary guidance into this LDP2 policy.
o Consider the implications of a change to extent of Isolated Coast, and address it
through revised mapping of Isolated Coast if necessary.
o Consider emphasising the need to avoid development in areas of future coastal
erosion or flooding (reflecting SPP para 88), by including a further emphasis on this
issue within the policy criteria at Policy 28.
o Consider guidance on ‘Addressing coastal change in development plan policy’ and
drawing attention to the Dynamic Coast project information.
o Consider drawing on advice from SNH’s guidance in developing the related LDP2
technical notes. (596)
Any development plan must look to the years ahead. In a couple of years’ time Open cage
fish farming will be seen as the environmental vandalism that it truly is. Scotland should
seize the initiative and start moving aquaculture into a genuinely sustainable future. The
LDP2 could lead the way by promoting this. (625)
LDP2 should also give support to offshore wind proposals including Scotwind (Site West 1).
This also needs to include support for harbour improvements, onshore facilities for servicing,
and landing points for cables, as well as transmission asset opportunities. (1019)
SEPA expect there would be more detail in additional guidance mentioned – i.e. the
Technical Note LDP2 TN20 Marine and Freshwater Aquaculture that is referred to in section
5.26. It appears this document will replace supplementary guidance 2 on Aquaculture
Development which was adopted in 2016 and which we have reviewed, and consider
satisfactory. It should be highlighted in the plan. (1038)



Scottish Water ask that the Council and Developers continue to engage with us as early as
possible so that the capacity availability can be assessed. Any change in demand for existing
non-domestic development should be discussed with Scottish Water through the PreDevelopment Enquiry process. (1068)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Policy Wording (133) (165) (353) (388) (434) (435) (436) (441) (596) (625) (1019) (1038)












Policy 28 - Supporting Sustainable Aquatic and Coastal Development provides for an
appropriately robust framework to support aquaculture and coastal development (inclusive
of shellfish and seaweed proposals). The Policy sets out how the Planning Authority will
consider coastal and marine development proposals, and where such development is most
likely to be acceptable. Therefore, no change required to the PLDP2 glossary.
Policy 28 will be supported through the forthcoming Technical Note (TN) LDP2 TN20 Marine
and Freshwater Aquaculture. The TN20 will include wording that protects onshore
aquaculture activity from other developments’ that may experience nuisance from those
activities and potentially limit operations. The TN20 will be based on the review of
Supplementary Guidance, which will fall at the adoption of the PLDP2.
In terms of support for marine renewables, harbour improvements, onshore facilities for
servicing, and landing points for cables as well as transmission asset opportunities, a change
to Policy 28 is not required as the PLDP2 Written Statement (CD049) at paragraph 1.11
contains a statement which explains that: ‘The LDP2 should be read as a whole and
applications for planning permission will be considered against all relevant policies in the
LDP2, together with associated Supplementary Guidance and Technical Notes as
appropriate.’ All marine renewable developments will be assessed principally against Policy
28, and all appropriate policies within the PLDP2.
If the reporter is so minded, the first sentence under Section 5.20 (Page 52) should be
changed from: …‘the presumption is that it should be allowed to operate unless there are
considerations which would render a particular site unsuitable for environmental reasons’ to
…‘there should be a positive provision for aquaculture developments where consistent with
the policies and objectives of the plan, having regard to the environmental and other
considerations therein.’
Policy 28 will be fully referenced within the Technical Note PLDP2 20 Annex. If the reporter is
so minded, a change to the wording ‘Government guidance’ to ‘Scottish Planning Policy’
under ‘Proposals will also be assessed against:’ on page 53, bullet point 3 would be
appropriate. It’s important to note that all policies within the PLDP2 take account of
National Planning Framework 3 (CD020) which is linked to the Planning (Scotland) Act (2019)
(CD045), Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) (CD001) and Circulars. The PLDP2 also takes account
of Planning Advice Notes (PANs), other national strategies including the government’s
economic strategy and relevant national legislation such as the Climate Change (Emissions
Reduction Targets) (Scotland) Act (2019) (CD043), the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act
(2004) (CD063) and the Marine (Scotland) Act (2010) (CD064). The PLDP2 is additionally
subject to a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) (CD002).
In terms of the role aquaculture may play as a beneficial growth sector (paragraph 5.20,
page 52); the Planning Authority acknowledge that aquaculture makes a significant
contribution to the economy of Argyll and Bute, including remote and fragile Island and
coastal communities. No change to PLDP2 is required.











Scottish Sea Farms (SSF) suggest that the second part of Policy 28 could be re-phrased to
remove reference to specific measures and provide a more general focus on the assessment
of potential benefits from proposed management measures. SSF consider that the policy
only needs to identify the key issues to be considered and not single out specific measures.
As a result of this and if the reporter is so minded, under ‘Proposals will also be assessed
against:’, bullet point 2 could be re-phrased from:
‘Potential benefits in terms of site management, including escapes and disease control,
through sustainable biological and mechanical controls for sea lice (e.g. farmed wrasse,
Thermolicer, Hydrolicer) and monitoring measures to feed-back on and improve sea lice
management’, to the underlined text:
‘Potential benefits of sustainable site management proposals, which seek to mitigate or
reduce environmental risk from fish farming operations, including escapes, disease and sea
lice management or manage risk through adaptive management in response to
environmental monitoring.’
As stated in Policy 77 – Forestry, Woodland and Trees (PLDP2 Written Statement, page 99),
‘The proposed development will not compromise the conservation objectives nor adversely
impact on the integrity of the woodland, trees or hedgerows’. The formal response to Policy
77 could acknowledge the query relating to the presence and protection of Atlantic
woodland in Argyll and Bute.
NatureScot suggest emphasising the need to avoid development in areas of future coastal
erosion or flooding, by including a further emphasis on this issue within the policy criteria at
Policy 28. Flooding and coastal erosion are dealt with under Policy 55 – Flooding. If the
Reporter is so minded, on page 84, under ‘Related documents’, the PLDP2 could also include
a link to the Dynamic Coast project information to address coastal change in development
plan policy.

Removal of Policy 28 (516)







It is considered that removal of Policy 28 would result in a negative impact to the
environment.
Policy 28 conforms to existing Scottish Government regulatory policies, including:
Scottish Planning Policy (CD001);
National Marine Plan (CD021);
The proposed Clyde Regional Marine Plan (CD025).
Aquaculture operators are required to follow Policy 28. Policy 28 sits alongside Policy 29 Existing Fish Farm Consolidation and Rationalisation. No change required to Policy 28.

Visual Amenity (133) (276) (403) (436) (1048)


The PLDP2 (CD049) has a suite of landscape designation policies (pages 94-96) that are
aimed to protect local, regional, and national important landscape and seascape
designations, which Policy 28 comprehensively follows. Any development proposal would be
resisted in National Scenic Areas and Areas of Wild Land, as set out in Policy 70 Development Impact on National Scenic Areas (NSA’s) and Policy 72 – Development Impact
on Areas of Wild Land. Where there may be landscape and visual impacts from
development, developers’ are asked to submit a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
(LVIA), and these usually require the preparation of a Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV), in
accordance with NatureScot’s statutory guidance. Developers’ are asked to take account of



the following NatureScot guidance documents on the siting and design of aquaculture
development:
o Guidance on Landscape/Seascape Capacity for Aquaculture, Scottish Natural Heritage
(2008), 85 pages (CD017);
o Scottish Natural Heritage, The siting and design of aquaculture in the landscape - visual
and landscape considerations, 2011, 54 pages (CD018);
o Visualisations for aquaculture - guidance note, 2018, 17 pages (CD019).
In relation to comments from John Muir Trust, the Scottish Government have not further
pursued an earlier concept to designate the western seaboard of mainland Argyll and the
Islands as a Marine National Park. No change required to Policy 28.

Technical Note LDP2 TN20 (165) (349) (503) (596) (1038)






Where further detail is required in relation to policies or proposals in the Plan, detailed
Technical Notes will be prepared, adopted and issued. Supplementary Guidance is a
statutory part of the development plan and is consulted upon as required by regulations,
sent to Scottish Ministers and formally adopted by the council. Technical Notes are nonstatutory, but are a material consideration when assessing planning applications. The TN20
will be based on a thorough review of Supplementary Guidance, which will fall at the
adoption of the PLDP2. All appropriate provisions from the LDP Supplementary Guidance 2
(2016) document have been included within Policy 28.
There has not been any change or a reduction in extent of Isolated Coast between LDP1 and
PLDP2, as discussed by NatureScot. Isolated Coast was only re-named as Remote
Countryside Area (RCA). The RCAs will still be treated as Isolated Coast throughout the LDP2.
Diagram 1 on P9 of the PLDP2 should not be used to infer the true extent of the RCA. Please
refer to the attached map documents to demonstrate the above.
The ABC LDP Supplementary Guidance 2 (2016) document, which includes Aquaculture
Development (SG LDP AQUA 1) in pages 15-63 (CD028) will be reviewed and replaced by the
Technical Note LDP2 TN20 Marine and Freshwater Aquaculture. When the TN20 is in
preparation, advice from NatureScot will be taken into consideration. If the Reporter is so
minded, the following text will be stated in the PLDP2 (CD049) aquaculture section as
appropriate: ‘The Technical Note is in preparation, it will be comprehensive and provide
detail that relates to Policy 28 - Supporting Sustainable Aquatic and Coastal Development,
and Policy 29 - Existing Fish Farm Consolidation and Rationalisation’.

Presumption in Favour (133) (233) (290) (303) (349) (389) (403) (424) (533) (1048)





Policy 28 applies to all aquaculture and coastal development applications; these are, and will
continue to be assessed on an individual case-by-case basis. For finfish applications’ the
applicant must demonstrate environmental monitoring, submit a full suite of environmental
reports and Environmental Management Plans (EMPs), and comply with environmental
regulations, as set out by Marine Scotland Science, SEPA, NatureScot and other statutory
consultees.
Proposals will be assessed by presumption in favour of aquaculture in coastal waters
established by Scottish Planning Policy, whilst also having regard to the criteria based
analysis that relates to all environmental considerations.
Aquaculture developments are supported and regulated under the existing Scottish Planning
Policy (SPP) (2014) (CD001). Aquaculture operators are therefore required to follow Policy
28 - Supporting Sustainable Aquatic and Coastal Development and Policy 29 - Existing Fish

Farm Consolidation and Rationalisation. Removal of these policies would result in a negative
impact to the environment. No change required to Policy 28.
Precautionary Principle (133) (303) (403) (436) (625)





All PLDP2 (CD049) policies will work within the Precautionary Principle guidelines. Existing
regulatory risk management practices and decision-making processes are already adopted
by Council policies through Scotland’s Third National Planning Framework (CD020) and
Scottish Planning Policy (CD001), and by their very nature, already apply the Precautionary
Principle, and will continue to do so.
Policy 28 appropriately sets out an extensive criteria that covers the Precautionary Principle.
Applications will only be supported where it can be demonstrated that there will be no
significant adverse effects, directly, indirectly or cumulatively on the environment.
It is not appropriate to lobby Scottish Government by way of the PLDP2 to seek new
planning/spatial guidance on how to apply the Precautionary Principle. No change required
to Policy 28.

Bad Neighbour Development (290)


In relation to salmonid aquaculture development, the developer must adhere to all relevant
PLDP2 (CD049) policies, including Policy 14 - Bad Neighbour Development. It will be for the
applicant to provide evidence to demonstrate that there would not be any unacceptable
impacts upon neighbouring amenity. This is provided through the commissioning of
technical studies and reports which are required to be submitted, where relevant, with the
planning application. Certain planning conditions are routinely applied before planning
consent, e.g. limiting the farms operating hours or its operating times of exterior underwater
lighting. No change required to Policy 28.

Sustainable Aquaculture and Coastal Development (233) (290) (389) (403) (625)


Support will be given to all sustainable aquaculture and coastal development proposals
providing they meet with the criteria set out in the PLDP2 (CD049) and policies 28 and 29.
This includes aquaculture companies’ that are innovating their technologies and looking to
trial semi-closed, closed pen and recirculating systems. These new technologies, including
sustainable seaweed farming proposals will be encouraged and welcomed by the Planning
Authority. No change required to Policy 28.

Open and closed cage/pen systems (403) (436) (625)


Proposals for new open cage/pen sites and expansion of existing open cage/pen sites will
only be permitted where there will be no adverse impact on wild salmon using migratory
routes. Where new and existing site proposals are likely to impact wild salmon migratory
routes, the operator must put mitigation in place in line with advice from NatureScot,
Marine Scotland Science and the Planning Authority. Mitigation includes: an Environmental
Management Plan (EMP); Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), and an Appropriate
Assessment (AA) where appropriate. No change required to Policy 28.

Environmental Impacts (133) (290) (403) (424) (436) (505) (516) (625)









Matters relating to environmental impacts from commercial aquaculture are fully evaluated
during the consenting process. Marine Scotland Science (MSS) and SEPA are wholly
responsible for regulatory policies and consents associated with impacts to the water
environment; they determine whether environmental impacts are acceptable or not. The
Planning Authority follows statutory advice from MSS and SEPA in relation to this. It will be
for the applicant to provide technical studies/reports which are required by MSS and SEPA in
support of their planning application.
If a development falls within Schedule 1 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 (CD029); these will require an EIA and tend
to be larger developments or those with potentially the most significant environmental
effects. Developments falling within Schedule 2 of the 2017 EIA Regulations may require an
EIA. This depends on whether it is likely to have a significant effect on the environment, by
virtue of factors such as its size, nature or location.
Policy 28 - Supporting Sustainable Aquatic and Coastal Development seeks to protect
landscapes and ensures that existing and new fish farm developments are sited in locations
and managed in ways which do not have unacceptable benthic, water column and wild fish
impacts. The Policy requires best use of existing resources and seeks to prevent practices
that may negatively impact the environment. The Policy looks to manage the competing
demands for the use of Argyll’s coastal waters, while protecting and enhancing the marine
environment. No change required to Policy 28.
Policy 28 complies with: the following list of statutory and regulatory documents:
o Scottish Planning Policy (2014) (SSP, Aquaculture, pages 56-57) (CD001);
o Scotland’s National Marine Plan (2015) (NMP, Aquaculture, pages 49-52) (CD021);
o SEPA Finfish aquaculture sector plan 2018 (paragraph: Environmental regulation of
the finfish aquaculture sector - SEPA’s role as regulator (pages 17-18) (CD022));
o Protection of the Marine Environment, Discharges from Marine Pen Fish Farms: A
Strengthened Regulatory Framework 2019 (pages 1-7) (CD023);
o Regulation of marine cage fish farms - Updating our approach to protecting the sea
bed (SEPA Consultation document 2017 (pages 4-9) (CD030));
o SEPA – Annex Depositional Zone Regulation consultation Technical Information 2017
(pages 2-7) (CD024);
o Clyde Regional Marine Plan – Pre-consultation Draft (CRMP, Chapter 10 Aquaculture,
pages 53-57) (CD025);
o Clyde Marine Regional Assessment 2017 (CMRA, section 6.3 Aquaculture, Pages 143150) (CD026);
o Clyde Regional Marine Plan - Interim Sustainability Appraisal including Strategic
Environmental Assessment Report (March 2019) (section 4.1 Environmental baseline
information and context of the Clyde Marine Region) (CD027).

Socio – Economic Impacts (133) (403) (436) (625)


It is not appropriate to lobby the Planning Authority by way of the PLDP2 (CD049), to
develop a socio-economic and/or an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) to assess the
effects of finfish farming in Argyll. The PLDP2 will be a statutory planning document that acts
to guide all forms of sustainable and inclusive development to meet wider government aims.
It promotes areas for development and is used in the determination of planning
applications. For detailed EIA comments, please refer to comments under Environmental
Impacts. No change required to Policy 28.

Trade effluent requirements (1068)


Argyll and Bute Council, and developers will continue to engage with Scottish Water as early
as possible so that the capacity availability can be assessed. Any change in demand for
existing non-domestic development will be discussed with Scottish Water through the preapplication development enquiry process. No change required to Policy 28.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 21

Policy 29 - Existing Fish Farm Consolidation and Rationalisation

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 29 - Existing Fish Farm Consolidation and
Reporter:
Rationalisation (Paragraph 5.21; 5.26, Page 52-53)

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Moira Newiss (480)
Murray Doyle (516)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Provision of the
development plan
Providing provision for existing fish farm consolidation and
to which the issue
rationalisation.
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Environmental Impacts
Moira Newiss (480); Murray Doyle (516)



The impact on the environment of commercial fish farming is devastating.
Policy 29 implies new fish farms in Argyll and Bute, which I strongly disapprove of. Why
would Argyll and Bute Council support and encourage the growth of this destructive industry
with a proven track-record of environmental and biological damage - just because we can't
readily see the damage being done doesn’t mean we should just go ahead and welcome it.

Policy Wording
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)


SEPA are satisfied with the wording of Policy 29 and confident it will ensure a sustainable
aquatic environment.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:



More sustainable and organic fish farming approaches are needed. Argyll could lead
Scotland by looking towards Norway who are moving fish farms on land where
environmental impacts can be better controlled (480).
 Removal of Policy 29 (516).
 We expect there would be more detail in additional guidance mentioned – i.e. the Technical
Note LDP2 TN20 Marine and Freshwater Aquaculture that is referred to in section 5.26. It
appears this document will replace supplementary guidance 2 on Aquaculture Development
which was adopted in 2016 and which we have reviewed, and consider satisfactory. It
should be highlighted in the plan (1038).

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Environmental Impacts (480) (516)








Matters relating to environmental impacts from commercial aquaculture are fully evaluated
during the consenting process. Marine Scotland Science (MSS) and SEPA are wholly
responsible for regulatory policies and consents associated with impacts to the water
environment; they determine whether environmental impacts are acceptable or not. The
Planning Authority follows statutory advice from MSS and SEPA in relation to this. It will be
for the applicant to provide technical studies/reports which are required by MSS and SEPA in
support of their planning application.
If a development falls within Schedule 1 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 (CD029); these will require an EIA and tend
to be larger developments or those with potentially the most significant environmental
effects. Developments falling within Schedule 2 of the 2017 EIA Regulations may require an
EIA. This depends on whether it is likely to have a significant effect on the environment, by
virtue of factors such as its size, nature or location.
Policy 29 - Existing Fish Farm Consolidation and Rationalisation seeks to protect landscapes
and ensures that existing fish farm developments are removed when they are no longer
required. The Policy seeks to promote best use of existing resources and seeks to prevent
obsolete equipment remaining on site that may negatively impact the environment. The
Policy looks to manage the competing demands for the use of Argyll’s coastal waters, while
protecting and enhancing the marine environment.
Policy 29 complies with: the following list of statutory and regulatory documents:
o Scottish Planning Policy (2014) (SSP, Aquaculture, pages 56-57) (CD001);
o Scotland’s National Marine Plan (2015) (NMP, Aquaculture, pages 49-52) (CD021);
o SEPA Finfish aquaculture sector plan 2018 (paragraph: Environmental regulation of
the finfish aquaculture sector - SEPA’s role as regulator (pages 17-18) (CD022));
o Protection of the Marine Environment, Discharges from Marine Pen Fish Farms: A
Strengthened Regulatory Framework 2019 (pages 1-7) (CD023);
o Regulation of marine cage fish farms - Updating our approach to protecting the sea
bed (SEPA Consultation document 2017 (pages 4-9) (CD030));
o SEPA – Annex Depositional Zone Regulation consultation Technical Information 2017
(pages 2-7) (CD024); Clyde Regional Marine Plan – Pre-consultation Draft (CRMP,
o Chapter 10 Aquaculture, pages 53-57) (CD025);
o Clyde Marine Regional Assessment 2017 (CMRA, section 6.3 Aquaculture, Pages 143150) (CD026);
o Clyde Regional Marine Plan - Interim Sustainability Appraisal including Strategic
Environmental Assessment Report (March 2019) (section 4.1 Environmental baseline
information and context of the Clyde Marine Region) (CD027).

Removal of Policy 29 (516)



It is considered that removal of Policy 29 would result in a negative impact to the
environment.
Policy 29 conforms to existing Scottish Government regulatory policies, including:
o Scottish Planning Policy (CD001);
o National Marine Plan (CD021);
o The proposed Clyde Regional Marine Plan (CD025).



Aquaculture operators are required to follow Policy 29. Policy 29 sits alongside Policy 28 Supporting Sustainable Aquatic and Coastal Development.

Technical Note LDP2 TN20 (1038)




Where further detail is required in relation to policies or proposals in the Plan, detailed
Technical Notes will be prepared, adopted and issued. Supplementary Guidance is a
statutory part of the development plan and is consulted upon as required by regulations,
sent to Scottish Ministers and formally adopted by the council. Technical Notes are nonstatutory, but are a material consideration when assessing planning applications. The TN20
will be based on a thorough review of Supplementary Guidance, which will fall at the
adoption of the PLDP2. All appropriate provisions from the LDP Supplementary Guidance 2
(2016) document have been included within Policy 28.
The ABC LDP Supplementary Guidance 2 (2016) document, which includes Aquaculture
Development (SG LDP AQUA 1) in pages 15-63 (CD028) will be reviewed and replaced by the
Technical Note LDP2 TN20 Marine and Freshwater Aquaculture. When the TN20 is in
preparation, advice from NatureScot will be taken into consideration. If the Reporter is so
minded, the following text will be stated in the PLDP2 (CD049) aquaculture section as
appropriate: ‘The Technical Note is in preparation, it will be comprehensive and provide
detail that relates to Policy 28 - Supporting Sustainable Aquatic and Coastal Development,
and Policy 29 - Existing Fish Farm Consolidation and Rationalisation’.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 22

Policy 30 - The Sustainable Growth of Renewables

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 30 - The Sustainable Growth of Renewables

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Helensburgh Community Council (92)
Fred. Olsen Renewables Ltd (164)
Tracey Peedle (212)
Ormsary Farmers (256)
Ronald Baird (269)
John Muir Trust (276)
Mary Broadfoot (300)
RES Group (338)
Tighnabruaich District Development Trust (350)
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353)
Lomond Energy (357)
Statkraft UK Limited (358)
Tarbert & Skipness Community Trust (362)
Scottish Forestry (375)
Scottish Renewables (382)
Kenneths of Stronachullin LLP (462)
Innogy Renewables UK (483)
Ardrishaig Community Trust (493)
Edward Laughton (500)
Brian Burnett (503)
Iona Community Council (532) REASSIGNED PART REP FROM ISS2
Force 9 Energy (538)
RSPB Scotland (540)
GreenPower (553)
Avich and Kilchrenan Community Council (593)
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
Scottish Power Renewables (626)
Rob Lee (1003)
Scottish Hydro Electric Transmission plc (1005)
SSE Renewables (1019)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)(Support)
Coriolis Energy (1039)
Scottish Water (1068)(support/not S4 matter)
Provision of the
development plan
The Sustainable Growth of Renewables
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):

Wording of Policy
Helensburgh Community Council (92)
 The designation in Policy 30 on page 54 which states : "Areas where wind farms will not
be acceptable” needs to be exactly that without reference to height limitations. HCC asks
that all categorisations be defined without reference to 50m turbines.
Fred Olsen Renewables (164)
 Other resource efficient technologies or resource sharing should be included as a
consideration in this policy, including support for ground mounted solar PV. The policy
should also support repair, refurbish or repowering.
John Muir Trust (276)
 We welcome the explicit reference to the need to consider landscape and visual impacts
including those on wild land. Cumulative impact is a particular emerging issue, especially
in relation to the increasing height of windfarms. However there are less specific
proposals and criteria to be met with respect to other renewables, yet these could also
have adverse impacts, including cumulatively (e.g. access tracks associated with small
scale hydro).
RES Group (338)





The change of most concern to RES is the removal of the word ‘significant’ when
discussing environmental effects. While the new LDP2 policy retains the ‘acceptability’
test2, the effect of removing reference to ‘significant’ effects (whether deliberate or
not), in development management terms is that where non-significant effects in EIA
terms are identified, these could potentially be used to conclude a conflict with Policy
30.
RES also considers that Policy 30 should go further and state that in Group 3 areas ‘wind
farms are likely to be acceptable, subject to detailed consideration’.
RES considers that Policy 30 should advocate support for battery storage projects. As a
technology that already forms part of many renewable energy applications and is likely
to develop further over the lifetime of LDP2 as a result of the increasing electrification of
heat and transport, RES considers that the LDP2 should be more explicit in its support for
the growth of this technology.

Tighnabruaich District Development Trust (350)


Greater prominence should be given to economic considerations, together with the
contribution to renewable energy targets and impact on greenhouse gas emissions.

Statkraft UK Limited (358); Coriolis Energy (1039)


The Group 3 areas should be described as “areas with potential for wind farm
development”.

Scottish Forestry (375)
 Impact on Forestry and Woodlands should be included as one of the criteria of the policy.
Scottish Renewables (382) ; Force 9 Energy (538); GreenPower (553)



The policy should recognise that in Areas of Significant Protection wind energy
developments may be permitted subject to impacts being found acceptable on a case by
case basis.

Brian Burnett (503)
 Policy 30 concerns me. Wind energy can provide a valuable contribution to generating low
carbon electricity. It can also be a blight on the landscape, harmful to be resident and visitor
experience if in the wrong place. I presume the Council will rely on the LWEC report of 2017
for guidance. This should be stated in the report and open to scrutiny. The map is
inadequate and difficult to follow. There is al so nothing said about connecting cables, sub
stations or a requirement for undergrounding cables or using existing pylons. There is no
policy on small scale micro energy schemes.
Force 9 Energy (538)
 The policy needs to include guidance and support for all renewable energy developments,
for example heat networks, solar, hydro etc and the criteria which will be used for their
assessment. The policy should remove reference to issues which are not relevant to Argyll
and Bute, eg seismological recording.
RSPB Scotland (540)
 Second last bullet point on page 55 include ‘and where appropriate the Scottish
Government’s latest2 version of the carbon calculator will be used’.
 Additional point – Biodiversity net gain will be expected from all renewable developments in
line with Policy 73 .
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
 One of the bullets within the policy criteria covers “Impacts on carbon rich soils, using the
carbon calculator”. We recommend adding to that sentence to say “(or such guidance as
may supersede this)” so as to allow for possible changes to the approach.
Scottish Power Renewables (626)
 It is our view that PLDP2 must establish a positive policy and decision making framework for
new renewable energy developments across Argyll and Bute, in particular, standalone and
co-located energy storage, solar and onshore/offshore wind.
 The final LDP2 should contain recognition that existing sites have been determined to be
acceptable for wind energy developments, and should indicate a preference for a
streamlined consenting route for repowering and life extension. This should include
acknowledgement of the benefits of co-location and the need for proportionate EIA to
ensure expeditious consenting to meet net zero targets and delivery of a modern energy
system.
 We believe that the PLDP2 policies should include a clear focus on further development of
renewable technologies, including energy storage, solar and onshore/offshore wind. Local
Development Plans should therefore look to support the repowering and co-location of
compatible technologies to ensure optimisation of existing and proposed sites.
 We recommend changes to the text at para 5.27, 5.28 and 5.29


We have concerns that using the text “no unacceptable environmental effects” could limit
the deployment of renewables as local impact may be necessary to achieve the bigger goal

of tackling climate change. The use of assessment criteria text from SPP (2014) is noted,
however it should be acknowledged that the criteria may change through the development
of NPF4. SPR would expect greater weight to be given to the last two criteria (noted below)
given the urgent need to meet net zero targets.
• The scale of contribution to renewable energy generation targets.
• Effect on greenhouse gas emissions.
Scottish Hydro Electric Transmission plc (1005)
 The policy should also address the need for associated electricity infrastructure, and include
appropriate policy tests for electricity infrastructure, rather than general development plan
policy tests.
SSE Renewables (1019)
 Policy 30 is not ambitious or radical enough to address the climate emergency or
contribute to the targets set out in the Climate Change Act, and SSE Renewables object
to the policy in its current form on that basis. SSE Renewables are disappointed by the
criteria for assessing proposals for renewable energy developments, although it is
accepted that this is based on current SPP guidance and Scottish Natural Heritage
guidance on Landscape Capacity Studies. SSE believe there should be an
acknowledgement that a more supportive stance is required in relation to onshore wind.
This is especially pertinent to support developments with larger turbines, as the
development of larger turbines will be required to meet climate change targets.
Constraining development primarily based on outdated guidance is no longer acceptable
in the current political climate, and a policy based upon the merits of individual projects
would be more supportive and allow the scale of development required to meet climate
change targets. SSE Renewables accept the landscape and visual impacts for larger
turbines could be potentially significant in localised areas, but this should be assessed in
the context of the valuable contribution onshore wind can make as a cost effective and
established form of sustainable renewable energy development and meeting net-zero
emissions targets. We strongly believe more weight needs to be given to emissions
targets in the policy test2 balance.
 Policy support is required for the expansion of all existing and indeed any new hydro
development. LDP2 should contain a separate policy on hydro development to support
the adaptation and improvement of all existing hydro infrastructure, in order to increase
and maximise their generation and energy storage ability. This would build upon the
significant benefit these existing assets bring in terms of enduring economic and
environmental benefits at local and national level, and help in the drive for the transition
to net zero carbon energy system.
Landscape Capacity Study
Fred Olsen Renewables (164)
 Various PLI decisions have concluded that Landscape Capacity Studies are not a suitable
basis for individual decisions, and this should be made clear as part of the Spatial
Framework. We object to the inclusion of the Capacity Study in the LDP.
James Lithgow (256); Tarbert & Skipness Community Trust (362)



Object to Policy 30 being associated with the Landscape Wind Energy Capacity Study. This
guidance does not support the vision of Argyll and Bute being an economically diverse and
successful area based on sustainable and low carbon development, it does not reflect
emerging wind turbine technologies or the urgent need to develop further clean energy
supplies.

Mary Broadfoot (300)
 The reliance on the Wind Capacity Study 2017 is not acceptable to me, if its position is
followed, existing successful windfarms like Allt Dearg and Srondoire will have to be
decommissioned when their current planning permission expires, surely part of a
sustainable future is to make use of built infrastructure.
Tighnabruaich District Development Trust (350)


We would not wish to see decisions on the renewal of such a successful windfarm being
driven by landscape considerations at the expense of the wider economic benefits.

Lomond Energy (357); Scottish Renewables (382); Kenneths of Stronachullin LLP (462); Innogy
Renewables UK (483); Ardrishaig Community Trust (493); Edward Laughton (500); GreenPower
(553); Avich and Kilchrenan Community Council (593)


Objects to reference to the Argyll and Bute Landscape Wind Energy Capacity Study in LDP 2.

SSE Renewables (1019)
 NPF4 is likely to be radical in its proposals to combat the climate emergency - including a
recognition of the need for taller turbines to meet climate change targets and that
Landscape Capacity Studies are no longer a sensible or credible tool for assessment (despite
the current guidance on their use from SNH). Recognition of this in LDP2 would be
welcomed, as this could then be carried through into the Council's new local development
plan once the secondary legislative process is brought forward for development planning,
and the contents of NPF4 and new SPP become clearer.

Mapping and categories of protection
Helensburgh Community Council (92)
 Requests that the moorland and hills to the north of Helensburgh be included within the
“areas where wind farms will not be acceptable (including those turbines under 50m).
Fred Olsen Renewables (164)
 The Spatial Framework identifies Group 3 and Group 2 areas, decisions on projects
within these areas should be determined through an EIA. Group 2 constraints should be
regarded in a proportionate manner and not treated as designations when this is not
their stated intention/status.
Tracey Peedle (212)
 The site at Upper Sonachan should be included as an unacceptable site on Diagram 7.
This will reflect the recent Scottish Government Decision to refuse a wind farm
development on this site.
Ronald Baird (269)



The maps for potential windfarm sites are indistinct, in relation to Tiree the map has a
blank area, not shown. Its not clear where the potential boundaries are, which may suit
developers, but is in my opinion unfair to local residents, who probably don’t realises the
impact of the approved plan could have on their communities.

Statkraft UK Limited (358)
 Requests Diagram 7 to be provided on more accurate base plan or shapefile format
Rob Lee (1003)


What does a Group 2 Areas of Significant Protection actually afford in the way of
protection?

Coriolis Energy (1039);
 Diagram 7 should be provided on a more accurate base plan for ease of legibility.

Support for Policy as written
SEPA (1038); Scottish Water (1068)
Policy on small scale/community renewables
Iona Community Council (532)
 With the clear need to meet renewable generation and carbon reduction targets we
would not be in favour of policy or guidelines being formed in such a way as to prevent
appropriate scale wind turbine siting for community led renewable power generation on
the island that would have major env/eco/soc benefits (provided thorough community
consultation supports them). Such sites would clearly have to be chosen with care but
blanket restrictions covering most of the island would be unacceptable.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:










RES requests that the word ‘significant’ is reinstated to the new LDP2 policy; that Policy
30 should go further and state that in Group 3 areas ‘wind farms are likely to be
acceptable, subject to detailed consideration’; and that more explicit support for battery
storage projects should be provided. (338)
Remove ANY reference to the Argyll & Bute Wind Energy Capacity Study 2017(357)
Impact on Forestry and Woodlands should be included as one of the criteria of the
policy.(375)
Second last bullet point on page 55 include ‘and where appropriate the Scottish
Government’s latest2 version of the carbon calculator will be used’.(540)
Additional point – Biodiversity net gain will be expected from all renewable
developments in line with Policy 73 .(540)
One of the bullets within the policy criteria covers “Impacts on carbon rich soils, using
the carbon calculator”. Add to that sentence to say “(or such guidance as may supersede
this)”.(596)
The following additional text is suggested within the supporting text to Policy 30:

“Additional electricity transmission infrastructure may need to be developed in Argyll
and Bute in order to realise the region’s potential contribution to renewable electricity
generation, contributing to national requirements and in order to serve local
needs.(1005)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Wording of Policy
Helensburgh Community Council (92);Fred Olsen Renewables (164); John Muir Trust (276); RES
Group (338);Tighnabruaich District Development Trust (350); Statkraft UK Limited (358); Coriolis
Energy (1039); Scottish Forestry (375);Scottish Renewables (382) ; Force 9 Energy (538);
GreenPower (553);Brian Burnett (503);Force 9 Energy (538);RSPB Scotland (540);Scottish
Natural Heritage (SNH) (596);Scottish Power Renewables (626);Scottish Hydro Electric
Transmission plc (1005);SSE Renewables (1019)
The wording of the policy is considered too follow the criteria outlined in paras 161, 163, 169 of
SPP, and to be reflective of the wording used in Table 1 Spatial Frameworks. The wording of this
policy and the proposed spatial framework as outlined in Diagram 7 is largely unchanged from
the equivalent policy in the Adopted Local Development Plan. It is conceded that the word
“significant” has been omitted from the first part of Policy 30, which now simply refers to “no
unacceptable environmental effects”, this allows the planning authority to determine what
these may be, and avoids confusion with the term “significant effect” used in Environmental
Assessments.
A number of representations have been received which suggest that the plans policy on
renewables may need to be reconsidered following the publication of the proposed NPF4.
However this has not been published, even in draft form, so it is not possible for the LDP2 to
anticipate what may be included within it, particularly in its finalised form.
Landscape Capacity Study
Fred Olsen Renewables (164) ;James Lithgow (256); Tarbert & Skipness Community Trust (362)
Mary Broadfoot (300);Tighnabruaich District Development Trust (350);Lomond Energy (357);
Scottish Renewables (382); Kenneths of Stronachullin LLP (462); Innogy Renewables UK (483);
Ardrishaig Community Trust (493); Edward Laughton (500); GreenPower (553); Avich and
Kilchrenan Community Council (593);SSE Renewables (1019)
The Argyll and Bute Landscape Wind Energy Capacity Study(LWECS), is not referred to in policy
30, but has been identified in LDP 2 as a relevant related document, and discussed in para 5.29.
The LDP 2 does not require compliance with the LWECS, but it is considered entirely appropriate
that developers are asked to demonstrate how they have taken into account this study.
Mapping and categories of protection
Helensburgh Community Council (92);Fred Olsen Renewables (164) ;Tracey Peedle (212);Ronald
Baird (269); Statkraft UK Limited (358); Rob Lee (1003); Coriolis Energy (1039)
The mapping of the group 1,2, and 3 areas follows the approach to spatial framework
preparation set out in para 163 of SPP. In this the Group 1 areas where windfarms will not be
acceptable are clearly defined as National Parks and National Scenic Areas. There is no scope to

include parts of Group 2 or Group 3 areas, which have been found to be unacceptable for wind
farm development through the consenting process. Nor is it possible to include within the
spatial framework areas which communities have indicated they do not want to see wind
turbine developments in, as within the Group 2 and Group 3 areas proposals for wind turbine
developments are required to be assessed on an individual basis against the criteria of local
development plan policy.
Policy on small scale/community renewables
Iona Community Council (532)
On the Spatial Frame Work for Wind Turbines the island of Iona is identified as a Group 2 area,
the reasons for Iona being included within a Group 2 area are because it falls within a
“Community separation for consideration of visual impact” zone; and also some areas have
been identified as Class 2 Carbon Rich Soils and Peatland. The policy, provides for a criteria
based approach in such locations.

No modification to the plan is considered necessary at this stage.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 23

Policy 31 - Minerals

Development Plan
Reference:

Minerals (Para 5.30 -5.31 Policy 31, Page 57-58)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Dalgleish Associates Ltd (56)
Alastair Lings (128)
Crown Estate Scotland (165)
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353)
Woodland Trust Scotland (441)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Provision of the
development plan
Minerals and Policy 32 Minerals
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Dalgleish Associates Ltd (56)
• The policy states that proposals for mineral extraction will generally be supported where it
can be demonstrated a new site is required in order to provide a 10 year supply of
construction aggregates within the LDP 2 area. LDP2 does not provide any clear statement
on the current adequacy of the existing landbank. It is some 20 years since Argyll and Bute
Council undertook an assessment of the Council's minerals landbank. Accordingly, as
matters stand, it is not possible to assess proposals against production/permitted reserves as
required by Policy 31.
• Para 3.43 states that the LDP seeks to minimise long distance imports of natural resources by
safeguarding local supplies of minerals to meet the needs of the local construction industry,
this is not reflected in Policy 31 Minerals.
Alastair Lings (128); Crown Estate Scotland (165)
• It is not clear from the plan that the policy reference to “rare” and specialist building
materials covers rare minerals such as gold, silver or byrites. The wording of the policy
should be amended to make this clearer.
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353)
• The wording of SPP para. 243 allows for borrow pits where there are significant
environmental or economic benefits compared to obtaining material from local quarries.
The different criteria would result in stricter control of borrow pits than is intended through
national policy.
Woodland Trust Scotland (441)
• We have identified several sites where the proposed use is for mineral extraction which
could have an impact on ancient woodland. The Trust would not support extraction of finite
resources at the expense of irreplaceable ancient woodland.

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
• Support – happy with the wording of Policy 31

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Policy 31 - Minerals should be amended to include the LDP2 principle of "minimising long
distance imports of natural resources by safeguarding local supplies of minerals to meet the
needs of the construction industry". The availability of a local supply of aggregates should be
a material consideration in the determination of applications.(56)
• LDP2 should make a firm commitment for the Council to undertake and publish a minerals
audit. (56)
• Amend the policy to read "The proposal is for extraction of rare minerals or specialist
building materials of national significance". (128; 165)
• The wording around borrow pits requires to be better aligned with SPP. (353)
• Any ancient woodland which may be adversely affected by mineral operations should be
protected.(441)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Safeguarding local supplies of minerals (56)
• The proposed local development plan in para 3.43 recognises that reducing transport
distances of heavy or bulky materials such as minerals can help to reduce CO2 emissions
associated with transport. Policy 31 – Minerals identifies that proposals for mineral
extraction will be assessed against…Transport impacts, and in line with SPP (CD XXX) para
238 also supports new sites where these are required to provide a minimum of 10 years
supply of permitted reserves for construction aggregates. The LDP has identified 23 minerals
allocations, which correspond to those quarries with extant planning consents. These are
distributed widely across the Council’s area, with the exception of Helensburgh and Lomond
where the presence of the Loch Lomond and Trossachs National Park constrain potential
areas of search.
Minerals Audit (56)
• The proposed LDP has identified as allocations those quarries with planning consent
(including their consented area), the majority of which contribute to the landbank for the 10
year supply of construction aggregates. An assessment of the landbank supply is subject to
change during the lifetime of the plan, and it is considered that an audit of this supply is
more appropriately done in association with individual planning applications when they are
submitted.
Rare Minerals (128);(165)
• Reference to “The proposal is for the extraction of rare or specialist building materials of
national significance” in Policy 31 was intended to apply to rare minerals (such as silver and
gold) or specialist building materials. It is therefore conceded that the wording of the eighth

bullet point could be amended to reflect this by the addition of the word “minerals” after
rare.
Borrow Pits (353)
• At present SPP provides national level advice on planning policy and can be considered to be
a material consideration, however, it is not part of the statutory development plan, unlike an
adopted Local Development Plan, and Supplementary Guidance. The LDP 2 minerals policy
adopts different criteria for borrow pits, from those specified in SPP. This different stance is
considered an appropriate reflection of local circumstances found in Argyll and Bute.
• The policy as proposed in LDP2 adopts a more flexible approach in recognition of local
circumstances in Argyll and Bute in that it does not require comparison of economic and
environmental benefits with those of obtaining materials from local quarries. The policy also
recognises that there may be benefits to the community as well as operational benefits from
the use of borrow pits e.g. through the reduction of traffic movements through settlements.
Ancient Woodland (441)
• Policy 31 – Minerals requires any proposals for mineral extraction to be assessed against
effects on natural heritage, habitats and historic environments, the plan also recognises the
importance of ancient woodland and seeks to protect this from adverse impacts through
Policy 77 – Forestry Woodland and Trees, and Policy 73 in relation to development impacts
on habitats, species and biodiversity would also be applicable. Those sites which are
identified as mineral allocations in this plan reflect currently active mineral sites, and those
with planning consents. Some of these sites such as Furnace (M3002), and Bonawe (M4004)
are operating under historic mineral consenting regimes, where the consented areas
unfortunately extend into areas included on Ancient or Semi Natural Ancient Woodland
Inventory.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 24

Policy 32 – Active Travel

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 32 – Active Travel (Pages 59 – 62)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Moira Newiss (480)
NFU Scotland (401)
Roddy Davies (534)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353)
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (SPT) (499)
Provision of the
development plan
Connected Places - Connectivity
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Moira Newiss (480)
• A cycle pathway to link Dunbeg to Oban is needed
• Plans to make the NCN78 Caledonian Way off road from Oban is needed
• The back road from Oban to Connel is dangerous for cyclists
• Supports the Tyndrum Pilgrim cycle pathway route
NFU Scotland (401)
• Concerned that where core paths are located through farm yards or on farm tracks the
presence of a core path designation could prevent the farmer from undertaking a
development
Roddy Davies (534)
• Supports the policy to improve active travel routes and encourage increased
walking/cycling/running, however would urge the development of a cycle route off the A85
between Connel and Dunbeg
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
• Air quality has not been dealt with. The NPF3 and SPP stress the importance of tackling air
quality issues and reducing traffic emissions. The UK National Air Quality Strategy as
developed in the Air Quality Regulations 2003 includes policy guidance PG(S) (16) in terms of
the importance of LDPs and air quality issues being co-ordinated. It is also an objective of
Scotland’ National Transport Strategy
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353)

• Paragraph 5.14 of the NPF3 encourages all local authorities to develop at least one exemplar
walking and cycling friendly settlement to demonstrate how active travel networks can be
improved in line with the Scottish Government’s vision for increased cycling
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
• Supports the policy and welcomes the protection of access to/along the coast however
riversides should also be included
• Clarification is needed that the active travel route from Tyndrum to Oban and onto Mull
and Iona, referred to at paragraph 3.26, is the “Cross Scotland Pilgrim Way”
• Integrate mention of Cross Scotland Pilgrim Way under discussion of Tobermory to
Dalmally Growth Corridor
• Reference to “Pilgrim’s Way” should be changed to “Cross Scotland Pilgrim Way” as this is
how it is referred to in the NPF3
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (SPT) (499)
• There is no reference to cycle parking, storage or facilities
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Cycle path needed to link Dunbeg to Oban (480)
• Develop cycle route off the A85 between Connel and Dunbeg (480) (534)
• Amend wording to reflect that a core path could be re-routed in order to enable a
farmer/crofter/land manager undertake a development that is going to safeguard or expand
their business (401)
• Make air pollution, particularly emission sources related to biomass burning and greenhouse
gas emissions from transport sources, strategically linked into the environmental
considerations of the LDP2 (1038)
• Identify at least one exemplar walking and cycling friendly settlement (353)
• Extend the final sentence to include riversides (596)
• Refer to active travel route (Tyndrum to Oban and onto Mull and Iona) in paragraph 3.26 as
“Cross Scotland Pilgrim Way” (596)
• Integrate mention of Cross Scotland Pilgrim Way under discussion of Tobermory to Dalmally
Growth Corridor (596)
• Change “Pilgrim’s Way” to “Cross Scotland Pilgrim Way” in paragraph 6.9 (596)
• Make reference to the provision of cycle parking or storage and where appropriate
showering and changing facilities (499)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Cycle path from Dunbeg to Oban (480)
•
•

A cycle route between Dunbeg and Oban already exists and is promoted by Argyll and
Bute Council Outdoor Access Team leaflet “Walk and Ride Oban to Dunbeg” (CD060)
which is a “mostly wide, smooth flat sealed footway”.
Key priorities of securing funding for active travel routes, working in partnership with
other council departments and key partners are identified at paragraph 6.9 of the
introductory text to this policy. However this does not preclude the potential
involvement in improvements to other routes not specifically mentioned in the PLDP2.

•

Taking into account the above, no change is proposed to the PDLP2.

Cycle path from Dunbeg to Connel (480, 534)
•

•
•

•

The Scottish Association of Marine Science (SAMS) “is working with funders and partners
to investigate the feasibility of providing a new active travel link between Connel and
Dunbeg for pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders to use”
https://www.sams.ac.uk/connel-dunbeg-consultation/ . [Date Accessed 11th November
2020]. This would follow the A85 route.
In terms of the NCN78 route, the Action Programme (CD051, no pagination) and also the
introductory text to this policy at paragraph 6.9, make reference to this as being a key
priority to make off-road for the entire route (working with partners such as Sustrans).
Key priorities of securing funding for active travel routes, working in partnership with
other council departments and key partners are identified at paragraph 6.9 of the
introductory text to this policy. However this does not preclude the potential
involvement in improvements to other routes not specifically mentioned in the PLDP2.
Taking into account the above, no change is proposed to the PLDP2.

Re-routing of core path (401)
•
•

•

•

The policy wording does not prevent such development that would have a significant
adverse effect on an active travel route but requires that a Public Access Plan is
submitted.
The legal status of the Core Paths and Public Rights of Way mean they cannot be
diverted without going through a legal process. Unlike Rights of Way, Core Paths cannot
be created “through use” – they can only be designed by the council through a process
that involves public consultations. Under the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 section
20C (as amended by 2016 Act) (CD048).
Under Section 208 of Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (CD046) “a
planning authority may by order authorise the stopping up or diversion of any footpath
or bridleway if they are satisfied that it is necessary to do so in order to enable the
development to be carried out” and would be applicable to Core Paths.
Taking into account the above, no change is proposed to the PDLP2.

Air Quality (1038)
•

•

Within the Spatial and Settlement Strategy of the PLDP2 (CD049), Climate change and
the principles of sustainable development are covered within paragraphs 3.37 to 3.43
(pages 22 – 24). Paragraph 3.41 recognises the role of land use planning to the
adaptation to and mitigation of climate change. Paragraph 3.43 links climate change
issues to transport by “maximising the use of existing infrastructure capacity” and
“proposing a settlement strategy that reduces, where possible, the need for people to
travel”.
This is further addressed within the Connectivity section at paragraph 6.3 (page 59)
where SPP (CD 001) paragraph 270 is taken into account – “the settlement strategy

•
•
•

•

promotes the integration of land uses and transport infrastructure, which is fundamental
in addressing the above challenges and moving towards a low carbon economy”
Whilst the active travel (and public transport) policy does not specifically mention air
quality or emissions, the wider policy context has been explained in the overarching
settlement and spatial strategy, and the introductory text to the connectivity section.
In view of the above it is considered that air pollution is strategically linked into the
environmental considerations of the PDLP2.
The PDLP2 should be read as a whole and policies not considered in isolation. It is not
considered that further reference is required to be made to air quality within this specific
policy as paragraph 5.73 of the Transport Scotland Transport Assessment Guidance 2012
(CD047) states that “the environmental impacts of a development proposal are generally
outside the remit of the Transport Assessment process as this should be picked up
through an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)”
Taking into account the above no change is proposed to the PLDP2.

Walking and cycling friendly settlement (353)
•
•
•
•

•

Whilst development of a walking and cycle friendly settlement is encouraged by the
NPF3 (CD020) this is not a requirement of the SPP (CD001).
Circular 6/2013- Development Planning (CD053) states that “Scottish Ministers want
development plans to be succinct”
The PDLP2 is the settled view of Argyll and Bute Council following the required public
consultation period.
It is considered that, should a walking and cycling friendly settlement be identified this
should be subject to an extensive public consultation period and, in the interests of
keeping the PDLP2 concise, would be better as a separate guidance document on
technical note.
Taking into account the above, no change is proposed to the PDLP2.

Riversides (596)
•

It is accepted and agreed that the final sentence should be amended to read
“…foreshore, loch side or riverside…”

Cross Scotland Pilgrim Way (596)
•
•
•

It is accepted and agreed that reference to “Cross Scotland Pilgrim Way” should be
added to the final sentence of paragraph 3.26.
It is further accepted and agreed that “Pilgrim’s Way” in paragraph 6.9 should be
amended to “Cross Scotland Pilgrim Way”.
The Cross Scotland Pilgrim Way is, following the agreed change above, referred to under
paragraph 3.26 within the Cruachan Dam Pumped Storage Hydro-electricity Facility
Expansion section of the Spatial and Settlement Strategy, as well as within the
introductory text to the Active Travel policy (paragraph 6.9). It is considered that this
active travel route does not impact on the growth corridor and does not require specific

reference in that section. The PDLP2 should be read as a whole and sections not
considered in isolation. No change is proposed to the PDLP2.
Cycle parking or storage (499)
•
•

•
•
•

Scottish Planning Policy (CD 001, para 288) requires that cycle parking and storage be
safeguarded and enhanced where possible. However there is no requirement for new
developments to incorporate these.
In recognition and support of increased cycle usage during the Covid-19 lockdown, the
Scottish Government released a consultation on Phase 1 Proposals for Reviewing and
Extending Permitted Development Rights (PDR) in Scotland (which closed on 12th
November 2020) in respect of cycle storage sheds (CD061 pages 40-44).
Extended PDR in this respect would allow owners and occupiers to provide cycle parking
or storage without the need for planning consent, and therefore without the need for
reference to an LDP policy.
The Active Travel Policy within the PLDP2 (CD049) (policy 32, pages 59-62) focuses on
active travel routes and is not considered an appropriate place to include cycle parking
or storage provision.
Taking into account the above, while it is not considered necessary to incorporate policy
on this within the PDLP2, it is proposed to address this issue within the technical
guidance LDP2 TN13: Access and Parking Standards which will be produced during the
lifetime of the Plan.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 25

Policy 33 – Public Transport

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 33 – Public Transport (Pages 62 – 63)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Moira Newiss (480)
Network Rail (46)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353)
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (SPT) (499)
Provision of the
development plan
Connected Places
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Moira Newiss (480)
• Proposals do not go far enough to provide suitable options to move people away from
cars and onto public transport. All buses should be equipped with trailers to carry bikes.
Network Rail (46)
• Supports the recognition of the relationship between placemaking and connectivity in
policy 33 and that high journey generating uses are directed to appropriate, accessible
sites.
• Supports the recognition of the potential impact on the railway infrastructure of new
development in paragraph 6.10.
• Considers it illogical that a Transport Impact Assessment is not required in respect of
proposals which affect the rail network in the same way as the trunk road network.
• There is no policy in the plan which gives specific consideration to Level Crossings. Given
the number of level crossings on the routes which could be affected by the growth
proposals it is considered that this would be justified to ensure that the complex issues
relating to level crossings and how these might be affected by development proposals
are fully understood. Network Rail will not allow new level crossings except in
exceptional circumstances whereby it may be replacement or relocation. Any planning
application or Development Plan allocation which may increase the level of pedestrian
and/or vehicular usage at a level crossing should be supported by a Transport
Assessment.
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
• Air quality has not been dealt with. The NPF3 and SPP stress the importance of tackling air
quality issues and reducing traffic emissions. The UK National Air Quality Strategy as
developed in the Air Quality Regulations 2003 includes policy guidance PG(S) (16) in terms of
the importance of LDPs and air quality issues being co-ordinated. It is also an objective of
Scotland’ National Transport Strategy

Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353)
• The policy should be renamed as it does not solely cover public transport requirements
• Transport Impact Assessment is not a term currently used
• It is confusing that developers will be required to mitigate their impact on the trunk road
network
• The policy wording does not reflect Transport Scotland’s “Transport Appraisal Guidance”
(2012) and “Development and the Trunk Road Network Guidance” (2016)
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (SPT) (499)
• Supports the sequential approach and requirement for key new destinations to consider
the need for journey to be undertaken by public transport
• Transport Assessments and/or Travel Plans should be considered as mechanisms to
justify a development and demonstrate the scale of impact and mitigation measures
where required
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• All buses should be equipped with trailers to carry bikes (480)
• Identify Network Rail as partner in 6.11 (46)
• Amend policy wording to “when considered appropriate by the planning authority,
developers will be asked to submit an independent transport impact assessment and/or green
transport plan to help justify the proposal. Developers are also required, where appropriate,
to mitigate the impact of their development to preserve the performance and safety of the
strategic (Trunk) road and railway network (including level crossings) so that it may continue
to provide for the safe and efficient movements of traffic” (46)
• A level crossing policy should be included within the plan (46)
• Make air pollution, particularly emission sources related to biomass burning and greenhouse
gas emissions from transport sources, strategically linked into the environmental
considerations of the LDP2 (1038)
• Policy 33 Public Transport should be renamed (353)
• Should be amended to “when considered appropriate by the planning authority and
Transport Scotland, as trunk road authority, developers will be asked to submit an
independent transport assessment or statement and green transport plan to help justify
their proposal. Early engagement is advised with Transport Scotland for sites adjacent to the
trunk road network” (353)
• Change wording from Transport Impact Assessment and Green Travel Plan to Transport
Assessment and Travel Plan, to reflect the language in SPP and Transport Scotland’s
Transport Assessment Guidance (499)
• Amend text to reflect that Transport Assessments and Travel Plans are required to
demonstrate that a developer has considered access by a range of travel modes, not just
private car use and where appropriate measures have been taken to address this and
encourage sustainable travel (499)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Modal Shift (480)

•

The Plan aims to support Modal Shift to more sustainable forms of transport and
promotes active travel through Policy 32 – Active Travel. The equipping of buses with
trailers is not a development plan issue. No change is proposed to the PLDP2.

Partners (46)
•

It is agreed that Network Rail is a partner in respect of transportation issues. Therefore,
if the Reporter is so minded, it is proposed that the policy wording in paragraph 6.11 be
amended to insert the underlined as follows, “The Council will work with partners, such
as HiTrans, Strathclyde Partnership for Transport, Transport Scotland, Network Rail and
the Scottish Government, to assist in the delivery of Regional Transport Strategies, and to
seek funding via the STPR2, Rural Growth Deal and external grant funding for local
transportation projects”.

Policy name (46)
•

•
•

The policy makes it clear that a sequential approach is required with public transport
being the preferred vehicular option. Whilst the policy refers to Transport Assessments
which will cover different modes of transport “the objective will be to maximise
sustainable travel by walking, cycling and public transport and only then consider the
impact of residual vehicular traffic” (CD047 – Transport Scotland Transport Assessments
paragraph 2.4).
Therefore “public transport” is considered to be a suitable name for the policy given its
place in such a sequential approach.
Taking into account the above no change is proposed however if the Reporter were so
minded the council would have no objection to the policy name being changed to
“Sustainable Transport”.

Terminology (499)
•

The council agree that the phases “Transport Impact Assessment” and “Green Travel
Plan” should be amended to “Transport Assessment” and “Travel Plan”, to reflect the
language in SPP and Transport Scotland’s Transport Assessment Guidance. This has been
dealt with as a Non notifiable amendment. (CDXXX)

Air Quality (1038)
•

•

It is considered that the Plan deals with the issue of air quality in accordance with
Scottish Planning Policy. Policy 04 – Sustainable Development sets out the sustainable
development principles against which all development will be assessed, including
avoiding significant adverse impacts on the air environment. Noting the air environment
within this core policy ensures it is strategically linked into the environmental
considerations in the Local Development Plan.
Paragraph 3.43 links climate change issues to transport by “maximising the use of
existing infrastructure capacity” and “proposing a settlement strategy that reduces,
where possible, the need for people to travel”.This is further addressed within the
Connectivity section at paragraph 6.3 (page 59) where SPP (CD 001) paragraph 270 is

•
•
•

•

•

taken into account – “the settlement strategy promotes the integration of land uses and
transport infrastructure, which is fundamental in addressing the above challenges and
moving towards a low carbon economy”
Whilst the public transport (and active travel) policy does not specifically mention air
quality or emissions, the wider policy context has been explained in the overarching
settlement and spatial strategy, and the introductory text to the connectivity section.
In view of the above it is considered that air pollution is strategically linked into the
environmental considerations of the PDLP2.
The PDLP2 should be read as a whole and policies not considered in isolation. It is not
considered that further reference is required to be made to air quality within this specific
policy as paragraph 5.73 of the Transport Assessment guidance (CD047) states that “the
environmental impacts of a development proposal are generally outside the remit of the
Transport Assessment process as this should be picked up through an Environmental
Impact Assessment (EIA)”
The Local Development Plan aims to take account of Scottish Planning Policy and other
relevant legislation whilst preparing a proportionate approach to the nature of the issues
and proposals being considered in the Argyll and Bute area. This is a predominantly
remote rural area with no Air Quality Management Area declared. It is considered that
the inclusion of references to the air environment in the Spatial and Settlement Strategy
chapter, Policy 04 – Sustainable Development; Policy 14 – Bad Neighbour Development;
Policy 31 – Minerals; and in Para 6.12 in relation to EV charging points accords with
relevant legislation and will safeguard the air environment from development related
impacts within Argyll and Bute.
Taking into account the above no change is proposed to the PLDP2. Note this issue was
also raised in relation to Policy 32 (Issue XXX) and Policy 33 (Issue 26)

Transport Assessments and Travel Plans (46),(499)
•
•

•

•

The detail of what should be included in a Transport Assessment will vary depending on
the location, scale and nature of development as stated in the Transport Scotland
Transport Assessment Guidance 2012 (CD047 paragraph 3.15)
It is therefore not considered necessary to amend the text to reflect that Transport
Assessments and Travel Plans require to demonstrate that a developer has considered
access by a range of travel modes, not just private car use and where appropriate
measures have been taken to address this and encourage sustainable travel.
In terms of railway infrastructure, following consultation on the Main Issues Report
additional text was added at paragraph 6.10 of the introductory text to this policy “there may be significant impacts from new development on transport, including on
railway infrastructure, which needs to be taken into account”.
Under Schedule 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management
Procedures) (Scotland) Act 2013 (CD044), “Network Rail Infrastructure Ltd or any
undertakers likely to be affected” must be formally consulted when “the development is
likely to result in a material increase in the volume or a material change in the character
of traffic using a level crossing over a railway”. On this basis Network Rail would have the
opportunity to advise if a Transport Assessment related to such development did not
appropriately assess impacts on railway infrastructure. Given the note of rail
infrastructure and the Act it is not considered that a specific policy relating to level
crossings is required.

•

Taking into account the above no additional wording is proposed to the policy in terms
of the content of a Transport Assessment, however the council proposes that the
Transport Scotland Transport Assessment Guidance 2012 be added below the policy as a
Related Document.

Early engagement (353)
•

The council are in agreement that it would be useful for additional policy wording should
be added in terms of early engagement with Transport Scotland in order to reflect
Transport Scotland’s guidance. Therefore, should the Reporter be so minded, it is
suggested that the policy wording be amended to “when considered appropriate by the
planning authority, developers will be asked to submit an independent transport
assessment and/or travel plan to help justify the proposal. Early engagement is advised
with Transport Scotland for sites adjacent to the trunk road network.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 26

Policy 34 - Electric Vehicle Charging

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 34 – Electric Vehicle Charging Points (Para
6.12 – 6.14, pp 63 – 64) and Diagram 8 (p60)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
June Niven (146)
Fiona Baker (195)
George Freeman (285)
Martin Winlow (307)
Scottish Renewables (382)
Garelochhead Community Council (577)
Rob Lee (1003)
SSE Renewables (1019)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Provision of the
development plan
Connected Places - Electric Vehicle Charging Points
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
June Niven (146)
• The second bullet point in Policy 34 states: “All new build houses with private off street
parking to assess the potential for the capability/cable ducting to allow for the installation,
where appropriate, of a minimum 7kw charger”. I do not believe that this is strong enough.
• Under the proposed policy, anyone building a new house / new houses could assess the
potential but then take no action as this policy would not require them to include an electric
car charging point. I believe that the policy should require anyone building a new house /
new houses with private off street parking to include at least one 7kw charging point at each
property.
• Given government policies and the way ahead which will see diesel / petrol cars being
phased out with a clear push for people to purchase electric cars, then I believe that it is
essential that action is taken now to try and increase the number of electric car charging
points.
Fiona Baker (195)
• Electric charging points should be mandatory not aspirational and all new developments
should be required to have a charging point per car parking space. This is the only way to
effect change to electric cars. Policy 34 needs to be stronger and contain a mandatory
requirement that all new developments have one charging point per car parking space.
George Freeman (285)

• Given all the serious issues relating to global warming and the need to reduce the use of
fossil fuels and to encourage the use of renewable energy, there is a strong need to
encourage a move away from vehicles using fossil fuels to electric powered vehicles / cars.
Policies relating to this issue must therefore be strong in encouraging the use of non-fossil
fuelled vehicles.
• Policy 34 on Electric Vehicle (EV) charging is not strong enough as the wording would allow
developers to opt out of the need to provide EV charging points on new developments which
could be a major disincentive when trying to encourage a move away from fossil fuelled
vehicles. The proposed Policy 34 on Electric Vehicle Charging requires to be clear and
stronger.
Martin Winlow (307)
• Whilst in general I support the proposal I do not agree as to the direction of it.
• In my opinion, having been an EV owner/driver for 10 years, public money should not be
spent on private EV charging facilities including installing them in homes, new or old.
• Public money should be being spent is on a recharging infrastructure that helps EV drivers
charge when they do not have off-street parking at home (or work) and to support EV drivers
undertaking long journeys.
• Any current petrol station that has 4 or more pumps should be required to have at least one
50kW DC rapid chargers and any new filling station should have to have at least 2 50kW rapid
chargers and at least 1 250kW one (along with a roof-full of PV and adequate on-site battery
storage to avoid overloading the local grid as well as to supply renewable energy to charge
EVs.
Scottish Renewables (382)
• We strongly welcome the Council commitment to expand the use of electric vehicles across
the region and agree with many of the proposed actions.
• In addition, support could be stated in the LDP for renewable energy projects, which can
deliver electrification of transport e.g. wind, solar and hydro attached to storage batteries
and EV charging points near the road network and also to power bus services.
• A presumption in favour of local generation of electricity for consumption as a transport fuel
should be considered. Renewable electricity sites with high voltage connections are ideal for
the type of charging facilities needed for the bus fleet.
• It may also be worth including a reference to potential provision of EV charging facilities as a
form of community benefit associated with renewable generating stations.
• The public sector car parking estate could also be highlighted as an opportunity for
community EV charging facilities.
Garelochhead Community Council (577)
• Considering the obvious need for the change from carbon based fuel (petrol and diesel), and
the support for changing to electric vehicles, it would seem imperative that new builds have
the facility for charging electric cars. Therefore, it is suggested that Policy 34 should strongly
support this aim by stating that “All new build houses with private off street parking to
include a minimum of one 7kw charger”. The current statement is not strong enough.
Rob Lee (1003)

• Diagram 8 - Why are there no car charging points being put in in South of Kennacraig in Kintyre? All
other A & B C areas of similar size get 1 or more (e.g. Mull gets 3).

SSE Renewables (1019)
• Electric Vehicles SSE Renewables support the Council's commitment to expand the use of
electric vehicles across the Council area. The LDP should state that support should be given
for renewable energy projects which deliver the electrification of transport. This could
include EV charging points near the road network and powering bus services which could all
be done from wind, solar or hydro.
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)

• Air quality has not been dealt with on its own, but we see that it can be linked into the
discussions on Policies 34.
• Although 73% of Argyll and Bute area is being classed as remote and a very low population
density, air quality as an issue should be discussed in the plan as the planning system plays
an important role in improving air quality and reducing exposure to air pollution.
• The importance of tackling air quality issues through reducing traffic emissions and
advocating close co-operation between planning authorities and local air quality
management regimes is stressed in national policy and guidance.
• Key areas for LDPs to tackle air quality are influencing integrated transport policy, climate
change and local air quality.
• Reducing emissions to tackle climate change, health and air quality is one of the three main
objectives of Scotland’s National Transport Strategy.
• Although an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) has not been declared within Argyll and
Bute, the Council should still see air quality as a significant issue and make air pollution
strategically linked into the environmental considerations of the Local Development Plan.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Put in electric charging points into South Kintyre tourist spots - e.g. Carradale, Southend
(1003)
• The LDP should support renewable energy projects which deliver the electrification of
transport. (382) (1019)
• Air quality should be linked into the discussions on Policies 34 (1038)
• Air pollution should be strategically linked into the environmental considerations of the Local
Development Plan. (1038)
• Second bullet of Policy 34 - Electric Vehicle Charging should read: “All new build houses with
private off street parking to include a minimum of one 7kw charger” (146) (285) (577)
• Policy 34 should contain a mandatory requirement that all new developments to have one
charging point per car parking space. (195)
• The first bullet of Policy 34 should be reworded so that developers are required to provide a
minimum of 1 EV charging point for every 5 residential communal off-street parking spaces
and for ducting to be provided to potentially upgrade in the future to every space. (285)
• The third bullet of Policy 34 should be amended so that developers are required to provide 1
EV charging point for every 5 parking spaces at non-residential developments that attract a
significant number of vehicles and for ducting to be provided to allow EV charging points to
be provided at all parking spaces in the future. (285)

• New filling stations should have to have at least 2 50kW rapid chargers and at least 1 250kW
one (along with a roof-full of PV and adequate on-site battery storage to avoid overloading
the local grid as well as to supply renewable energy to charge EVs. (307)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Lack of Charging Points, Kintyre (1003)
• Policy 34 – Electric Vehicle Charging Points seeks to support the installation of new charging
points for electric vehicles to help us move towards a low carbon economy and cleaner air
across the planning area. It is not location specific but relates to the scale and nature of all
new development that results in a new parking requirement (public or private). Diagram 8
shows the existing publically available car charging points not proposed ones. The Diagram in
the main shows existing elements of the network (e.g. towns, rail, roads, ferries, car charging
points and airports) and some key infrastructure actions which are proposed and these are
detailed in the Action Programme. No change to the Plan is required, however, if the
Reporter is so minded the words “Existing publically available” could be added to the key
before “car charging points” to avoid any confusion. It is noted that the Council has made a
commitment in its Decarbonisation Plan 2021 to develop an Electric Vehicle Infrastructure
Strategy. (CD076)
Support for renewable energy projects which deliver the electrification of transport (1019)
• Policy 34 does require every new development, which results in a new parking requirement,
to consider either the provision of electric vehicle charging points or the infrastructure
potential to accommodate future points. The introduction of an EV Charging Point or similar
at a local renewable project with parking would therefore be encouraged through Policy 34.
However, an EV point is not considered to be justification in itself for the development of a
renewable energy project, which would require to be assessed against Policy 30 - The
Sustainable Growth of Renewables. Therefore, it is considered that no change is required to
Policy 34 – Electric Vehicle Charging Points nor to Policy 30 - The Sustainable Growth of
Renewables as a result of these representations.
Air quality (1038)
• It is considered that the Plan deals with the issue of air quality in accordance with Scottish
Planning Policy. Policy 04 – Sustainable Development sets out the sustainable development
principles against which all development will be assessed, including avoiding significant
adverse impacts on the air environment. Noting the air environment within this core policy
ensures it is strategically linked into the environmental considerations in the Local
Development Plan.
• The first sentence in the supporting text to Policy 34 (paragraph 6.12) notes “There is a need
to support the installation of infrastructure for new technologies such as charging points for
electric vehicles to help us move towards a low carbon economy and cleaner air”. It is
therefore considered that this issue is adequately covered in relation to EV Charging points
and no further change is required.
• The Local Development Plan aims to take account of Scottish Planning Policy and other
relevant legislation whilst preparing a proportionate approach to the nature of the issues and
proposals being considered in the Argyll and Bute area. This is a predominantly remote rural

area with no Air Quality Management Area declared. It is considered that the inclusion of
references to the air environment in Policy 04 – Sustainable Development; Policy 14 – Bad
Neighbour Development; Policy 31 – Minerals; and in Para 6.12 in relation to EV charging
points accords with relevant legislation and will safeguard the air environment from
development related impacts within Argyll and Bute. No change is therefore required to the
Plan.
Requirements for EV Charge Points (146) (195)
• Tackling climate change and the move to a low carbon economy are key drivers for the
Council and are embedded in this PLDP2. Scottish Planning Policy states “Development plans
should support the provision of infrastructure necessary to support positive changes in
transport technologies, such as charging points for electric vehicles” and “Electric vehicle
charge points should always be considered as part of any new development and provided
where appropriate.” (CD064) It is considered that Policy 34 meets with these objectives
within the Argyll and Bute context.
• The text that accompanies Policy 34 explains the current situation in Argyll and Bute and
highlights the issues delivering EV Charge points, including estimates for electrical demand
required at a development, a large diverse area with significant areas of remote and island
populations, grid capacity, need for substations, power supply upgrades and space within
driveways/garages to accommodate a 7kw charge point. It is therefore considered that
whilst a stronger approach may be desirable, at this moment in time with the current issues,
the proposed policy provides a balanced approach with positive encouragement and support
towards the delivery of EV Charging Points. It is noted that a number of publically available
EV Charging points have been delivered across Argyll and Bute (Diagram 8) and the Council
has made a commitment in its Decarbonisation Plan 2021 to develop an Electric Vehicle
Infrastructure Strategy. (CD076).
Conclusion
It is considered that no change is required to the Plan. However, a minor amendment to Diagram 8 key
may aid understanding.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 27

Policy 42 - Safeguarding Piers, Ports and Harbours

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 42 - Safeguarding Piers, Ports and Harbours
Reporter:
(Written Statement Paragraphs 6.30 – 6.33, Pages
70-71)

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
RSPB Scotland (540)
Provision of the
development plan
The wording of Policy 42 - Safeguarding Piers, Ports and Harbours
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
RSPB Scotland (540)
• Request inclusion of an additional point that any development proposal whether at an
established site or new development should take account of the importance of Argyll’s coast
line in terms of the biodiversity it supports.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Include an additional point that any development proposal whether at an established site or
new development should take account of the importance of Argyll’s coast line in terms of the
biodiversity it supports. (540)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

(540)
• Proposed Local Development Plan 2 Policy 42 (CD049, Pages 70-71) sets out a framework for
both safeguarding existing piers, ports and harbours and also assessing development
proposals within existing such locations or for new facilities.
• Matters relating to habitats, species and biodiversity are addressed through PLDP2 Policy 73,
with sites of international importance addressed through Policy 74, SSSIs and National
Nature Reserves through Policy 75 and Local Nature Conservation Sites through Policy 76
(CD049, Pages 96–98)
• In addition Policy 28 relating to aquatic and coastal development sets out a range of
considerations relating to environmental matters (CD049, Pages 52–53).
• PLDP2 at para 1.11 (CD049, Page 2) contains a statement which explains that “The LDP2
should be read as a whole and applications for planning permission will be considered
against all relevant policies in the LDP2, together with associated Supplementary Guidance
and Technical Notes as appropriate.”
• On the basis that matters relating to biodiversity are covered through policies within PLDP2 it
is not considered necessary to make specific reference to this within Policy 42 and therefore
no change to PLDP2 is required.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 28

Policy 48 – Developer Contributions

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy or Site (Page 75)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Network Rail (46)
Scottish Renewables (382)
Provision of the
development plan
Sustainable Communities
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Network Rail (46)
• Recommends that the need for planning authorities and infrastructure providers to work
together to understand development impacts, appropriate mitigations and ensure
effective delivery (which is recognised in policy 33) should be made more explicit in
policy 48. Network Rail should be clearly excluded from having to make developer
contributions as an arm’s length body of the Department for Transport publicly owned
company
Scottish Renewables (382)
• The LDP2 takes a flexible approach to planning conditions when considering economic
viability issues for housing in policy 48. Onshore renewables should be afforded similar
treatment so financial burdens imposed through the planning process are kept to an
absolute minimum
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Amend the policy to either exclude reference to affordable housing, or refer equally to the
transport infrastructure, including the railway, as a possible recipient of developer
contributions (46)
• Take a flexible approach to planning conditions in respect of economic viability of onshore
renewables (382)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Transport infrastructure as possible recipient of developer contributions (46)
•

Circular 3/2012 (CD056) states at point 30 – “The development plan should be at the
point at which consideration of the potential need for and use of, planning obligations
begins…” and again reiterates at point 31 – “Development plans cannot however,
anticipate every situation where the need for a planning obligation will arise…”

•
•
•
•

•
•

•

•
•
•
•

•
•

Therefore the PLDP2 is not expected to include each applicable circumstance and no
specific reference being made within this policy to transport infrastructure does not in
itself preclude it
In terms of the reference to affordable SPP (CD001) specifies at paragraph 129 that
“plans should identify any expected developer contributions towards delivery of
affordable housing”
Furthermore, the PLDP2’s recognition of the particular need for the provision of
affordable housing is on the basis of the Argyll and Bute Housing Needs and Demand
Assessment 2016 (HNDA) (CD004)
On this basis it is considered necessary to include reference to affordable housing in this
policy in order to comply with the SPP and on the basis of this evidence base. However
affordable housing is clearly provided as an example only and does not preclude
alternative circumstances being the subject of developer contributions.
In terms of transport infrastructure provision, Circular 3/2012 makes reference to
Section 75 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 as amended (CD046),
which sets out that it may require payment of monies or provision of infrastructure
The PLDP2 (CD049) sets out at section 1.13 (Implementation and Delivery – Partnership
Working, page 2) – “where gaps in the funding of infrastructure considered necessary to
implement the LDP2 are identified, the council will seek alternative external funding
streams, including the use of contributions from developers, and will consider the need
to prioritise available funds”
The PLDP2 further sets out at section 2.13(page 6) – “The LDP2 spatial strategy and
policies will direct development to suitable and sustainable locations that utilise existing
infrastructure and support future provision…… We will work together with infrastructure
providers to co-ordinate investment to the most effective locations”
Partnership working with transport infrastructure providers is also recognised and
referred to within Policy 33 (pages 62-63).
The PLDP2 should be read as a whole and individual policies not considered in isolation.
Taking into account the above it is considered that the PLDP2 makes sufficient reference
to infrastructure provision including the specific reference to contributions from
developers at section 1.13.
Reference was also made by the Contributor to potential infrastructure levies which
would be brought about by secondary legislation following the adoption of the Planning
(Scotland) Act 2019 (CD045). We would note that there would be potential for a
technical guidance note to cover this aspect should secondary legislation be brought in,
in the future.
The Contributor wishes to be excluded from making developer contributions, however
the tests are set out in section 14 of circular 3/2012, not the PLDP2 (and this is clarified
in part (a) of the PLDP2 policy)
Taking into account all of the above, no change is proposed to the PLDP2.

Planning conditions in respect of onshore renewables (382)
•
•

Circular 3/2012 (CD056) sets out at section 14 that planning obligations must meet a
number of tests
Therefore if the circumstances of an onshore renewables development meet these tests
the planning authority would need to consider whether a planning obligation would be
necessary in order to meet the wider needs and aims of the PLDP2 as a whole.

•

Taking into account the above, no change is proposed to the PDLP2.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 29

Policy 52 – Community Plans, Local Place Plans and Locality Plans

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 52 – Community Plans, Local Place Plans
and Locality Plans (Written Statement Paragraphs
7.20 – 7.26, Pages 77-79)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Provision of the
development plan
The wording of Policy 52 – Community Plans, Local Place Plans and
to which the issue
Locality Plans
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038
• It is important that Local Place Plans are subjected to environmental assessments and that
the policy should set out that they will only be approved subject to robust environmental
assessments and consultation with key agencies.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Add a bullet point to Policy 52 that the place plans will only be approved subject to robust
environmental assessments and consultation with key agencies. (1038)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

(1038)
• It is acknowledged that there is emerging legislation governing the production of Local Place
Plans (as defined in the Planning (Scotland) Act 2019) and that these will also likely prescribe
the requirements on Local Authorities to validate submissions of Local Place Plans and
maintain registers relating to them.
• Policy 52 aims to provide a framework to allow a range of community led plans (including
Local Place Plans) or Locality Plans brought forward by Community Planning Partnerships to
be given material weight in the decision making process of planning applications brought
forward during the LDP2 plan period where those plans contain spatial elements.
• Given that the intention of the policy is to help provide more certainty to communities
spatial aspirations during the LPD2 plan period (rather than to influence future Development
Plan policy) it is considered important that such plans accord with the parameters set out in
planning policy which includes SPP, NPF and LDP2.
• The objection seeks to add additional criteria relating to robust environmental assessment
and consultation with key agencies.
• Such plans may or may not be subject to Environmental Impact Assessments in themselves
but this would be a matter for the body responsible for their production.

• On the basis that the spatial elements of any such plan would need to accord with national
and local planning policy it is not considered necessary to add a requirement for the Council
to carry out a specific environmental assessment of the plans as such matters will have been
considered in assessing whether it accords the policies.
• In assessing how a plan accords with national or local planning policy the Council may wish to
seek advice or consultation with a particular key agency or agencies but an actual
requirement for the Council to consult with them regarding the consideration of such plans is
considered to be too onerous.
• The effect of Policy 52 is to allow such plans to become material considerations in the
determination of planning applications and not for the plans to become part of the
development plan itself. Key agency involvement, where appropriate, and environmental
considerations would still be part of any related planning application.
• In conclusion, for the reasons set out above, no change is required to Proposed Local
Development Plan 2.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 30

Policy 53 – Crofting Townships

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 53 – Crofting Townships (Written
Statement Paragraphs 7.27 – 7.32, Page 80)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
South West Mull and Iona Development (SWMID) (388)
Provision of the
development plan
The wording of Policy 53 – Crofting Townships
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
South West Mull and Iona Development (SWMID) (388)
• Objection to criteria 6 of Policy 53 as it makes little sense to extend the masterplan to cover
the whole community forest given that the crofts will amount to only a small proportion of
the total area.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Amend criteria 6 of Policy 53 by deleting all the words after “Community Plan”. (388)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

(388)
• Proposed Local Development Plan 2 Policy 53 sets the criteria for assessing planning
applications for new or extended crofting townships.
• It is recognised that crofting townships could potentially be proposed in relatively remote
locations away from existing services and/or infrastructure. On that basis it is considered
important to understand how a cluster of new dwellings would contribute to the PLDP2
vision and objectives that include population growth, diverse economic opportunities and
the development of sustainable communities. Such clusters of new dwellings un-related to
crofting might otherwise be considered unsustainable due to their scale and relative
location.
• The criteria set through Policy 52 provides a framework for assessing the contribution of the
proposal to economic, environmental and social sustainability goals.
• The requirement in the 6th bullet for the provision of a masterplan or community plan that
covers any wider land holding aims to help provide understanding and justification as to how
the proposed crofting township relates to the wider land holding and its usage. For example,
it might help justify the site selection within the land holding as well its extent or help
demonstrate how the proposed township contributes and integrates with wider community
proposals and developments and how these altogether contribute to the LDP2 objectives.

• It is considered that a masterplan or community plan that only relates to the site of the
proposed crofting township would potentially not provide that level of understanding.
• The content and nature of any such masterplan or community plan can potentially be
discussed with the planning authority through pre-application advice on a case by case basis
and it may be the case that masterplans or community plans which have already been
prepared for wider purposes would provide sufficient information. It is not considered that
the requirement for the submission of such a plan that covers the wider land holding
alongside a planning application would be unduly onerous on an applicant.
• As set out at paragraph 7.32 a technical note will be produced by the Council which will
provide more detail on the policy requirements.
• In conclusion it is considered that the requirement is reasonable and will be important in
helping assess the contribution of the proposal to the overall sustainability aims of the plan.
Therefore no change to PLDP2 is required.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 31

Policy 54 - Safeguarding Zones of Notifiable Installations

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 54 - Safeguarding Zones of Notifiable
Installations (Paragraph 7.33; Page 81)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
David Eaglesham (50)
Provision of the
development plan
Providing provision for existing safeguarding zones of notifiable
to which the issue
installations during the lifetime of the plan.
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Notifiable Installations
David Eaglesham (50)


Policy 54 is no more than an expression of a statutory consultation requirement.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

 Delete Policy 54 and preamble (50).
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Removal of Policy 54 (50)




Policy 54 should remain in the Plan as there is a statutory requirement to control development
permitted in the vicinity of notifiable installations. In determining whether or not to grant
planning permission for a proposed development within the consultation zones around
notifiable installations, the Planning Authority consults with the Health & Safety Executive
about risks to the proposed development from any notifiable installation.
The preamble is a good way to highlight the Planning Authority’s duty and is simpler than
using more comprehensive legislation.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 32

Policy 55 - Flooding

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 55 - Flooding (Paragraphs 7.37, 7.42; Pages
81-84)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
RSPB Scotland (540)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Scottish Water (1068)
Provision of the
development plan
Policy 55 – Flooding: Flood Protection & Land Erosion: Policy Revision
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Nature-based Preventative Measures
RSPB Scotland (540)
 RSPB Scotland ask why there is no mention of nature-based solutions to prevent flooding in
policy 55.
Flood Protection & Land Erosion
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
 SEPA were pleased to see linkages with flood risk management strategies and plans in
sections 7.37 – 7.41. Section 7.42 and also acknowledged LDP2’s role in protecting areas
identified for flood mitigation and cross references with their work on flood protection
measures.
 SEPA noted that it’s important for the LDP2 to use the information presented in flood
protection studies to inform decision making and, where specific flood protection measures
are proposed, that the land allocations do not prejudice the delivery of those measures.
Argyll’s flood protection studies may provide information which can inform development
management decisions or the need for further flood risk assessment.
 Land raising should only be considered in exceptional circumstances, and should be
demonstrated to have a neutral impact on flood risk – in line with SEPA Technical Guidance.
SPP promotes a precautionary principle where avoidance is the cornerstone. Where deemed
an exceptional circumstance, SEPA agree that any land raising should be demonstrated to
have a neutral impact on flood risk – in line with our Technical Guidance.
 SEPA supports the statement that in all cases where the potential for flooding is highlighted,
the planning authority will exercise the ‘precautionary principle’ and refuse development
proposals where it does not comply with the outlined policy or SEPA’s advice.
 SEPA generally agree with parts A, B and C of Policy 55, but highlight concerns with part C (i).
SEPA would object to the development of any Highly Vulnerable Use (residential) that is
situated behind a flood defence offering 100-year Standard of protection. SEPA consider an



appropriate Standard of protection for a highly vulnerable use to be 200-year plus climate
change. The Standard of protection for a Least Vulnerable use is to a 200-year event.
For any development behind a flood defence that offers an appropriate Standard of
protection, SEPA agree that it should be constructed with flood resistant materials and
design.

Scottish Water (1068)
 Scottish Water are supportive of Policy 55.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:








RSPB Scotland consider that a point should be added that puts the emphasis on developers
to include nature-based solutions to flooding when designing any proposals. This could for
example be through the developers contributing to woodland expansion further upstream
from the development (540).
SEPA ask that flood protection studies be referenced/listed as part of the related documents
or body of information informing Policies 55 to 57 (1038).
SEPA ask that the following guidance be included in the related documents in this section
(for polices 55 to 57 on page 84): “Climate change allowances for flood risk assessment in
land use planning (https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/426913/lups_cc1.pdf); SEPA Planning
Information Note 4: SEPA Position on development protected by a Flood Protection Scheme
https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/306610/planning-information-note-4-sepa-position-ondevelopment-protected-by-a-flood-protection-scheme.pdf (1038).
SEPA ask the text in Policy 55 be altered under part c) i) to read as:
“Residential, commercial and industrial development within built-up areas providing flood
prevention measures to the appropriate standard (1:100 year return period) 1 in 200 year
plus climate change standard, already exist or are under construction. Water resistant
materials/ construction together with a suitable freeboard allowance as appropriate is
provided and access and egress is assured;”
And add the last point under ii:
“Development should not have any adverse impacts on flood risk elsewhere;” (1038).

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Nature-based Preventative Measures (540)


In line with SEPA Flood Risk Management Strategies and Plans, all developments are
required to consider how they will manage rain and surface water run-off to avoid the risk of
flooding to the new development, to adjacent developments and to any watercourses where
surface water is discharged. In line with the CIRIA SUDS Manual (C753), all development
should be designed and constructed to meet all requirements in relation to:
1. Managing water quantity and flood risk (up to the 1:200 plus climate standard);
2. Managing water quality;
3. Providing benefits for people and place by being integrated into and enhancing the
landscape; quality and considering part of the wider green infrastructure network;
4. Providing benefits for biodiversity.



In addition to the measures above, Policy 59 - Water Quality and The Environment (Issue 35)
and Policy 61 - Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS) (Issue 37), cover nature-based
preventative measures in line with Scottish Government and SEPA guidance.

Flood Protection & Land Erosion (1038)




Recent flood protection studies undertaken throughout Argyll are available to view on the
Council’s website under Flood Studies, these documents will be available to view through a
hyperlink within the TN16 Technical Working Note – Flood Risk Framework.
The SEPA guidance documents under points 1 and 2 below will be included under
Related documents for polices 55 to 57 on page 84:
1. Climate change allowances for flood risk assessment in land use planning;
2. SEPA Planning Information Note 4: SEPA Position on development protected by a Flood
Protection Scheme.
If the Reporter is so minded, Policy 55 – Flooding, could be amended to incorporate the
minor changes as recommended by SEPA. The following changes to add to the policy are
underlined. Under point c) i), and under final bullet point ii):
i) Residential, commercial and industrial development within built-up areas providing flood
prevention measures to the appropriate standard 1 in 200 year plus climate change
standard, already exist or are under construction. Water resistant materials/ construction
together with a suitable freeboard allowance as appropriate is provided and access and
egress is assured;
ii) Development on undeveloped and sparsely developed areas within the functional flood
plain and comprising:
 Development should not have any adverse impacts on flood risk elsewhere;

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 33

Policy 56 - Land Erosion

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 56 - Land Erosion (Paragraphs 7.42, 7.43;
Pages 82-83)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Provision of the
development plan
Policy 56 - Land Erosion: Flood Protection & Land Erosion
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Flood Protection & Land Erosion
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
This issue has been combined in Issue 32 Policy 55 - Flooding.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Modifications are identical to those sought under Issue 32 Policy 55 – Flooding.
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Flood Protection & Land Erosion (1038)


This issue has been combined in Issue 32 Policy 55 - Flooding.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 34

Policy 57 – Risk Appraisals

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 57 - Risk Appraisals (Paragraphs 7.43, 7.44;
Pages 82-84)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Provision of the
development plan
Policy 57 - Risk Appraisals: Flood Protection Studies
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Flood Protection Studies
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
 SEPA were pleased to see linkages in section 7.42 that acknowledged LDP2’s role in
protecting areas identified for flood mitigation and cross references with their work on flood
protection measures.
 SEPA noted that it’s important for the LDP2 to use the information presented in flood
protection studies to inform decision making and, where specific flood protection measures
are proposed, that the land allocations do not prejudice the delivery of those measures.
Using these studies to inform flood risk prevention in Argyll is in a way a strategic
assessment of flood risk in the area. Argyll’s flood protection studies may provide
information which can inform development management decisions or the need for further
flood risk assessment.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

 SEPA ask that flood protection studies be referenced/listed as part of the related documents
or body of information informing Policies 55 to 57 (1038).
 SEPA ask that the following guidance be included in the related documents in this section
(for polices 55 to 57 on page 84):
o ‘Climate change allowances for flood risk assessment in land use planning
(https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/426913/lups_cc1.pdf);
o SEPA Planning Information Note 4: SEPA Position on development protected by a
Flood Protection Scheme https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/306610/planninginformation-note-4-sepa-position-on-development-protected-by-a-flood-protectionscheme.pdf’ (1038).

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Flood Protection Studies (1038)



Recent flood protection studies undertaken throughout Argyll are available to view on the
Council’s website under Flood Studies, these documents will be available to view through a
hyperlink within the TN16 Technical Working Note – Flood Risk Framework.
The SEPA guidance documents under points 1 and 2 below will be included under
Related documents for polices 55 to 57 on page 84:
1. Climate change allowances for flood risk assessment in land use planning;
2. SEPA Planning Information Note 4: SEPA Position on development protected by a Flood
Protection Scheme.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 35

Policy 59 - Water Quality and The Environment

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 59 - Water Quality and The Environment
(Paragraphs 7.47, 7.48; Page 85)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Friends of the Sound of Jura SCIO (436)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Scottish Water (1068)
Provision of the
development plan
Policy 59 - Water Quality and The Environment: Policy Revision
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Water Quality
Friends of the Sound of Jura SCIO (436)
 Friends of the Sound of Jura SCIO quote Policy 59 text in full, highlighting all proposed
developments that may have a significant detrimental impact on the water environment will
not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that the impacts can be fully mitigated.
 Friends of the Sound of Jura SCIO object to the proposed Policy 59 for the following reasons:
o SEPA’s regulatory framework for the seabed is incompatible with the condition of
LDP2 Policy 28; that aquaculture developments must not allow the deterioration of
the ecological status of coastal and transitional water bodies and biological carrying
capacity (water quality & seabed impacts) and with LDP2 Policies 04 and 59;
o LDP2 policies do not allow it to be certain that harmful algal blooms are not caused
by dissolved nutrients released by fish farms;
o The LDP2 policies that support fish farm expansion using the unsustainable open
cage method, without thorough scrutiny.
Water Quality and The Environment
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
 SEPA are contented to see a policy to protect the water environment has been included in
the plan. However, SEPA ask that the following text is included in Policy 59 to ensure
enhancement opportunities are taken advantage of through developer obligations. SEPA will
object to policy 59 if the suggested text is not included.
 As stated under Policy 61; a lot of watercourses in Argyll and Bute have been culverted and
canalised which affects their ecological function, some of which are lost and ask that
opportunities are sought to restore and improve the functions of these existing waterbodies.
SEPA will object to developments which will affect watercourses in this way.
Scottish Water (1068)
 Scottish Water are supportive of Policy 59.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Water Quality
 Friends of the Sound of Jura SCIO urge the Council to object to SEPA’s regulatory framework,
as it allows degradation of our seabed.
 In relation to finfish farming, Argyll and Bute Council should commission hydrodynamic
modelling of dissolved nutrients to assess the cumulative impact of this major source of
pollution across its whole area. The LDP2 should use the planning system to encourage and
oblige the industry to adopt the best available technology for waste capture and sea lice
exclusion, through closed-containment systems. (436)
Water Quality and The Environment
 SEPA ask the text in Policy 59 – Water Quality and the Environment be added to read as:
‘Proposals for development that could affect the water environment will be assessed with
regard to their potential impact on:
a) Water quality and quantity, ecological status including morphology and hydrology (i.e.
flow rate) chemical and biological status;
b) Riparian habitats and wildlife;
c) Geomorphic processes;
d) Leisure and recreational facilities and users;
e) Economic activity.
Argyll and Bute will actively seek to protect natural watercourse features by
preventing/avoiding development on sites where this will have a detrimental impact on a
watercourse. Opportunities for improvements in these situations such as de-culverting, remeandering, and naturalisation will be taken forward in line with all development through
careful consideration from the outset of layout and design. Development should be
supported where appropriate with:
- A detailed surface water drainage strategy [at the construction and final stage of the
development] which demonstrates how water quality will be achieved and
- A minimum of a 6 metre buffer strip/zone to protect water bodies where developments
are close to or adjacent to watercourses.
Developments that may have a significant detrimental impact on the water environment will
not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that the impacts can be fully mitigated so as
to ensure non-deterioration of waterbody status and the River Basin Management Plans
covering Argyll and Bute’. (1038)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Water Quality (436)


In relation to finfish farming and coastal development environmental impacts, all regulatory
measures are discussed under Policy 28 - Supporting Sustainable Aquatic and Coastal
Development. SEPA is the responsible body to manage waterbody impacts, the regulatory
framework for aquaculture, including the consenting CAR Licence process, and
hydrodynamic modelling of dissolved nutrients in our river basins and coastal water bodies.



All proposed LDP2 policies, including Policy 28 and policies 59-62 require that industry adopt
the best available technology for waste capture and seek to prevent practices that may
negatively impact the environment.

Water Quality and The Environment (1038)


If the Reporter is so minded, Policy 59 – Water Quality and the Environment, should be
amended to incorporate the added underlined changes as recommended by SEPA. Policy 59
should read as:
‘Proposals for development that could affect the water environment will be assessed with
regard to their potential impact on:
a) Water quality and quantity, ecological status including morphology and hydrology (i.e.
flow rate) chemical and biological status;
b) Riparian habitats and wildlife;
c) Geomorphic processes;
d) Leisure and recreational facilities and users;
e) Economic activity.
Argyll and Bute Council will actively seek to protect natural watercourse features by
preventing/avoiding development on sites where this will have a detrimental impact on a
watercourse. Opportunities for improvements in these situations such as de-culverting, remeandering, and naturalisation will be taken forward in line with all development through
careful consideration from the outset of layout and design. Development should be
supported where appropriate with:
a) A detailed surface water drainage strategy [at the construction and final stage of the
development] which demonstrates how water quality will be achieved and
b) A minimum of a 6 metre buffer strip/zone to protect water bodies where
developments are close to or adjacent to watercourses.
Developments that may have a significant detrimental impact on the water environment will
not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that the impacts can be fully mitigated so as
to ensure non-deterioration of waterbody status and the River Basin Management Plans
covering Argyll and Bute.’

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 36

Policy 60 - Private Sewage Treatment Plans and Wastewater Drainage
Systems

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 60 - Private Sewage Treatment Plans and
Wastewater Drainage Systems (Paragraphs 7.49;
Pages 85-86)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Scottish Water (1068)
Provision of the
development plan
Policy 60 - Private Sewage Treatment Plans and Wastewater Drainage
to which the issue
Systems: Policy Wording
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Policy Wording
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
 SEPA support and agree with the wording of Policy 60, however suggest the inclusion of
underlined text to bullet point 3.
Scottish Water (1068)
 Scottish Water are supportive of Policy 60.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Policy Revision
 SEPA suggest additional policy wording for policy 60 - Private Sewage Treatment Plans and
Wastewater Drainage Systems.
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Policy Revision (1038)


If the Reporter is so minded, Policy 60 - Private Sewage Treatment Plans and Wastewater
Drainage Systems should be amended to incorporate the added underlined change as
recommended by SEPA below.
iii) the proposal is not likely to result in or add to existing environmental, amenity or
health problems (i.e. only when satisfactory evidence has been provided for I and II
above).



This can dealt with by a non-notifiable amendment.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 37

Policy 61 - Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS)

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 61 - Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS)
(Paragraphs 7.50, 7.51; Pages 86-87)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Scottish Water (1068)
Provision of the
development plan
Policy 61 - Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS): Policy Revision
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Policy Revision
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
 SEPA support the inclusion of Policy 61 – Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS) in the plan.
SEPA ask that Policy 59 is expanded to capture Waterbody restoration or improvement of
the water environment, and Policy 61 is revised to include information on Principles of The
SuDS Manual (C753).
Scottish Water (1068)
 Scottish Water are supportive of Policy 61.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Policy Revision
 SEPA note in section 7.50 that many watercourses have been buried under culverts for land
gain purposes, which has significantly reduced the ecological and amenity value of these
watercourses, and that the council intend to retain existing watercourses protected with
buffers moving forward to reduce flood risk and promote and protect aquatic biodiversity.
 SEPA suggest that a new standalone policy is created to address environmental
enhancements such as these, or that Policy 59 is expanded to capture Waterbody restoration
or improvement of the water environment. Whereas SuDs provision is very essential to
enhancing the environment it usually does not require de-culverting and watercourse
naturalisation. SEPA would object to canalisation of water course and rather seek
improvements. As stated previously, too many historical watercourses have been canalised
into drainage ditches and now require ongoing maintenance to function properly.
 SEPA suggested a revised policy wording for policy 59. Whilst the proposed policy wording is
satisfactory, SEPA ask that the following text is included under Policy 61 – Sustainable
Drainage Systems (SUDS):

o All SuDs features should be in accordance with the Principles of The SuDS Manual
(C753).
 The relating documents should include The SuDS Manual (C753). (1038)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Policy Revision (1038)


Policy 59 - Water Quality and The Environment has been is expanded to capture Waterbody
restoration or improvement of the water environment.



If the Reporter is so minded, Policy 61 – Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS) should be
amended to incorporate the added underlined changes as recommended by SEPA below.



Where appropriate developers should incorporate existing ponds, watercourses or wetlands
as positive environmental features in development schemes. All SuDs features should be in
accordance with the Principles of The SuDS Manual (C753). The Council will also require that
canalisation or culverting, which can increase the risk of flooding and also greatly reduce the
ecological and amenity value of watercourses are avoided wherever practicable and
designed sensitively where unavoidable.



The SuDS Manual (C753) will be added as a hyperlink under Related documents on page 86
on the Plan.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 38

Policy 62 - Drainage Impact Assessments

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 62 - Drainage Impact Assessments
(Paragraph 7.51, Pages 86-87)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Scottish Water (1068)
Provision of the
development plan
Policy 62 - Drainage Impact Assessments: Site Water Management Plan
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Site Water Management Plan
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
 SEPA object to Policy 62 - Drainage Impact Assessments (DIA), as quarries often require a Site
Water Management Plan, which addresses how water will be managed on site.
Scottish Water (1068)
 Scottish Water are supportive of Policy 62.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Site Water Management Plan
 The policy justification in section 7.51 highlights that a DIA ‘takes into consideration the
impact of the proposed development on its catchment areas essentially with regard to flood
risk and pollution both for the development site and the surrounding land.’
The policy statement states that ‘Developments excluded from the above three categories
might also require a DIA when affecting sensitive areas such as areas affected by flooding,
contamination or wildlife interest.’
 The three categories being
o Development of six or more new dwelling houses;
o Non-householder extensions measuring 100 square metres or more; AND,
o Other non-householder developments involving new buildings, significant hard standing
areas or alterations to landform.
 It should be noted that proposals such as quarries often require a site water management
plan which addresses how water will be managed on site (and can therefore be in the form
of a drainage impact assessment) and this should be highlighted in the policy statement or in
the justification section.

 Please note that the Water Assessment and Drainage Assessment Guide is a product of the
Suds working party of which SEPA is part. It is not a solely SEPA document. (1038)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Site Water Management Plan (1038)


If the Reporter is so minded, Policy 62 - Drainage Impact Assessments, should be amended
to incorporate the added underlined text under:
o Other non-householder developments involving new buildings, significant hard standing
areas, quarries or other alterations to landform.
o Proposals such as quarries often require a Site Water Management Plan, which addresses
how water will be managed on site (and can therefore be in the form of a drainage
impact assessment).

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 41

Policy 66 New Residential Development on Non Allocated Housing Sites
within Settlement Areas

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 66 New Residential Development on Non
Allocated Housing Sites within Settlement Areas
(Paras 8.1-8.5, Pages 90-91)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Scottish Water (1068)
Provision of the
development plan
New Residential Development on Non Allocated Housing Sites within
to which the issue
Settlement Areas
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Environmental Assessment
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
• Non allocated sites have not been subject to the environmental scrutiny exercise carried out
at the Main Issued Report Stage, in order to ensure that development of such sites will not
be detrimental to the environment, an extra clause should be added to the policy.
Support
Scottish Water (1038)
•

New residential developments on non-allocated house sites will be treated like windfall
sites and won't necessarily have been included in any of Scottish Water's future
planning, unless a formal application has been made to Scottish Water.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Add …”g) The development has been subject to robust environmental assessments and has
been found to be appropriate at that location” to policy (1038)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Environmental Assessment (1038)
• This policy provides additional support to Policy 01 – Settlement Areas, and where the Local
Development Plan generally seeks to support new development. This general support is
consistent with the overall aims of the Local Development Plan and is in line with the
approach advocated in SPP (CD XXX) para XX- XX. Policy 01 provides that development must
be consistent with all relevant Local Development Plan 2 policies; in addition to Policy 66

these include inter alia Policy 04 – Sustainable Development, Policy 14 – Bad Neighbour
Development, Policy 55 – Flooding, and Policy 59 – Water Quality and the Environment.
• The proposed plan is therefore considered to provide a more than adequate policy
framework for the robust environmental assessment of any development which may be
proposed within settlement areas, as part of the development management process for
considering planning applications.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 42

Policy 67 Provision of Housing to Meet Local Needs including
Affordable Housing.

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 67 Provision of Housing to Meet Local
Needs including Affordable Housing. (Para 8.18.5, Pages 90-92)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Homes for Scotland (624)
Provision of the
development plan
Chapter 8: Homes for People
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Affordable Housing
Homes for Scotland (624)
• Consider that the threshold for policy 67 should be raised to 12 dwellings at least. The small
scale homebuilder of the market has struggled to recover since the recession and setting a
higher threshold would assist the viability of smaller sites. The policy should also be
amended to make it clear that viability considerations will be taken into account. The
viability of many development sites in the area will be marginal.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Increase threshold requiring provision of affordable housing to 12. (624)
• Introduce consideration of viability test re provision of affordable housing. (624)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Affordable Housing Provision (624) PO
• The policy requirement for the provision of onsite affordable housing for sites of 8 or more
units has not altered from the 2015 Local Development Plan (CD XXX). The requirement has
been informed by Housing Need and Demand Assessments which have been carried out for
each housing market area in Argyll and Bute. Where the housing need and demand
assessments have indicated that there is no requirement for additional affordable housing,
or that affordable housing is available in the market, this will be identified in the technical
note on the delivery of affordable housing. Currently there would be no requirement to
provide affordable housing in the Bute, Cowal, or Kintyre housing market areas.
• The issue of viability of provision of affordable housing is taken into consideration, through
the identification of those housing market areas where there is no requirement for
affordable housing provision. In those housing market areas where a need for affordable
housing has been identified the viability of the provision of such housing is supported
through funding available to Registered Social Landlords.

• No modification to the plan is therefore considered necessary.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 43

Policy 68 – Housing Greenspace

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 68 – Housing Greenspace (Para 8.6, Page
92)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Fiona Baker (195)
Woodland Trust Scotland (441)
Rhu and Shandon Community Council (535)
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Provision of the
development plan
Policy 68 – Housing Greenspace
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Additions to Policy
Woodland Trust Scotland (441);
• Would also like to see a commitment to 30% tree canopy cover target for all new
development land with a developer levy to stipulate a minimum of 10 trees planted for every
house built.
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
• Provides general support for the policy but recommends that encouragement should be
given to provision of open space for all housing developments. Perhaps by contributing to an
openspace/green network. Development briefs could be used to identify the type and
quality of open space required on a development site, and in some cases promote a
consolidated high quality network rather than individual spaces where management and
maintenance could be more difficult.
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
• Biodiversity enhancing Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) could be considered to count
towards green space provision in housing and other developments. This would help increase
biodiversity and ecology and amenity Suds opportunities in developed areas.
Support
Fiona Baker (195); Rhu and Shandon Community Council (535)
• Express support for policy without requesting addition or amendment.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Provide for 30% tree canopy cover in all new developments and require 10 new trees to be
planted for every house built (441)
• Require provision of open space in all housing developments and use development briefs to
indicate where this provision should be made as part of an openspace/green network. (596)
• Include SuDs schemes as part of the open space requirement.(1038)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Additions to Policy (441); (596); (1038)
This policy is designed to ensure that amenity open space and playspace for children is provided
for in new housing developments where 10 or more units are proposed. It is intended that this
should be in addition to any private open space provided for individual dwelling houses. The
retention of woodland, protection of trees and expansion of tree cover is addressed in other
policies of this plan (See Policy 77 –Forestry Woodland and Trees and Policy 78 Woodland
Removal (para 9.14 – 9.21, pages 98-100)). Similarly the requirement for new developments to
contribute to a green network and recognition of the role which SuDs can play in contributing to
this network is addressed in other policy of this plan (See Policy 06 – Green Infrastructure (para
4.4 -4.14, pages 26-26) and Policy 61 Sustainable Drainage Systems (para 7.50, page 86)). It is
also proposed to publish technical guidance on this subject (LDP 2 TN11).
It is not considered necessary to modify the policy at this stage.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 44

Policy 70 - Development Impact on National Scenic Areas

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 70 - Development Impact on National
Scenic Areas (Para 9.2-9.5, Page 94)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
RES Group (338)
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
Scottish Power Renewables (626)
Provision of the
development plan
Landscape Designations - Policy 70 - Development Impact on National
to which the issue
Scenic Areas
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Landscape Capacity Studies
RES Group (338);
• RES does, however, object to the inclusion of criteria (b) in this Policy as Landscape Capacity
Studies do not form part of the Development Plan and are not formal SG. Requiring
developers to demonstrate their proposals are ‘consistent’ with the relevant Landscape
Capacity Assessment (LWECS 2017 for renewable energy developers) is entirely
inappropriate given their status in the Development Plan hierarchy. In addition, and as
noted previously, LWECS is a very restrictive document that identifies no capacity for wind
turbines in excess of 150m anywhere in Argyll and Bute. LWECS takes no account of the
need case for additional renewable energy developments, does not engage with the climate
emergency or the netzero target.
Scottish Natural Heritage (NatureScot)(596)
• We recommend that you consider revising the policy wording to something like “There will
be a presumption against any development that…”and that the policy be revised to more
accurately reflect SPP para 212.
Scottish Power Renewables (626)
• There is concern that policy 70 gives disproportionate weight to the Argyll and Bute
Landscape Capacity Assessment. SPR acknowledges the need to protect Scotland’s best
landscapes, and consider that these are adequately protected through the National Parks
and National Scenic Areas designations. PLDP2 identifies 7 NSAs within Argyll and Bute and
these areas are afforded the necessary protection in line with Group 1 of the SPP Spatial
Framework for Onshore Wind. Whilst we understand concerns in these areas surrounding
protection from insensitive development, SPR believes a blanket approach to limiting all
types of renewable developments in these areas will not facilitate the deployment necessary
to meet net zero targets. We would therefore urge some clarity on renewable types
supported by Argyll and Bute Council and the expansion/differentiation of relevant policies
wherever necessary throughout PLDP2.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

•

Criteria (b) of Policy 70 should therefore be deleted as the main body of the Policy and
SPP provide the required level of protection for NSAs. (338) (626)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

• The Argyll and Bute Landscape Capacity Studies referred to in section b are those which
relate to development within countryside locations in the National Scenic Areas. These
studies are not the same as the Argyll and Bute Windfarm Landscape Capacity Studies, to
which the objections (338) and (626) may be referring. These studies have no bearing on the
delivery of renewable infrastructure within NSA’s as SPP: Table 1 Spatial Frameworks has
determined that windfarms will not be acceptable in National Scenic Areas.
• It is considered that the terms of Policy 70 do reflect the approach to development in
National Scenic Areas as advocated in para 212 of SPP. Policy 70 provides some additional
detail of where development in the Countryside Area of NSA’s may be considered
appropriate with regard to the Local Development Plans spatial and settlement strategy. The
further amendments to policy suggested by SNH, would extend beyond that advocated by
SPP para 212 and are considered both more prescriptive and unnecessary.
No modification to the plan is proposed.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 45

Policy 71 - Development Impact on Local Landscape Areas

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 71 - Development Impact on Local
Landscape Areas (Para 9.6, Page 95)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Fred. Olsen Renewables Ltd (164)
RES Group (338)
Statkraft UK Limited (358)
Beaton + McMurchy Architects Ltd (496)
Elaine Paterson (587)
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
Scottish Power Renewables (626)
Coriolis Energy (1039)
Provision of the
development plan
Local Landscape Areas
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Fred. Olsen Renewables Ltd (164)
• The Local Landscape Area should be defined and the methodology behind identifying
these areas should be made clear.
Fred. Olsen Renewables Ltd (164); RES Group (338)
• Policy 71 part b) states that the proposal should be consistent with the relevant Argyll
and Bute Landscape Capacity Assessment. This is completely at odds with both the SPP
and various appeal decisions and should be removed from the LDP.
Statkraft UK Limited (358); Coriolis Energy (1039)
• Object to reference to “social, economic or environmental benefits of community wide
importance”
Beaton + McMurchy Architects Ltd (496)
• The local landscape areas are excessive and sterilising very large areas of Argyll that
seem unnecessary bearing in mind the other restrictions that are by default applicable to
such areas.
Elaine Paterson (587)
•

Policy 71 is not worded appropriately to ensure the Local Landscape Area (LLA)
designation is meaningful and that the local landscape is adequately protected.
Development with any adverse effects on landscape quality (not just significant effects)
should be resisted. Any adverse effects should never be outweighed by social, economic
or environmental benefits of community wide importance, unless such benefits can be
shown to be substantial or exceptional, and the adverse effects can be mitigated by
adequate screening. Any LVIA produced by a developer is unlikely to be impartial, and

some areas (eg. Seil between Clachan Seil and Balvicar) are not covered by A&B Council
Landscape Capacity Assessment (LCA), hence part b) of Policy 71 is unlikely to be
effective in protecting landscape, especially where A&B LCA is silent.
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
• We recommend that the Council includes wording in the policy which sets out an
expectation that development, in terms of its location, scale, design, materials and
landscaping, should be of a high standard and enhance the special qualities and
character of the LLA.
• We recommend you remove criterion “(b)” from your policy, and replace it with wording
such as “The Council expects that any proposal potentially affecting a LLA would be
supported by an LVIA and that developers should demonstrate how they have taken
account of the guidance contained in the relevant Argyll and Bute Landscape Capacity
Assessment”.
• We would like to see the Council undertaking a review of the LLAs at some stage in the
future, as this would give a more robust baseline data on key landscape qualities and
enable better protection of these areas. We therefore recommend you consider
inclusion of an undertaking to review LLAs, based on the appropriate SNH guidance.
Scottish Power Renewables (626)
• This policy should acknowledge that the Argyll and Bute Landscape Capacity Assessment
is an informative supporting study or alternatively remove it from the policy text and
refer to it in the main headline text. SPR has concern that strict adherence to Landscape
Capacity Studies will significantly reduce the opportunity for delivery of the necessary
renewable infrastructure across Scotland.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

•
•
•
•

•
•

Remove “of community wide importance” from part a) of policy 71 (358);(1039)
Remove reference to landscape capacity assessment from part b) of policy 71
(164);(338)(626)
Delete Local Landscape Designation from the Plan (496)
Delete 'significant' (before adverse impact) on line 2 of Policy 71. In part a) of Policy 71 delete 'significant' (before adverse effects). Insert 'substantial and exceptional' before
social, economic and environmental benefits. Elsewhere define what such benefits might
be. In part b) Add- any LVIA commissioned by a developer must be independently
assessed by A&B Council's own consultants at the developers expense. Add new part c)
to Policy 71 - any adverse impacts on Landscape must be mitigated by adequate
screening, if the test’s in parts a) and b) of policy 71 indicate development is acceptable.
(587)
Include wording in the policy which sets out an expectation that development, in terms
of its location, scale, design, materials and landscaping, should be of high standard and
enhance the special qualities and character of the LLA (596).
Remove criterion “(b)”and replace it with, “The Council expects that any proposal
potentially affecting a LLA would be supported by an LVIA and that developers should
demonstrate how they have taken account of the guidance contained in the relevant
Argyll and Bute Landscape Capacity Assessment”.(596)

•
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

•

•

•

•

•

•

Reference to Community Wide Importance is included to this policy to distinguish
between individual proposals e.g for housing in the countryside and those which may
provide wider benefits may be viewed more favourably. The nature of the benefit
would be expected to be commensurate with the level of impacts, but would not be
expected to be as significant as those of national importance, required for developments
within National Scenic Areas. (358);(1039).
The landscape capacity assessments referred to in policy 71 are those which were
commissioned by the Council (see CD XXX) (Gillespies Landscape Capacity Studies)to
indicate those parts of the Countryside Zone may have capacity to accommodate
appropriate scaled development (generally one or two dwelling houses) without having
adverse landscape impacts. These studies seek to support the more flexible approach to
development in the countryside generally as advocated in the Local Development Plan.
They are not the same as the subject capacity study for windfarms which is addressed in
ISS 22 – The Sustainable Growth of Renewables. (164);(338)(626)
Local landscape designations have been in existence in development plans for some
time, they seek to promote sensitive siting, and high quality design, they have not
prevented development within these areas, and their still remains significant capacity for
development to be accommodated in the Countryside areas generally. (496)
All proposals for new development in a Local Landscape Area will have an effect,
judgements are required to be made as to whether they are adverse, significantly
adverse and also if these can be justified by “substantial” benefits or “exceptional”
circumstances. The planning authority has the responsibility to exercise this judgement,
taking in to account the views of statutory consultees, and any representations received.
Further guidance on the use of Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments will be
provided in a Technical Note which will accompany the plan. (587)
The Council expects all developments wherever they are to be of a high standard in
terms of location, scale, design, materials, and landscaping, and for them to reflect the
nature of the landscape or the surroundings of the proposed development as required
by Policy 08 and Policy 10, and it is not accepted that this requirement should be limited
to Local Landscape Areas or National Scenic Areas. The requirements for LVIA are set
out in Policy 02 – Outwith Settlement Areas, reference to LVIA in policy 71 is intended to
secure consistency with this. (596)
Support for a review of LLA and the provision of Statements of Importance, is noted, and
is something which the planning authority would welcome input from NatureScot,
however, this is not something which requires to be identified as an undertaking in LDP2
at this stage.(596)

No modification to the plan is considered necessary

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 46

Policy 72 –Development Impact on Areas of Wild Land

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 72‐ Development Impact on Areas of Wild
Land (9.7‐ 9.12, Pages 95‐96)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
John Muir Trust (276)
RES Group (338)
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353)
Statkraft UK Limited (358)
Scottish Renewables (382)
Innogy Renewables UK (483)
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
Scottish Power Renewables (626)
Coriolis Energy (1039)
Provision of the
development plan
Policy 72‐ Development Impact on Areas of Wild Land
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
John Muir Trust (276)
 Support principle of policy to resist development proposals which would significantly
diminish the wild character of an Area of Wild Land, unless outweighed by social economic or
environmental benefits of national importance.
 Welcomes the references to the pressure which wild land faces and examples of how this is
occurring.
RES Group (338); Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353); Statkraft UK
Limited (358); Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596); Coriolis Energy (1039)


The policy test should be as set out in para 215 of SPP rather than para 212 which applies to
development in a national designation.

Scottish Renewables (382)
 Sections 9.7 to 9.12 of the LDP treat wild land as if it is a designation when Ministers have
made it repeatedly clear that it is not a designation, and that these areas do not equate to
‘wilderness’.
Innogy Renewables UK (483)
 The wording of Policy 72 should be amended to ensure conformity with SPP 215, which
states that “in areas of wild land development may be appropriate in some circumstances”
and that “further consideration will be required to demonstrate that any significant effects
on the qualities of these areas can be substantially overcome by siting, design or other

mitigation”. Furthermore, Policy 72 should only apply to areas within Wild Land, not
outwith as currently drafted.
Scottish Power Renewables (626)
 Regarding Policy 72, we consider that the acknowledgement of NSA designations in Policy 71
effectively ensures appropriate location of large scale onshore wind developments outwith
the most sensitive areas. The Wild Land category falls within Group 2 of the SPP Spatial
Framework for Onshore Wind and therefore has greater potential for development than
Group 1 (National Parks and NSAs). Whilst SPR will always strive to locate wind farm
developments within Group 3 areas, there will be situations where Group 2 areas may be
appropriate for stand‐alone and co‐located renewable developments where “significant
effects on the qualities of these areas can be substantially overcome by siting, design or
other mitigation” (SPP 2014). As such, overly restrictive local planning policies should be
avoided to ensure the deployment of wind farms and other renewable developments can be
increased to meet Scottish Government targets.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:









Policy 72 should also be amended to remove reference to the need for developers to
demonstrate benefits of ‘national importance’ in seeking to overcome impacts upon a wild
land area. This element of the Policy is also contrary to SPP and applies a policy requirement
reserved for national designations such as National Parks and National Scenic Areas, see SPP
paragraph 212. (338),(358)
Add “it can be demonstrated that any significant effects on the qualities of these areas can
be substantially overcome by siting, design or other mitigation.” To end of policy (353)
Sections 9.7 to 9.12 should be revised to reflect that wild land is not a designation.(382)
We advise you reconsider the proposed change to the final sentence of para 9.12, as the
existing policy wording (see para 1.1.5 of SG LDP ENV 9) better complies with SPP. We
recommend that it would also be helpful (perhaps at para 9.12) to reflect some of the
wording in SNH’s 2017 draft guidance which helps explain when a WLA assessment is likely
to be required ‐ e.g. perhaps adapt the paragraph to say “Where a proposal is likely to have
significant effects on the qualities of a Wild Land Area, a wild land assessment shall be
required, and should be carried out in line with current SNH guidance. In general terms, an
assessment of impacts on a WLA is highly likely to be required where a proposed
development falls, wholly or partly, in a WLA. Outside WLAs, the need for an assessment will
be more the exception and may only be necessary where significant effects on WLA qualities
are likely. The need for an assessment should be discussed with the Council at an early
stage.”(596)
This policy should be worded more positively to acknowledge that specific development
types such as onshore wind, can be accommodated within Wild Land Areas (626).

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Paras 9.7 to 9.12
 Paragraphs 9.7 to 9.12 provide and introduction to the proposed LDP2 policy on wild land,
these paragraphs do not describe wild land as a designation but refer to them as having been
identified by SNH (para 9.8). They set out the planning authorities view of their function in

relation to the development plan’s spatial strategy, and how their intrinsic character might
be affected by development within them, and in some instances adjacent to them. There are
5 areas of wild land which are present within the LDP area, and these are shown on the
proposals maps. Wild land accounts for 12% of the land within the LDP area, and much of it
includes National Scenic Areas, Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of Conservation, and
SSSI(see PD XXXX), where other policies of the plan which seek to prevent adverse impacts
would also apply e.g. Policy 70 in relation to National Scenic Areas, Policy 74 for SPA and SAC,
and Policy 75 for SSSI. Production XX (PDXXX) also demonstrates that the majority of wild
land constitutes remote countryside in terms of the settlement strategy where limited types
of development will be considered where it can be demonstrated there will be no
unacceptable adverse effect on natural, built or cultural heritage resources, unless
appropriately mitigated.
Policy Wording
 Paragraph 200 of SPP states “Wild character is displayed in some of Scotland’s remoter
upland, mountain and coastal areas, which are very sensitive to any form of intrusive human
activity and have little or no capacity to accept new development.” Plans are required to
identify and safeguard the character of such areas. Policy 72 does this by setting out the
tests which the local planning authority will apply to development within these areas. In the
context of Argyll and Bute wild land is considered to be a relatively scarce resource
comprising only 12% of the area, and given this it is considered appropriate and consistent
with the sentiments of para 200 of SPP to require developments which would significantly
diminish the wild character of such areas to demonstrate that they would provide social,
economic or environmental benefits of national importance.
No modification to the proposed plan is required.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 47

Policy 73 - Development Impact on Habitats, Species and Biodiversity

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 73 - Development Impact on Habitats,
Species and Biodiversity (Para 9.13-9.15 Page 96)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Donna Bell (298)
Woodland Trust Scotland (441)
RSPB Scotland (540)
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Provision of the
development plan
Policy 73 - Development Impact on Habitats, Species and Biodiversity
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Donna Bell (298); Woodland Trust Scotland (441); RSPB Scotland (540); Scottish Natural Heritage
(SNH) (596);Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Development Impact on Habitats, Species and Biodiversity.
Donna Bell (298)
• Supports the policy in relation ecological surveys for developments in the countryside areas.
• The supporter sees the benefits of keeping species close to existing developments and not
further the erosion of habitats which are vital to the well- being of all species including
humans. An example of this is the deforestation of Glencruitten forest the areas around
Oban to accommodate housing developments which benefit few people.
Woodland Trust Scotland (441) recommends:
• Provision be made in this policy to ensure that development has a positive impact on
biodiversity where appropriate.
• The Woodland Trust provides an example for development in proximity to woodland which is
impacted by invasive non-native species (INNS) such as rhododendron and suggests that
planning conditions can be secured by the planning authority to improve the woodland
condition through rhododendron removal.
RSPB Scotland (540);
• The RSPB (540) request that the policy should also include reference to legislation relating to
designated sites.
• They welcome the inclusion of ‘Development proposals will be encouraged to incorporate
and safeguard the existing site biodiversity wherever possible’. However they request that
this approach should go should go further with the requirement for development to provide
net gain for biodiversity (development which leaves biodiversity in a better state than
before). They sight an example from another local authority- Dumfries and Galloway.

Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596);
• There is an issue with the para quoted by SNH: ‘Following para 9.14 (on p98)’,the para is
actually 9.14 on page 96 and this quite correctly precedes Policy 73, the para numbering
after Policy 73 has gone awry.
On other issues relating to the Policy 73 the objector suggests the following:
1. All proposals will be assessed for their impact on European Protected Species (EPS) and
other nationally protected species.
2. All proposals should also adhere to the Code of Practice on Non-Native Species made by the
Scottish Ministers under Section 14c of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.
3. They advise that under the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004 that out with our duty
to further the conservation of biodiversity is not restricted to sites, habitats or species that
are subject to statutory protection to broaden out to local biodiversity features.
• SNH recommends that the policy itself should be expanded to include specific mention of the
Habitats Regulations 1994 beside the other legislation mentioned at point “(a)”, and also
ideally some fuller wording on EPS, e.g.:
“Development proposals that would be likely to have an adverse effect on a European
Protected Species will not be permitted unless it can be shown that:
there is no satisfactory alternative; and
the development is required for preserving public health or public safety or for
other imperative reasons of overriding public interest including those of a social
or economic nature and beneficial consequences of primary importance for the
environment; and
- the development would not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population of
the species at a favourable conservation status in its natural range.”
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Donna Bell (298) supports the policy in terms of ecological survey for development in the
countryside and the benefits of living close to nature. No modification sought.
• Woodland Trust Scotland (441) recommends that development has a positive impact on
biodiversity where appropriate. They also recommend the control of INNS if found in
adjacent woodlands that are in proximity to new developments.
• RSPB Scotland (540) request that the policy include the legislation for designated sites. They
welcome the inclusion of ‘Development proposals will be encouraged to incorporate and
safeguard the existing site biodiversity wherever possible’ in the policy with the provision for
applying net gain for biodiversity.
• Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596) the P.A have noted there is an issue with para 9.14 and
wrong page number, this will be rectified. The objector recommends that all applications are
assessed on the basis of European Protected Species (EPS); adhere to the Code of Practice on
Non-Native Species under Section 14c of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and refer to
the Nature Conservation (Scotland) 2004 which places a duty to further the conservation of
biodiversity not only on protected sites but to local biodiversity features. SNH recommend
that there is specific mention of the; they have included further details on extending and
simplifying the wording of the policy.

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Supportive of Policy 73 (Donna Bell (298)
• The P.A. continues to apply their biodiversity duty under the Nature Conservation (Scotland)
Act 2004 in development management and the ALDP, we continue to uphold this in the PLDP
in Policy 73.
• Planning Permission applications- Glenoran Road, Helensburgh ref: 17/00837/PP and
19/00031/PP; Dunbeg Masterplan- 18/00375/PP
Positive support for biodiversity in terms of development with a request for control of INNS
within adjacent woodlands (Woodland Trust Scotland (441)
• Policy 73 states that ‘Development proposals will be encouraged to incorporate and
safeguard the existing site biodiversity wherever possible’. The P.A assesses planning
applications taking account of biodiversity as part of the determination process and in line
with the ALDP. The Biodiversity Checklist which includes INNS can be found in the
Biodiversity Technical Note- BTN (Appendices 4.1 page 17-19); the checklist can be used to
support planning applications and is also inform the bases for ecological survey work and
suitable mitigation in order to protect and enhance the development sites biodiversity; in the
case of INNS inform an eradication programme. In order to ensure that biodiversity and INNS
are dealt with appropriately the P.A has the power to issue conditions in relation to
protection and enhancement measures for biodiversity which may include habitat
enhancement and or creation and or suitable nesting boxes.
• The P.A can request the control/eradication of INNS if the associated woodland is part of a
planning application.
Request that the policy include the legislation for designated sites and net gain for biodiversity
in development proposals. RSPB Scotland (540).
• The PLDP2 has been developed in the context of a range of other plans, legislation and
strategies operating at a local, regional, national and international level’. The P.A
encourages the PLDP2 to be read as a whole, this approach will assist applicants in
developing their proposal taking account of the range of policies that will help inform
their applications.
• In terms of net gain for biodiversity, the P.A. already applies conditions which is
informed by ecological survey mitigation, these ensure that biodiversity is protected and
enhanced as part of place making for future generations.
Recommendations to include EPS, adhere to Code of Practice on Non-Native Species (Scottish
Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
• The P.A. accepts the error on the page and will rectify same. In terms of particular
mention of protected species, e.g. EPA, we have adopted a wider approach in this PLDP2
in order to future proof the plan; our range of Environmental Policies, Biodiversity
Checklist and Biodiversity Technical Note provides additional information for developers
in order to factor protected species in to their development proposal.
• In terms of altering the wording in the PLDP2, the P.A. are mindful that the policies need
to be presented in a consistent manner in terms of language and in view of SNH
representation that specific mention of Habitats Regulations 1994 alongside other
legislation that the advice stands that the document needs to be read as whole.

Conclusion:
• In conclusion, the P.A. welcomes the support on this issue and the examples provided by
the consultees, however, in answer to some of the examples relating to other L.A’s,
Argyll and Bute is a unique area with 23 inhabited islands, a population of 86,260 over a
total area of 6,909km2, in essence some advice in relation to net gain for biodiversity is
not relevant as we factor this in as a matter of course in determining planning
applications allied with the application of appropriate conditions.
• In terms of our wording, we as an individual P.A. remain consistent with our policies
which reflects the Scottish Planning Policy. As the PLDP2 has been developed in the
context of a range of other plans, legislation and strategies operating at a local, regional,
national and international level, the PLDP2 (CD XXX) at page2, para 1.11 contains a statement
which explains that ‘The PLDP2 should be read as a whole and applications for planning
permission will be considered against all relevant policies in the PLDP2, together with
associated Supplementary Guidance and Technical Notes as appropriate’.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 48

Policy 74 - Development Impact on Sites of International Importance

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 74 - Development Impact on Sites of
International Importance (Para 9.11 and 9.12,
Page 97).

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353)
RSPB Scotland (540)
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
Provision of the
development plan
Policy 74 - Development Impact on Sites of International Importance
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353);RSPB Scotland (540); Scottish
Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
Wording in the PLDP 2 Policy 74.
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353);
• The Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353) and the RSPB Scotland
(540); request changes to the wording in Policy 74 - Development Impact on Sites of
International Importance to reflect the criteria from paragraph 208 of SPP, including
provisions for compensatory measures. The proposed addition is no (iii) for the SPP:
iii) Compensatory measures are provided to ensure that the overall coherence of the Natura
network is protected.
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
• Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596) objects to the current wording of Policy 74 and
recommends a more simplified version in relation to highlighting international designations
such as Special Protection Area (SPA), existing or candidate Special Area of Conservation
(SAC) or Ramsar Site, including developments outwith the site, will require an appropriate
assessment and will only be permitted where:
-the development does not adversely affect the integrity of the site; or
-there are no alternative solutions; or
-there are imperative reasons of overriding public interest, including those of a social or
economic nature; and
-compensatory measures have been identified and
-agreed to ensure that the overall coherence of the site network is protected.
SNH (596) recommend that the boundaries of these sites are shown on the Proposals Maps.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Request changes to the wording in Policy 74 - Development Impact on Sites of International
Importance to reflect the criteria from paragraph 208 of SPP.
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division) (353); RSPB Scotland (540);
• Request changes to the simplify the wording in Policy 74- Development Impact on Sites of
International Importance and illustrate what the international designations are (Scottish
Natural Heritage (SNH) (596))
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Request changes to the wording in Policy 74 - Development Impact on Sites of International
Importance – Page 97 to reflect the criteria from paragraph 208 of SPP.
(Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division) (353) and the (RSPB Scotland) (540);
• The P.A have reflected the SPP in Policy 74- Development Impact on Sites of International
Importance with the exception of:
iii) Compensatory measures are provided to ensure that the overall coherence of the Natura
Network is protected.
In terms of the above exception, we have a range of policies and development management
conditions that can be applied to support compensatory measures under the heading High
Quality Environment with the option of calling on the opinion of Scottish Ministers where
justification for imperative reasons of overriding public interest is required
Request changes to simplify the wording and illustrate what the international designations are
(Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596))
• The wording is consistent with the Scottish Planning Policy with the international
designations highlighted in the introduction to the Policy 74- Development Impact on
Sites of International and followed by Policy 75 -Development Impact on Sites of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSIs) and National Nature Reserves.
• The PLDP2 has included the range of international designations in para 9.11, page 97
Argyll and Bute is an exceptionally important area for nature with international and
national sites being designated. Protection is afforded at a national level through Site of
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) designations. Protection is also offered to sites that are
considered to be of international significance, such as Special Areas of Conservation
(SAC) under the Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc.) Regulations 1994 (as amended) and
Special Protection Areas (SPA)’. The P.A. have omitted some of the wording in order to
future proof the PLDP2 in which we are consistent in other policies.
Conclusions: the P.A. has built in consistency in their approach to reflect our unique area which
affords us scope to ensure that we can manage successfully any development challenges
relating to international designations through internal and statutory consultee expertise and
consultation.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 49
Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 75 – Development Impact on Sites of Special Scientific Interest
(SSSIs) and National Nature Reserves
Policy 75 - Development Impact on Sites of
Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) and National
Nature Reserves (Para 5) (Page 97)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Beaton + McMurchy Architects Ltd (496)
RSPB Scotland (540)
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
Provision of the
Policy 75 - Development Impact on Sites of Special Scientific Interest
development plan
(SSSIs) and National Nature Reserves page 97.
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Beaton + McMurchy Architects Ltd (496)
• Beaton + McMurchy Architects Ltd (496) have raised concerns about a proposed SSSI sites
between and around Connel- Map 168 and Taynuilt and Bonawe which appears to them to
be excessive for these areas. The objectors note that these areas are already protected by
the ALDP policies i.e. Countryside zone-Settlement zone and ROA’s and questions the need
for another designation, which they believe is making Argyll less attractive and more difficult
to populate, with the example that in Bonawe there will be literally nowhere to build if the
SSSI's get approval.
• The objectors (496) has concerns over resolving issues on sites that have national
designations. They require clarification on what is developable as it appears that issues
relating to such sites cannot be overcome with no way forward for planning approval. The
objectors have provided an example of a wetland as a qualifying feature for a SSSI which
might only relate to a small area within a larger designated site, they suggest with that
provided it can be demonstrated that the proposals do not impact that wetland area
therefore offering a develop opportunity.
RSPB Scotland (540)
• The wording within Policy 75 should follow the wording found in SPP.
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
• SNH (540) have requested that the policy wording should be simplified by using the
direct wording used in SPP (212), the objector provides the following examples e.g.:
Development that affects a SSSI or NNR should 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.”
And then “The boundaries of these sites are shown on the Proposals Maps”.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Concerns by the objector about the need for a proposed SSSI and clarification in terms of the
application of development policy and the qualifying features in national designations
(Beaton + McMurchy Architects Ltd (496)) Policy 75 - Development Impact on Sites of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSIs) and National Nature Reserves
• The objector has requested that the P.A should follow the same wording as the SPP (RSPB
Scotland (540))
• The objector has requested a change in the policy wording to mirror the SPP. (Scottish Natural
Heritage (SNH) (596))
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

The need for additional national designations and clarification on qualifying features ((Beaton +
McMurchy Architects Ltd (496))) PO
• Scottish Natural Heritage is the lead authority on SSSI designations, the proposed area
outlined by the objector lies between Connel, Taynuilt and Bonawe and is subject to the
Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2005 - Chapter 4, Section 48 (2) (c) in relation to
consultation with the local authority.
• The P.A. applies the policy in conjunction with other natural environment policies in the
PLDP. They work in partnership with statutory consultees who can provide additional advice
in order to determine planning applications in such areas,
Duplicating the SPP Policy (RSPB Scotland (540))
• The PLDP wording reflects the content of the SPP and is consistent with the style of the Argyll
and Bute document. It provides details on how a planning application will be treated in terms
of appropriate assessment; effects on priority habitats and species and social and economic
interest etc.
The objector has requested a change in the policy wording to mirror the SPP. (Scottish Natural
Heritage (SNH) (596)
• The P.A has written the policy in a way that is consistent in reflecting the contents of the SPP
allied with additional information to ensure clarity. To alter the PLDP policies would not
represent Argyll and Bute as distinct area.
Conclusion: In conclusion, one of the objectors has concerns about the need for a proposed SSSI
and requests clarification in terms of the application of development policy and the qualifying
features in national designations. Two objectors request the P.A uses the same wording as the
SPP with one providing an example of alternative wording.
The P.A. are a consultee in relation to candidate SSSI’s and provide advice in terms of existing
area plans. As Argyll and Bute is a unique area with 23 inhabited islands and a with a wide range
of challenges; we have reflected this in our drafting of the PLDP2 rather than translocate word
for word from the SPP.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 50 COMBINE
50, 51 and 225

Forestry, Woodland and Trees

Development Plan
Reference:

Proposal G – Forestry Woodland and Trees (Para
9.14 – 9.16, p99), Policy 77 - Forestry, Woodland
and Trees (9.17 – 9.18, pp99-100), Policy 78 Reporter:
Woodland Removal (9.17 – 9.18, p100) and
Chapter 5 regarding Forestry Woodland and Trees
(para, Number)

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
John Muir Trust (276)
Woodland Trust Scotland (441)
RSPB Scotland (540)
Airds Bay Estate (1000) - Issue 219
Scottish Forestry (375)
SHE Transmission (1057)
Provision of the
development plan
Chapter 9 High Quality Environment related to Forestry Woodland and
to which the issue
Trees
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Paragraph 9.14 – p98
Woodland Trust Scotland (441)
• Paragraph 9.14 second bullet - Where text says 'provide habitat for a diverse range of fauna
and flora (including ancient semi-natural woodland which is an irreplaceable resource, native
and long established woodlands)' provide clarification and rephrase. Ancient woodland are
the habitat that provides for a diverse range of flora and fauna so the phrasing here is
confusing. We would suggest rephrasing using wording from the Forestry Strategy for
Scotland.
• Paragraph 9.14 sixth bullet where text says 'support climate change mitigation and
adaptation by helping stabilise soils and acting as a carbon store and renewable source of
fuel.' Add text regarding renewable construction material. The Trust believes that renewable
fuel is viable for individual houses, or on a very small scale. We cannot support large scale
biomass.
• This section should also acknowledge the presence of Atlantic woodland in Argyll and Bute
and the need to protect this as an asset unique to the area.
Proposal G – Forestry, Woodland and Trees
Woodland Trust Scotland (441)
• In the development of a new forestry strategy for the area, or the review of the current
strategy, the Argyll and Bute area must be surveyed to identify creation, restoration and
protection opportunities for woods and trees, in particular on public landholdings.

Policy 77 – Forestry, Woodland and Trees
John Muir Trust (276)
• Table 2.1 of the Strategic Environment Assessment (under “Biodiversity, flora and fauna”)
highlights the particular importance of the Argyll & Bute Atlantic Oakwoods but there is no
equivalent reference to this in Policy 77.
Woodland Trust Scotland (441)
• We cannot fully support this policy due to the wording on ancient woodland and veteran
tree protection which is not in line with the Scottish Planning Policy, or the Scottish
Government’s ‘Policy on Control of Woodland Removal: implementation guidance, February
2019’.
• The policy should state that loss or deterioration of ancient woodland and veteran trees will
not be permitted. There may be wholly exceptional circumstances but these should be
defined as ‘Wholly exceptional reasons are considered: infrastructure projects (nationally
significant infrastructure) where the public benefit clearly outweighs the loss or deterioration
of habitat.’
Airds Bay Estate (1000)
• Whilst we have no objection in principle to, and indeed support, the protection of ancient
woodland and trees where they are in existence/physically present, we object to the way in
which this Policy is applied. The mapping relied upon for the “Ancient Woodland Inventory
Scotland” (https://map.environment.gov.scot/sewebmap/) includes areas not covered by
any trees (see Site Allocation Ref: H4037 – subject of a separate representation) and
therefore rules out development on areas where there is no forestry, woodland or trees
present and where development could be accommodated. From experience, this designation
is rigidly applied by Councils. In practice, every new housing development delivers significant
new planting which would more than offset the loss of the perceived Ancient Woodland.
Policy 78 – Woodland Removal
RSPB Scotland (540)
• If any development has to undertake compensatory planting due to the loss of woodland it
must be targeted to ensure that wildlife/biodiversity will benefit and the negative effects of
climate change are mitigated against, whilst still supporting rural livelihoods and the
economy, ensuring delivery of public benefits (amenity and tourism) we expect from land
use and from our forests and woodlands. Emphasis must be given to ensuring wildlife
benefits from any compensatory measures as First Minister Nicola Sturgeon rightly pointed
out in May 2019: “The challenges facing biodiversity are as important as the challenge of
climate change, and I want Scotland to be leading the way in our response.”
• Re Policy 78 i) Location – a wider landscape-scale approach to replacing lost woodland
should be considered when asking developers to undertake compensatory planting. Argyll
and Bute contains a sustainable amount of the remaining Western Atlantic Woodlands, this
habitat would greatly benefit from being better connected throughout its range, the

compensatory planting that developers need to undertake for lost woodlands could be one
way for this needed planting to happen. It would be helpful if the circumstances where the
requirement for compensatory planting will likely not be required could be set out as per the
Scottish Government’s Control of Woodland Removal’ guidance.
SHE Transmission (1057)
• SHE Transmission is committed to no net loss of all woodland cover. Due to the national
challenges of implementing replacement planting, it is not considered appropriate to
constrain the delivery of woodland into specific geographical areas. SHE Transmission objects
to the wording of Policy 78 as it currently reads and requests a change to the part of the
policy that refers to the ‘Location’ of compensatory planting which may be required to
mitigate against the loss of woodland. Where replacement planting is of a significant scale it
may not be possible to secure the land necessary within a specific geographical area.
Mapping
Woodland Trust Scotland (441)
• The spatial strategy, but especially the individual area maps, should also identify ancient and
native woodlands present in the Argyll and Bute area. Some planning authorities identify
woodlands on their site allocation and settlement maps in order to help position them in
relation to the development and help protect them.
Site Specific (441)
• The Woodland Trust wants to see no loss of ancient woodland, and no adverse impacts on
ancient woodland from developments. For some site allocations we have asked for changes
to be made in the Action Programme in order to help ensure that the woodlands are
protected.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Paragraph 9.14 second bullet change the text to ‘All Scotland’s forests, woodlands and
associated open ground habitats provide some biodiversity value. However, suitably
managed native, and in particular ancient and semi-natural woodlands, including
appropriately restored plantations on ancient woodland sites (PAWS), will contribute the
most.’ (441)
• Paragraph 9.14 sixth bullet change the text to 'support climate change mitigation and
adaptation by helping stabilise soils and acting as a carbon store and renewable source of
fuel' to include ‘renewable construction material which locks in carbon, habitat for a variety
of species so that they in turn can have the best chance of dating to climatic changes, flood
mitigation.’ (441)
• Acknowledge the presence of Atlantic woodland in Argyll and Bute and the need to protect
this as an asset unique to the area. (441)
• A specific reference to the Atlantic Oakwoods could be considered in Policy 77. (276)
• Policy 77 should state that loss or deterioration of ancient woodland and veteran trees will
not be permitted. We acknowledge that there may be wholly exceptional circumstances but
these should be defined as ‘Wholly exceptional reasons are considered: infrastructure

•
•

•
•

•

projects (nationally significant infrastructure) where the public benefit clearly outweighs the
loss or deterioration of habitat.’ (441)
Policy 77 point (re Ancient Woodland Inventory not always reflecting the tree cover) requires
clarification, or clarity provided that it will not simply be the designated area on the mapping
system that is considered to be protected in applying the Policy. (1000)
Policy 78 - Any compensatory planting due to the loss of woodland must be targeted to
ensure that wildlife/biodiversity will benefit and the negative effects of climate change are
mitigated against, whilst still supporting rural livelihoods and the economy, ensuring delivery
of public benefits (amenity and tourism) we expect from land use and from our forests and
woodlands. (540)
Identify ancient and native woodlands on the proposals maps. (441)
Rewording of Policy 78 part (i) as follows - “Location - A sequential approach will be followed
in respect compensatory planting with i) on site being the preferred location, followed by ii)
off site - within the Council area. Where it is not possible to secure the necessary land to
deliver the required level of compensatory planting onsite or within the Council area, it may
be provided on other suitable land subject to the agreement of the Council.” (1057)
For some site allocations we have asked for changes to be made in the Action Programme in
order to help ensure that the woodlands are protected. (441)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

It is noted that Scottish Forestry supported Proposal G, Policy 77 and Policy 78 subject to some
minor edits which have been dealt with as non-notifiable amendments (Support ADXXX and Non
Notifiable Amendments ADXXX)
Paragraph 9.14 (441)
• The aim is to have policies and supporting text that are succinct and effective.
• It is considered that the second bullet of para 9.14 is accurate, comprehensible and requires
no additional clarification. Woodland and forestry areas do provide habitats. No change
required.
• It is considered that the sixth bullet gives a good description of some of the ways that
forestry and woodland can support climate change mitigation and adaptation. The proposed
change is somewhat lengthy. However if the Reporter is so minded the sixth bullet could
better reflect this matter by adding the underlined as follows “'support climate change
mitigation and adaptation by helping stabilise soils, acting as a carbon store and renewable
source of fuel and source of renewable construction material”
Atlantic Oakwoods (276) (441)
• The aim is to have policies and supporting text that are succinct and effective. It is
considered that clause (a) of Policy 77 covers high value trees effectively by listing ancient
semi-natural woodland, native or long-established woods, hedgerows and individual trees
with high nature conservation or landscape value. This would include Argyll & Bute Atlantic
Oakwoods. Therefore there is no need to lengthen this policy to safeguard this resource.
That said, the Atlantic Oakwoods are a notable feature in this area and, if the Reporter is so
minded, text regarding Atlantic Oakwoods could be added to paragraph 9.14 second bullet as
shown in underline here “provide habitats for a diverse range of flora and fauna (including
ancient semi-natural woodland which is an irreplaceable resource, native and long
established woodlands, including the Argyll and Bute Atlantic Oakwoods);”

Proposal G – Forestry, Woodland and Trees (441)
• Proposal G relates to the Council commitment to review and update the Argyll and Bute
Woodland and Forestry Strategy. It does not set the scope at this stage as this will be dealt
with at the start of the project. The preparation of the updated strategy will involve
engagement with key stakeholders, including Woodland Trust Scotland. It is considered that
no change is required to the Plan as a result of this representation.
Policy 77 – Forestry, Woodland and Trees – Policy alignment (441)
• It is noted that Scottish Forestry are supportive of this Policy. (ADXXX). It is also noted the
NatureScot has not objected to this policy. It is considered that Policy 77 provides an
appropriate level of protection for forestry, woodland and trees of high nature and
landscape value from adverse impacts through clause (a) in accordance with Scottish
Planning Policy, in particular “Woodland”, para 126 (CDXXX). The degree of protection in
Policy 77 allows for two exceptions where development would be permitted related to i)
not compromising the conservation objectives or integrity of the resource and ii) where the
development is of regionally important public interest and there are no reasonable
alternatives. In either of these cases the developer is still required to make provision for
preservation where possible and compensatory planting and management agreements.
• The woodlands noted in clause (a) include woodland noted in the Scottish Government’s
‘Policy on Control of Woodland Removal: implementation guidance, February 2019’, Annex
2. (CDXXX) which have a strong presumption against removal. The Policy, in accordance
with this guidance, goes on to set out the only circumstances when the strong presumption
against woodland removal may be overridden and the compensatory actions required. Each
such proposal would require to be assessed on its individual merits by the planning
authority and would require a high level of supporting evidence. It is noted that no Key
Agency has objected to this policy.
• It is considered that the policy accords with Scottish Planning Policy and Policy on Control of
Woodland Removal and that therefore no change is required to Policy 77.
• Note that this specific issues relates to an issue raised regarding the glossary, which has
been dealt with in Issue 219.
Policy 77 – Forestry, Woodland and Trees – Implementation (1000)
• It is considered that the policy is clear in that it refers to ancient semi natural woodland
itself, which is land that is currently wooded and has been continually wooded, at least
since 1750. It does not refer to the Ancient Woodland Inventory. The Ancient Woodland
Inventory is a valuable resource, showing woods recorded as being of semi-natural origin
on either the 1750 Roy maps or the 1st Edition Ordnance Survey maps of 1860. However,
woodland may not still be present on an AWI site. In allocating sites in a Plan as well as
checking the AWI there are other considerations. The historic presence of a woodland on
the AWI is often a good indicator of a soil type that has supported and is liable to be
capable of supporting woodland, that there may be a nearby ancient woodland seed source
capable of supporting restoration or natural regeneration and that there may be adjoining
nature interests that development may impact upon. Site H4037 is dealt with in Issue 112.
It is considered that no change is required in relation to this point.
Policy 78 – Woodland Removal (540)
• It is noted that Scottish Forestry supports the policy in general (non-notifiable amendments
related to numbering and update of guidance/strategy are noted) (CDXXX).

•
•

•

•

If any development is required to undertake compensatory planting due to the loss of
woodland it will be targeted as set out it the policy.
Policy 78 takes a sequential approach in terms of location of the new planting (part i
(amended to part A)). The preferred approach is to replace the resource as close to the
original location as possible and if not then within Argyll and Bute Planning Authority area
as this can be controlled through S75. It is noted that Argyll and Bute is the second largest
authority by land area in Scotland with over 657,500ha. This is the general approach
considered to be both appropriate and deliverable within the remit of the planning
authority.
Policy 78 also has requirements in terms of the scale and nature of new planting (part ii
(amended to part B)), which considers public benefit and takes into account both Annex 5
of Scottish Policy on control of woodland removal: implementation guidance Feb 2019
(CDXXXX) and the Argyll and Bute Woodland and Forestry Strategy (CDXXXX). It is noted
that the Woodland and Forestry Strategy is proposed to be reviewed and will be subject to
engagement with key stakeholders such as RPSB and that the Control of Woodland
Removal guidance may be subject to review during the lifetime of the Plan. It is considered
appropriate that the more detailed level of guidance, which represents good practice
regarding compensatory planting, is dealt with in these documents and is not required in
the Policy.
No change is therefore required.

Mapping (441)
• The local development plan explains or illustrates the proposals for development of land in
the plan. PLDP2 contains diagrams and is accompanied by maps, as prescribed and also
contains other diagrams, illustrations and descriptive matter and is accompanied by mapping
as the planning authority think appropriate. All of the development proposals (e.g.
allocations, potential development areas, areas for action and settlement strategy areas) as
required are shown on the Proposals maps alongside other information to aid interpretation
as appropriate.
• Argyll and Bute is the second largest authority by land area in Scotland. This is a significant
area with many constraints. The Local Development Plan proposals map does map some
strategic level constraints for context but does not seek to map all of the constraints, the
data for which may be managed by other organisations e.g. Nature Scot and SEPA
• Mapping all the constraints is not only unnecessary but would make the maps less legible
and reduce effective function on web based platforms.
• The Ancient Woodland Inventory is available as a constraint layer to Development
Management dealing with planning applications, who can readily interpret mapping within
GIS and it is also available on line for the public.
• No change is therefore required as a result of this representation.
Site Specific issues (441)
• Although the representee noted that site issues raised were related to the draft Action
Programme on assessment of RD198 a number of the changes proposed would require
changes to PLDP2 Proposals Maps and Schedules and have therefore been dealt with as
unresolved representations. These are dealt with in the Issue related to that area/site as
annotated on RD198 and not shown in this Schedule 4.
Conclusion

It is considered that no changes are required as a result of the above representations. However,
if the Reporter is so minded, text in Paragraph 9.14 could be amended as noted above.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 52

Policy 79 - Protection of Soil and Peat Resources

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 79 - Protection of Soil and Peat Resources
(Para 9.22; 9.23; 9.24; Page 101)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
John Muir Trust (276)
Statkraft UK Limited (358)
RSPB Scotland (540)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Coriolis Energy (1039)
Provision of the
development plan
Policy 79 - Protection of Soil and Peat Resources
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Protection of Soil and Peat Resources.
John Muir Trust (276); Statkraft UK Limited (358); RSPB Scotland (540); Scottish Environment
Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038); Coriolis Energy (1039).
• John Muir Trust (276) recommends that consideration should be given to soil and peat
being treated separately in policy principles in the context of a wide range of ecological,
climate change and landscape interest. They ask for peatland soils possibly been given
enhanced status.
•

Statkraft UK Limited (358) and Coriolis Energy (1039); both respondents have provided
duplicate comments in the context of renewable energy and suggest that the benefits
and the wider public interest outlined in Policy 79 ‘Protection of Soil and Peat Resources’
are not justified for limiting benefits arising to simply community wide importance. The
objector advised that the P.A. aligns their policy more with the SPP for a more positive
policy framework. The objectors provide an example of how established windfarm
development Habitat Management Plans can inform enhancement and restoration
measures which have resulted in soil and peatland restoration.

•

RSPB Scotland (540);suggests that the phase as ‘much as possible’ be removed and the
inclusion of a statement in line with SPP must be included, namely “Policies should
protect areas of peatland and only permit commercial extraction in areas suffering
historic, significant damage through human activity and where the conservation value is
low and restoration is impossible”. With the Scottish Government having declared a
climate emergency there is a strong argument for banning commercial peat extraction
altogether.

•

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038); they note the details and are
content that a standalone policy has been created to deal with peat issues. They
consider the policy to be satisfactory and the related documents cover enough detail.
However, they ask that the following are added to the list of related document;
1. Carbon and Peatland 2016 map by SNH
2. SEPA Guidance - Developments on Peat and Off-Site Uses of Waste Peat
The consultee suggests some changes to the wording in relation to expanding the details
of the PLDP policy in terms of applicants providing Soil and Peatland Management
Plans as part of Full Planning Permission submissions.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

•
•

•

•

•

John Muir Trust (276) recommends that soil and peat should be treated separately and
that Peat should be given enhanced status.
No modification required as growing mediums such as mineral soil and peat can vary in
the percentage of components (organic, sand, silt and clay) and depth depending on
topography where mineral soil and peat pockets can co-exist. All applications are subject
to statutory consultee review/input where a wealth of expertise and knowledge can be
applied so as to ensure that these resources are protected and enhanced. Additional
guidance for developers can be found e.g. Scottish Natural Heritage website. The P.A.
would be just duplicating advice.
Statkraft UK Limited (358) and Coriolis Energy (1039) both consultees submitted
duplicate responses in respect of renewable energy perspective; in summary, both
objectors suggest that the benefits and the wider public interest outlined in Policy 79 are
not justified for limiting benefits arising to simply community wide importance. The
objectors provide an example of how windfarm development Habitat Management Plans
can inform enhancement and restoration measures which have resulted in soil and
peatland restoration. They also request that the P.A aligns the policy with the SPP for a
more positive policy framework.
Whilst the P.A welcome suggestions in this PLDP consultation, we in Argyll and Bute have
a highly experienced planning team in relation to a range of the complexities involving
the successful implementation of a range of major developments including those for
windfarms. Our Policy 79 gives a clear steer in what is expected of applicants with a
range of considerations outlined that can be applied to a variety of applications and not
just for renewable energy. The Argyll and Bute P.A. apply the precautionary principle
which underpins all appropriate application assessments, in this case for impacts on soils
and peat.
In summary, we will not be modifying the policy as it should be read in conjunction with
other policies under the heading of High Quality Environment but will continue to liaise
with the statutory consultees and encourage wider community benefits by working with
applicants.
RSPB Scotland (540); the objector encourages the P.A. to remove the term of ‘much as
possible’ and align the PLDP policy with the SPP where peat extracted is only permitted
in areas where:
1. Historical commercial extraction has taken place on areas where significant
damage through human activity,
2. Where the conservation value is low and restoration is impossible.

•

•

•

The objector supports the climate change emergency and they argument for all peat
extraction should be banned.
The P.A. are experienced at dealing with a wide range of planning applications that
involve greenfield sites where soil and peat issues are significant; we ensure that surveys
are appropriate and mitigation is effective in order to protect, enhance and restore the
soil and peat with provision for carbon sequestration through habitat restoration plans
and associated management.
In terms of banning all peat extraction, the Argyll whisky industry known the world over
for its peat smoke based individual flavour, the P.A. could not support this request in
light of having reviewed the associated Mineral Permissions (ROMPS) for peat extraction
which operates on a non-commercial basis and are content that the amount extracted is
minimal and are confident that restoration plans are effective. In summary, there is no
requirement for any modification of the policy.
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038); are content with the policy,
however, they ask that the following are added to the list of related document;
3. Carbon and Peatland 2016 map by SNH
4. SEPA Guidance - Developments on Peat and Off-Site Uses of Waste Peat
The consultee also suggests some changes to the wording in relation to expanding the
details of the PLDP policy to be more prescriptive.
The P.A welcome the input from SEPA and are happy to include the suggested
documentation in the PLDP. In terms of expanding the policy with additional detailed
information such as requesting applicants to provide further information on Soil and or
Peatland Management Plans as supporting documentation with full planning permission
applications; in essence this request could be described as a prescriptive rather than
policy; we as P.A. have the proviso to request Environment Impact Assessment
particularly in major applications as well as the option to request further information
prior to determination of planning applications or to condition such documentation for
scrutiny prior to making a meaningful start on smaller developments. Whilst the P.A.
respect the suggestion from the statutory consultee and are comfortable with the policy
in its current draft, as it covers all basis to allow applicants to be innovative in meeting
the challenges of managing both soil and peat growing mediums, therefore the P.A will
not be modifying the content of the policy.

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Request that Soil and Peat are treated separately -John Muir Trust (276)
• No modification required as growing mediums such as mineral soil and peat can vary in the
percentage of components (organic, sand, silt and clay content) and depth depending on
topographical influence where mineral soil and peat pockets can co-exist. All applications
are subject to statutory consultee review/input where a wealth of expertise and knowledge
can be applied so as to ensure that these resources are protected and enhanced.
Both consultees submitted duplicate responses and questioned the justification of limiting the
benefits to just Community wide importance along with aligning the PLDP Policy with the SPPStatkraft UK Limited (358) and Coriolis Energy (1039)
• The P.A will not be modifying Policy 79 as it states the broader aspects of assessment in
terms of social economic, environmental on a community wide basis; it does not restrict its
application to any one type of development or in a specific local context. The inclusion of a

soil or peat management plan gives clarity to applicants in terms of managing adverse
impacts and provides the P.A. with essential information in order to make a fair
assessment.
Suggests the P.A aligns with the SPP by removing the term ‘much as possible’ and supports the
banning of all peat extraction -RSPB Scotland (540).
• The P.A. are experienced at dealing with a wide range of planning applications that
involve greenfield sites where soil and peat issues are significant and cannot support the
all peat extraction as one of Argyll and Bute’s unique natural flavoured spirits and a
significant contributor to the Scottish economy would be lost in perpetuity.
They request that Carbon and Peatland 2016 map by SNH and SEPA Guidance is included Developments on Peat and Off-Site Uses of Waste Peat along with more prescriptive details Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038);
• The P.A. note that (1038) are content with the policy and that we are happy to add the
suggested documents to the PLDP. In terms of the policy being more prescriptive, the
P.A. feel that there is so much statutory consultee guidance available for applicants to
address any issues relating to Soil and Peat that expanding the policy to be prescriptive
would not allow for innovation and lead to one size fits all scenario which would not take
account of our extensive range of topographical interest.
Conclusion: The P.A. has a great deal of experience in dealing with soil and peat issues in
relation to a variety and scale of successful planning applications. In terms of the planning
process, applicants have the option of a Pre-application Consultation with the P.A and Statutory
Consultees which helps in developing their proposal by insuring that all issues are addressed
from the outset. This approach allows for early engagement and clarifies what is required to be
submitted by the applicant. We as the P.A. are well aware of conserving our soils and peat
resource and have delivered many major successful developments ranging from housing to
renewable energy factoring in the protection, enhancement and restoration of these sites. We
are mindful of the use of peat in terms of providing that unique flavouring to our whisky
industry and work with them to ensure the long term sustainability of this important resource.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 54

Policy 81 ‐ Open Space Protection Areas

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 81 ‐ Open Space Protection Areas (Written
Statement Paragraphs 9.27 – 9.30, Pages 102‐
103)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Provision of the
The wording of the justification text to Policy 81 ‐ Open Space Protection
development plan
Areas
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
 Request that the policy justification text sets out that development proposals in general will
be expected to provide open spaces and also further enhance existing open spaces possibly
through providing amenity blue/green infrastructure in Argyll and Bute.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

 The policy justification text should set out that development proposals in general will be
expected to provide open spaces and also further enhance existing open spaces. (1038)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

(1038)
 The aim of Proposed Local Development Plan 2 Policy 81 is to protect Open Space Protection
areas as shown on the proposals maps. It is not a policy that is intended to seek the provision
of new open space within development proposals (either on or off site). It is therefore not
considered appropriate that the supporting text to Policy 81 sets out such expectations or
requirements.
 PLDP2 Policy 06 (CD049, Pages 26‐27) sets out that all new non householder developments
shall adequately demonstrate how green infrastructure has been integrated into the design
of the proposal from the outset and sets out particular aspects of green infrastructure
provision that should be demonstrated. The policy and its supporting text embeds the need
for high quality, multifunctional green infrastructure including open space within
developments that links wider to wider green infrastructure and networks.
 PLDP2 Policy 68 (CD049, Page 92) sets out requirements for casual open space and children’s
play space within new residential developments.
 It is not considered appropriate for Policy 81 or other LDP2 policy to expect off site green
infrastructure enhancements where they are not necessary to the development proposed,
however where it is considered appropriate and necessary PLDP2 Policy 48 (CD049, Page 75)
sets out the framework for the Council to seek developer contributions.

 In conclusion, it is considered that PLDP2 adequately addresses the need for open space and
green infrastructure provision within new developments and contains mechanisms for
developer contributions where it is considered reasonable and necessary to seek off‐site
provision, therefore no change to PLDP2 is required.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 55

Policy 82 – Contaminated Land

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 82 – Contaminated Land (Para 9.31-9.32,
Page 104)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Provision of the
development plan
Contaminated Land
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Contaminated Land
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
• Policy 82 should make direct reference to PAN 33 and the ‘suitable for use’ concept.
• SEPA does not have a statutory role in relation to land remediation unless the works being
undertaken require licensing or exemption under the Waste Management Regulations.
• Local Authorities are the responsible authority under the Water Environment Water Services
Act 2003 (WEWS) and as the lead regulator for both the Part 11A and planning regimes is
required to secure compliance with WEWS. In relation to land contamination this means
when considering risks to the water environment from development cognisance should be
taken of WEWS requirements and River Basin Management Plan Objectives.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

•

Policy 82 should be re worded to read: “Where development is proposed at a site that is
known to be contaminated, or at a site where there is a reasonable expectation of
contamination, the applicant will be required to undertake a contaminated land assessment
and implement suitable remediation measures in consultation with SEPA before the
commencement of any new use. The Council will ensure that remediation proposals and
objectives are consistent with the requirements of PAN 33 Development and Contaminated
Land, insofar as the development is suitable for use post remediation and that it is not
causing unacceptable risk to human health and to the wider environment, including all
aspects of the water environment. Consideration should be given to both radioactive and
nonradioactive sources of contamination".(1038)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Addition to Policy 82 (1038)

•

The Local Development Plan identifies that contaminated land may exist and that the issue
will require to be addressed where proposals for redevelopment of land come forward. The
policy advises that a prospective developer will be required to undertake a contaminated
land assessment and that suitable remediation measures will be required in order to allow
re-use of the site. It is therefore considered that the policy provides sufficient guidance to
make clear that the issue of contamination of land is a material consideration when
assessing planning applications, and provide sufficient justification for refusal should
insufficient remediation measures be proposed. PAN 33 is identified as a related document,
however, the planning authority would concede that it may be helpful to users of the plan to
direct them to the concept of “suitable for use” as outlined in PAN 33.

•

With regard to its responsibilities under the Water Environment Water Services Act 2003
(WEWS) the planning authority considers that Policy 59 – Water Quality and the
Environment, addresses these satisfactorily.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 56

Policy 83 - Safeguarding Agricultural and Croft Land

Development Plan
Reference:

Policy 83 - Safeguarding Agricultural and Croft
Land (page 105)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Donna Bell (298)
Alan Mitchell (328)
NFU Scotland (401)
RSPB Scotland (540)
Provision of the
development plan
Policy 83 - Safeguarding Agricultural and Croft Land (page 105)
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Donna Bell (298); Alan Mitchell (328); NFU Scotland (401); RSPB Scotland (540).
• Donna Bell (298) raised concerns about new residential crofts not being actively worked.
• Alan Mitchell (328) questions a Potential Development Area on good quality flat grazing
land, Mr. Mitchell offers an alternative site to the one proposed and requests a specific
policy about building on farm/green land, only to be considered as a last resort.
• NFUS (401) questions the use of limited agricultural land for development and requests
an alteration to the introduction to the policy to reflect the range of agricultural land
from good quality to hill/rough grazing. Page 104 para 9.33
• RSPB Scotland (540) are supportive of the policy but request that the P.A and the PLDP
acknowledge support for crofting to safeguard this type of agricultural practice and the
associated species.
Donna Bell (298);
• The objector raises concerns about registered crofts just being used to facilitate a new
dwellinghouse and not actively crofted.
Alan Mitchell (328);
• The objector has concerns about residential allocations being identified on good quality flat
grazing land which he believes is limited in Argyll and Bute and rare to Dalavich village; he
goes on to say that second homes are in demand in many Argyll villages where there is no
current local demand for new builds. The objector requests the following:
1. To re-evaluate the need to determine this area ( Dalavich Village) of fields as residential;
2. For the P.A to look for an alternative site including the poor grazing field on the opposite
side of the Kilchrenan to Ford road. No Map reference was provided for this site.
3. Be specific in the LDP2 Policies about building on Farm land/Green Land only as a last
resort.

NFU Scotland (401);
• The NFU Scotland request that the wording in the introduction Page 104 para 9.33 should be
amended to reflect the much larger extent of agricultural land that is present in the region,
albeit recognising that the majority of it is rough grazing. They are supportive of the
statement 'An exception to this approach can be taken where the applicant concerned can
fully justify the loss of agricultural land where wider economic, environmental and/or social
benefits can be delivered to the same community.'
RSPB Scotland (540) ;
• The RSPB are supportive of the policy in terms of safeguarding this type of land management
for a variety of reasons including cultural and biodiversity needs. They also take the
opportunity in the PLDP consultation to request acknowledgement that crofting going
forward will require agricultural support to safeguard this land management practice and the
species associated with it.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• (Donna Bell (298).The objector raises the issue that crofts are being used as an opportunity
to build a dwellinghouse and not being worked as in the crofting tradition.
• No modification has been submitted.
• (Alan Mitchell (328). The objector has concerns about residential allocations being identified
on good quality flat grazing land.
• He requests the evaluation of the need to determine these types of fields as residential; that
an alternative site including the poor grazing field on the opposite side of the Kilchrenan to
Ford road (no map reference was provided for this site) and for specific PLDP Policies about
building on Farm land/Green Land only as a last resort.
• (NFU Scotland (401) The NFU Scotland request that the wording in the introduction Page
104 para 9.33 should be amended to reflect the much larger extent of agricultural land that
is present in the region, albeit recognising that the majority of it is rough grazing.
• They are supportive of the statement 'An exception to this approach can be taken where the
applicant concerned can fully justify the loss of agricultural land where wider economic,
environmental and/or social benefits can be delivered to the same community.'
•
•

(RSPB Scotland (540) The RSPB are supportive of the policy in terms of safeguarding this type
of land management for a variety of reasons including cultural and biodiversity needs.
They also take the opportunity in the PLDP consultation to request acknowledgement that
crofting going forward will require agricultural support to safeguard this land management
practice and the species associated with it

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Donna Bell (298).
• The objector raises the issue that crofts are being used as an opportunity to build a dwellinghouse
and not being worked as in the crofting tradition

• The P.A. bases planning permission for Croft/Agricultural dwellinghouses on an operational
need Section 75 where supporting statements outline the management details in this case
for the crofting purposes.
Alan Mitchell (328).
• The objector has concerns about residential allocations being identified on good quality flat
grazing land. He requests the evaluation of the need to determine these types of fields as
residential; that an alternative site including the poor grazing field on the opposite side of
the Kilchrenan to Ford road and for specific PLDP Policies about building on Farm land/Green
Land only as a last resort.
• In relation to this issue, the site referenced is a PDA 5/115 which is subject to 44 planning
applications and is in ALDP. The P.A. will consider the reference if this is proposed in PLDP3
when we issue a call for sites.
• https://www.argyllbute.gov.uk/sites/default/files/ldp/adopted/Proposals%20Maps/Area%20Maps/Adopted%20Mid%20Argyll%20Map.pdf

Planning history and other supporting info attached.

NFU Scotland (401)
• The NFU Scotland request that the wording in the introduction Page 104 para 9.33 should be
amended to reflect the much larger extent of agricultural land that is present in the region,
albeit recognising that the majority of it is rough grazing
• The PLDP current wording is ‘Argyll and Bute has a very limited supply of agricultural land
and most is not good quality’ should be altered to reflect the following options:
• Option 1. accessibility to roads and services - ‘Argyll and Bute has a limited supply of
agricultural land that is suitable for development in terms of accessibility to the areas road
and services network’
• Option 2. ‘Argyll and Bute has a very limited supply of good quality agricultural land with
most classified as rough and hill grazing’
RSPB Scotland (540)
• The RSPB are supportive of the policy in terms of safeguarding this type of land management
for a variety of reasons including cultural and biodiversity needs. They also take the
opportunity in the PLDP consultation to request acknowledgement that crofting going
forward will require agricultural support to safeguard this land management practice and the
species associated with it
• The P.A welcomes support on this policy from the RSPB (540) but it is out with the Planning
Authorities remit (in terms of planning) to lobby for financial support for this industry.
Conclusion: as a crofting county, the P.A recognises the operational need for croft housing allied
with supporting information on the croft management. The site in PDA 5/115 is a wellestablished development site and therefore continues to be allocated as that in the PLDP2. In
terms of the amount of quality land referenced by the NFUS (401) and the optional wording, the
P.A, are content to consider the options and alter the statement to reflect these suggestions.

The future of Agricultural support is a reserved matter for the Scottish Government; whilst we
as the P.A. are consulted on Agricultural support papers, it is not a matter for the council to
deliver this support as this is managed centrally
.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 57

Proposal A - Oban Strategic Development Framework

Development Plan
Reference:PLDP2

PLDP2 Proposal A, p14; Diagram 2, p15; Oban
Lorne and The Isles Map No 210.

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Ian Reid (23)
Network Rail (46)
The Trustees of the late A J Campbell of Dunstaffnage (283)
Donna Bell (298)
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353)
Roni Macdonald (426)
Oban Community Council (660)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) (1038)
Scottish Water (1068)
Provision of the
Appropriateness of Proposal A Oban Strategic Development Framework,
development plan
identification and location of Oban Development Road, and the extent of
to which the issue
Tobermory – Dalmally Growth Corridor.
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
SEPA (1038); Scottish Water (1038); Tracey Peedle (212)
Support involvement of key agencies to deliver co-ordinated approach to development.
Ian Reid (23)
Tobermory – Dalmally Growth Corridor doesn’t include Barcaldine; Growth corridor included
Sound of Mull which is sensitive, inclusion of Mull is limited by infrastructure. Oban
Development Road rout to Connel is a good idea; provision of separate cycle paths is
important and should not be compromised at Dunbeg and Ganavan.
The Trustees of the late A J Campbell of Dunstaffnage (283)
An extant golf course permission exists and Saulmore Farm is being promoted for mixed use
development. Remove element of X4001 Oban Development Road which overlaps the
Saulmore Farm allocation.
Donna Bell (298)
Oban Development Road and associated development will overdevelop the area. Dunbeg is a
better proposal.
Roni MacDonald (426)
Housing plans are excessive, Oban infrastructure can’t cope.
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353)
 A STAG should be carried out before any conclusions of the Oban Strategic Development
Framework, and mention of Oban Development Road and “Transport Infrastructure
Actions” in Proposal A of the PLDP2 should be removed as it will prejudice the STAG
process. Not acceptable to include infrastructure measures, including indicative routes
prior to appropriate appraisal. Reference should be made to the consent for DunbegHalfway roundabout.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:




Delete ODR Connel section and its 3 route option from Saulmore Farm, or replicate the
adopted Local Development Plan Proposals Map. (The Trustees of the late A J Campbell
of Dunstaffnage (283)
A STAG should be carried out before any conclusions of the Oban Strategic Development
Framework, and mention of Oban Development Road and “Transport Infrastructure
Actions” in Proposal A of the PLDP2 should be removed as it will prejudice the STAG
process. All other reference within the plan to Oban Development Route should be
removed. Dunbeg-Halfway roundabout should be referenced as consented.

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

The PLPD2 clearly articulates the spatial strategy, including the growth corridor.
Para. 3.4 of the PLDP2 states the Plan seeks to reverse population decline and promote
economically driven growth across Argyll and Bute. It seeks to make positive provision where
growth is projected to occur and can be delivered in a sustainable and economic fashion. These
areas include the Tobermory – Dalmally growth corridor, focusing on the identified growth
opportunities of Oban, with its inherent population growth, and the opportunities for the area
to act as a significant growth hub for the north and west Argyll area and the growing economic
opportunities in Food and Drink, Tourism, and education sectors (Oban as a University Town).
The growth corridor is a strategic level indication of policy aspiration and intention to focus
investment and development. It is intentionally drawn at an indicative level without
demarcating precise boundaries.
Para. 3.10 of the PLDP2 states: Oban is situated at the heart of the Tobermory to Dalmally
growth corridor identified in the LDP2 spatial strategy. This growth corridor takes advantage of
the existing transport infrastructure with the A85 Trunk road, Glasgow – Oban rail line, Oban
Airport, ferry services to the isles and with a strategic transport hub in Oban. It also contains a
generally younger more economically active population profile providing a good base from
which to grow the population in Argyll and Bute. The corridor contains a number of tourist
attractions and destinations such as Bonawe Iron works, Cruachan Dam, Tobermory and Oban
harbours and the outstanding marine environment of the wider west coast. The Oban area also
includes growth nodes such as Dunbeg together with the vibrant villages of North Connel,
Connel, Taynuilt, Dalmally and Benderloch.
3.11 Oban is a Main Town in this growth corridor with a range of community facilities, shops and
services which support a strong rural hinterland area with a number of key rural settlements.
The town has experienced growth for a number of years but is increasingly physically
constrained, nearing its natural topographic capacity for growth and development. The potential
to achieve further growth in the Oban area may be realised through rationalisation and
restructuring within Oban, including public facilities and businesses seeking to relocate. In the
town there are issues in terms of traffic management, parking and accessibility that need to be
part of a co-ordinated approach. Further growth may also be achieved in Oban and the wider
Growth Corridor area through significant investments in road infrastructure, which requires a
partnership approach. Recent investment has helped deliver 375 much needed affordable
homes at Dunbeg but further investment in critical economic infrastructure is needed to ensure
that the full potential of growth around Oban is delivered. Additional investigation into solutions
to provide greater resilience in the strategic road network is required if we are to promote
sustainable and inclusive growth for Oban and the wider area. A co-ordinated approach across

the range of stakeholders and projects is now vital to ensure that this strategic location realises
its full potential and creates a place people choose to live, work and enjoy.
Proposal A – Oban Strategic Development Framework
The Council will take forward a Strategic Development Framework for the wider Oban area
working with stakeholders including communities, key agencies, landowners, the Scottish
Government, housing associations and the private sector to deliver a co-ordinated approach to:
the rationalisation of existing land uses, improved traffic management and parking (including
potential for park and ride), identification of new development opportunities for housing and
economic uses, development of the Strategic Transport Hub, investigation of development
potential and improvements to network resilience associated with the strategic road network,
including the possibility of the Oban Development Road and Dunbeg Half-Way Roundabout, in
order to realise the full potential of this strategically important area.
Proposal A is not a development proposal within PLDP2 but a statement of the Council’s
intention to investigate, in partnership with Key Agencies into the strategic transportation
improvements which will be necessary to facilitate growth in the Tobermory - Dalmally Growth
corridor. The Council does not agree that articulating some of the areas of potential
consideration during the production of the Oban Strategic Development Framework, will
prejudice the outcome, and it is difficult to give spatial meaning to the proposal without
reference to some of the key issues.
The Council fully acknowledges that a STAG appraisal will be required, and has over the last 24
months been engaged with key agencies in the preliminary work to begin scoping for such work.
Similarly the Oban Development Road is not identified as a proposed development within the
PLDP2 but an indicative line which allows the safeguarding of the route from piecemeal
development until such time as the Council has been able to complete the Oban Strategic
Development Framework. Not having such safeguards would similarly potentially prejudice the
outcome of a long term process by risking pressure for prejudicial piecemeal development.
The Oban Strategic Development Framework will consider wider issues such as other service,
infrastructure, community, economic and environmental capacity to deliver growth in the area.
Although the Dunbeg Halfway-House roundabout has consent funding for its delivery has not
yet been fully committed, and the exact location and design of the development which it will
facilitate is still in the design stage. As such it remains a relevant consideration for the Oban
Strategic Development Framework, and would continue to do so even when delivered because
of the potential impact it can have on land use decision making in the area. Notwithstanding
that, if the reporter is so minded, there is no harm in adding the reference “the consented”
before “Dunbeg Half-Way Roundabout” in Proposal A of the PLDP2
The northern edge of the Oban Development Road shown on Map Number 210 of the Oban
Lorn and The Isles Map Book, shows three indicative lines for the Oban Development Road as it
joins the A85 trunk road west of Connel all within site X4001. Once again this is meant to be
purely indicative and detailed design or appraisal work has not been carried out. Graphically the
lines shown in map 210 give the indication of a greater degree of certainty than exists. The
Council acknowledges that the western two arms of the indicative line shown on X4001 cross
the consented golf course proposed for Saulmore Farm. In light of this it is accepted that it

would be more appropriate to maintain the indicative line as shown in the adopted LDP, as a
single line to the eastern edge of allocation X4001 as shown on Map Number 210 in the Oban
Lorn and The Isles Map Book.
Conclusion
The Council believes proposal A for the Oban Strategic Development Framework, and the
indication of the Oban Development Road (I4002, I4003, I4004, I4005) are appropriate and
should remain unchanged, with the following exceptions if the reporter is so minded:


Insert ““the consented” before “Dunbeg Half-Way Roundabout” in Proposal A of the
PLDP2



Delete the two westernmost arms of the indicative Oban Development Road on Map No
210 in the Oban Lorn and The Isles Map Book, leaving one indicative line running along
the eastern edge of site X4001.

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 58

Proposal B Helensburgh Strategic Development Framework

Development Plan
Reference:

Proposal B Helensburgh Strategic Development
Frame Work (Para 3.12, Page 17)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Network Rail (46)
Helensburgh Community Council (92)
Fiona Baker (195)
Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353)
Gladman Developments Ltd (477)
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (SPT) (499)
The Association for the Protection of Rural Scotland (549)
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
Homes for Scotland (624)
Scottish Water (1068)
Provision of the
development plan
Review of Greenbelt through Helensburgh Strategic Development
to which the issue
Framework
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Network Rail (46)
•

In any review the impact of proposals on the 10 level crossings within the Helensburgh and
Lomond Area require to be taken into consideration. Any proposal which could increase the
level of pedestrian and or vehicular use at a level crossing or impact on patronage at a
railway station should be supported by a Transport Assessment.

Helensburgh Community Council (92)
• The employment opportunities flowing from the development at HMNB Clyde are externally
driven, unquantified and vague. The main focus in LDP2 should be on the many existing
local growth opportunities.
•

In planning terms LDP 2 does not recognise Helensburgh’s true nature and identity. The
distinctive nature of Helensburgh should be spelt out namely; a commuter town, popular
day tripper destination, rich legacy of Victorian and Edwardian architecture with 3
conservation areas, its location at the western end of Scotland’s “Innovation Corridor”. The
reality is that Helensburgh is part of Greater Glasgow and LDP 2 has to recognise this.

Fiona Baker (195)
• Review of the Greenbelt raises concern especially with the urban creep of Helensburgh to
the east, the golf course earmarked for housing development and the recent development
at Duchess Gait. Over development has the potential to damage the attraction of the area
as a place to live.

Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division (353)
• The plan should detail how it will ensure the proposed green belt review is incorporated in
to the LDP.
Gladman Developments Ltd (477)
• The Greenbelt review should have been undertaken as part of the Local Development Plan
Process, Gladman disagree that there is sufficient land allocated to meet housing needs.
•

The green belt was originally used as a mechanism to prevent the coalescence of urban, it is
unclear why the green belt is being retained in certain parts of Argyll and Bute, mainly to the
north and east of Helensburgh. This is especially unclear as A&B should be encouraging
growth, in order to increase the population and reverse the de-population. Failure to plan
for growth, especially with the influx of families from the increase in jobs at HMNB Clyde,
means A&B will fail to harness this growth.

The Association for the Protection of Rural Scotland (549)
• The proposed Strategic Development Framework should therefore ensure that any provision
of infrastructure and future development should take place on brownfield sites or on land
already identified for development, so that there is no need to review the Green Belt
boundaries.
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
•

It could be helpful for the plan to include an undertaking to review the green network
mapping around Helensburgh so as to help form a good basis for the Helensburgh Strategic
Development Framework.

Homes for Scotland (624)
• Homes for Scotland consider a review of the Helensburgh and Lomond Greenbelt
boundaries is essential and should be undertaken before the plan is submitted for
examination.
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (SPT) (499); Scottish Water (1068)
• Support
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

•
•
•
•

Amend the green belt policy to have a criterion that supports new residential development
proposals that contribute to sustainable development.(477)
Remove reference to reviewing Green Belt boundaries.(549)
Consider including an undertaking in the plan to review the green network mapping around
Helensburgh so as to help form a good basis for the Helensburgh Strategic Development
Framework.(596)
The Proposed Local Development Plan should be paused whilst a thorough review the
Helensburgh and Lomond green belt boundaries are reviewed.(624)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

• The issue of the adequacy of the housing allocations in the Helensburgh and Lomond area to
meet the anticipated needs during the plan period is addressed in ISS XXX.
• The Proposed Local Development Plan discusses the proposal to review the Greenbelt
through a Strategic Development Framework, the intention is that this Framework would
inform the subsequent release of land from the Greenbelt in future development plans. If as
proposed a 20 -40 year time horizon is achieved, this would inform the direction of growth
over several development plan cycles.
• One of the aims of developing a Strategic Framework would be to forward plan phased
Greenbelt boundaries, the provision of services, and access. Green network provision would
have a key role to play in providing for active travel networks and providing a setting for
sustainable expanded settlement areas.
• A strategic approach would help to provide greater certainty towards the setting of
settlements.
No change to the plan is considered necessary at this stage.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 60

Proposal E - Cruachan Dam Pumped Storage Hydro-Electricity Facility
Expansion

Development Plan
Reference:

Proposal E - Cruachan Dam Pumped Storage
Hydro-Electricity Facility Expansion (Para 3.23 –
3.28, p20-21)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Avich and Kilchrenan Community Council (593)
RSPB Scotland (540)
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
Scottish Hydro Electric Transmission plc (1005)
Woodland Trust Scotland (441)
Provision of the
development plan
Proposal E - Cruachan Dam Pumped Storage Hydro-Electricity Facility
to which the issue
Expansion
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Woodland Trust Scotland (441)
• There could be ancient woodland constraints in the area, depending on how the project
develops. The Trust would like to engage as early as possible with this project in order to
ensure any such areas are protected from adverse impacts of development. There is a
need to ensure that any proposals seek to avoid or minimise ancient woodland impact.
RSPB Scotland (540)
• We would expect to be consulted on this at the earliest stage on this project. On the
second bullet point ‘Minimise negative direct and indirect impacts on the natural and
built environment’ continue this sentence with ‘any impact will be compensated through
the planning process’. An example of this would be native woodland expansion.
Scottish Hydro Electric Transmission plc (1005)
• SHE Transmission acknowledges the support given by Argyll and Bute Council to the
expansion of the Cruachan Dam Pumped Storage Hydro-electricity Facility.
• SHE Transmission requests that additional wording is added to the supporting text of
Proposal E to acknowledge that electricity grid infrastructure upgrades are likely to be an
important element required to support this expansion.
Avich and Kilchrenan Community Council (593)
• The Community Council takes issue with the planning authority's statement that
Cruachan power station is an important source of “green” electrical energy generation,
with further expansion of Cruachan to be welcomed and facilitated.
• Cruachan is a pumped storage facility. When it is generating, it is returning to Loch Awe
water previously pumped to the upper dam using surplus national grid capacity from
whatever source was available, normally excess base load nuclear, and historically coal,
generation.

•
•
•
•

•

Excess windfarm peak output could be stored and released through Cruachan, but in
practice this does not happen.
The bulk of the upper dam water at Cruachan is held under national grid reserve for
what is known as a national grid critical “black start” reboot, greatly limiting its dynamic
potential.
Currently any capacity deficit is made good by importing power over the Europe
interconnectors, basically excess French nuclear baseload.
For these reasons, it is misleading and ill-informed to refer to Cruachan as a green
energy resource, likely to be expanded in future. There is a pressing requirement for
massive scale grid storage of wind and solar derived electricity, but Cruachan is a 1960’s
technology unable to respond to modern transient renewable energy surges. The carbon
cost of replicating the excavation of a granite mountain are not to be contemplated.
The Cruachan narrative in LDP2 should be amended to reflect reality.

Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
• In terms of the Proposed Plan itself, we advise that discussion of Proposal E ‘Cruachan
Dam Pumped Storage Hydro-electricity Facility Expansion’ in LDP2 should highlight the
need for project level HRA (in relation to the Glen Etive and Glen Fyne SPA, and the Loch
Etive Woods SAC).
• Other related comments in respect of this proposal are i) an update to the Habitat
Regulations Appraisal Record and ii) inclusion of the requirement for a project level HRA
(in relation to the Glen Etive and Glen Fyne SPA, and the Loch Etive Woods SAC) in the
Action Programme.
Scottish Hydro Electric Transmission plc (1005)
• SHE Transmission acknowledges the support given by Argyll and Bute Council to the
expansion of the Cruachan Dam Pumped Storage Hydro-electricity Facility.
• SHE Transmission requests that additional wording is added to the supporting text of
Proposal E to acknowledge that electricity grid infrastructure upgrades are likely to be an
important element required to support this expansion.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Note that there may be impact on ancient woodland and ensure that any proposals seek to
avoid or minimise ancient woodland impact. (441)
• On the second bullet point ‘Minimise negative direct and indirect impacts on the natural and
built environment’ continue this sentence with ‘any impact will be compensated through the
planning process’. (540)
• The Cruachan narrative in LDP2 be amended to reflect reality. Remove the reference to
Cruachan as a green energy resource likely to be expanded in the future. (593)
• Additional wording is added to the supporting text of Proposal E to acknowledge that
electricity grid infrastructure upgrades are likely to be an important element required to
support this expansion. (1005)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Context

• A number of supportive comments were received from Scottish Water, Scottish Renewables,
Roddy Davies and Drax Group PLC. (See ADXXX)
• Cruachan Dam Pumped Storage Hydro-electricity Facility Expansion is currently a national
project in National Planning Framework 3 (CD020) identified for expanded pumped storage
facilities. “This will help to balance electricity supply and demand when we have a much
greater proportion of electricity from renewable energy technologies, providing a means to
manage more intermittent electricity generation from those sources. During the lifetime of
NPF3, we particularly support development at Cruachan in Argyll, a nationally important
pumped storage facility with significant potential for enhanced capacity”. It has also been
proposed for inclusion in NPF4. The Argyll and Bute indicative Regional Spatial Strategy has
included this key project (CDXXXX).
• The Main Issues Report raised the issue of supporting the delivery of this nationally identified
project at Cruachan Dam and to make every effort to maximise the direct and indirect
economic benefit for Argyll and Bute through associated accommodation and tourism
developments promoted within the Tobermory-Oban-Dalmally growth corridor. As well as
being a key part of the UK’s energy infrastructure “Hollow Mountain” is also a significant
tourism resource within Argyll and Bute. (CD013)
Woodland Trust Scotland (441), RSPB Scotland (540)
• This is a national scale project which as it progresses will involve engagement with a range of
stakeholders. Woodland Trust Scotland’s and RSPB’s interest in being involved as early as
possible in any future engagement is noted.
Woodland Trust Scotland (441)
• There are ancient woodlands along Loch Awe around the power station. The Plan contains
policies to safeguard woodlands and trees, including Policy 77 – Forestry, Woodland and
Trees and Policy 78 – Woodland Removal. A reference to the Ancient Woodland resource will
be included in the draft Action Programme (CD051). Whilst it is considered that the Plan
provides sufficient safeguard for this interest, if the Reporter is so minded, the text to
paragraph 3.26 (typo 3.25) could be amended to add the underlined text as follows:
“Environment – Cruachan Dam is situated within a Local Landscape Area with the Glen Etive
and Glen Fyne Special Protection Area, a Special Area of Conservation, Site of Special
Scientific Interest, Wild Land and Ancient Woodland nearby”.
RSPB Scotland (540)
• This is a national project of significant scale relating to electricity infrastructure. The
Electricity Act 1989 gives powers to Scottish Ministers for the determination of
applications for electricity infrastructure. Proposal E is a statement of intent on the part
of the Council in respect of this national project.
• The Plan does contain Policy 48 - Developer Contributions, which sets out the
circumstances under which the Council as planning authority would seek appropriate
developer contributions. It also contains Policy 77 – Forestry, Woodland and Trees and
Policy 78 – Woodland Removal which sets out how development impact on trees would
be dealt with by the planning authority, including compensatory planting and
management agreements.
• Therefore it is considered that this matter is already dealt with appropriately by the Plan.
• A note regarding the Ancient Woodland resource will be added to the Action
Programme.

Avich and Kilchrenan Community Council (593)
•

•

•

It is considered that the Plan accurately describes the project as a Pumped Storage
Hydro-electricity facility expansion. It explains what this is in paragraph 3.23, including
reference to storage of excess energy produced from nuclear sources. The Plan does not
reference “green” electrical energy generation in relation to this project.
This is a NPF3 national identified project with multi-agency involvement to ensure that if
or when the project progresses it does so in a planned manner taking all relevant factors
into consideration.
It is noted that Argyll and Bute Council is supportive of the NPF3 project but is not the
lead body. Proposal E seeks to promote engagement, minimise impacts and maximise
benefits for Argyll and Bute, including local communities.

Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (596)
•

The European level environmental interests are noted in the text of the Plan at para 3.26
(typo 3.25). The need for project level HRA (in relation to theses interests - Glen Etive
and Glen Fyne SPA, and the Loch Etive Woods SAC) will be noted in the revised draft
Action Programme.(See CD051). The Habitat Regulations Appraisal Record has been
updated to reflect the issues raised. Therefore, it is considered there is no need to
amend the Plan to take account of this representation.

Scottish Hydro Electric Transmission plc (1005)
•
•

SHE Transmission support is welcomed.
The potential requirement for electricity grid infrastructure upgrades as an important
element required to support this expansion will be added to the draft Action Programme
(CD051). The supporting text contains reference to the issues relating to the
environment, community and economy (paras 3.26 - 3.28) and no reference is made to
infrastructure. Whilst this issue is to be addressed in the Action Programme, if the
Reporter was so minded a further paragraph could be added to this section stating
“Infrastructure – there may be requirements for new infrastructure associated with this
project, including electricity grid infrastructure upgrades.” The aim is to highlight the 4
key areas of potential impacts (environment, community, economy and infrastructure).

Conclusion
It is considered that no change is necessary to the Plan as a result of the above representations.
However, if the Reporter is so minded, in order to more fully set out the context for this national
project it is requested that the following be added to the text of the Plan:
•

•

paragraph 3.26 (typo 3.25) insert the underlined text as follows: “Environment –
Cruachan Dam is situated within a Local Landscape Area with the Glen Etive and Glen
Fyne Special Protection Area, a Special Area of Conservation, Site of Special Scientific
Interest, Wild Land and Ancient Woodland nearby”.
After para 3.28 (3.27 typo) add “Infrastructure – there may be requirements for new
infrastructure associated with this project, including electricity grid infrastructure
upgrades.”

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 61

Proposal F - Housing Development on Allocated Housing Sites

Development Plan
Reference:

Proposal F - Housing Development on Allocated
Housing Sites (Para 8.1- 8.5, pages 90-91)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Kirsty Sweeney (282)
Scottish Water (1068)
Provision of the
development plan
Housing Land Supply and Development on Allocated Sites
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Kirsty Sweeney (282)
• The Housing Need and Demand Assessment growth scenario is for 2,752 units from
2015-2025. Why is the figure set at 3,000 target with total supply being 4,598 units. This
is overambitious. I disagree with this. It has therefore resulted in land being allocated for
housing that is ineffective.
Scottish Water (1068)
• Support
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Reduce the housing supply target and remove ineffective sites.(282)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

• The Housing Supply targets are set out in table 6 on page 90 of the proposed plan. This table
identifies a ten year supply target of 3000 units across Argyll and Bute. These targets were
detailed fully in the Monitoring Report which accompanied the Main Issues Report for LDP2
in 2017. The supply targets were based on the Housing Need and Demand Assessment
which was approved in 2016. This indicates that the Growth Scenario of 2752 units over a
ten year period from 2015- 2025.
• Further detail on household and population projections are provided in the Housing Topic
Paper (PD XXX)
• No change to the proposed plan allocations is required.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 62

Business and Industrial Land at Sandbank

Development Plan
Reference:

B1001 - Sandbank – Upper
B1002 – Sandbank – High Road

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
L Perrett (374)
RSPB Scotland (540)
Provision of the
development plan
B1001 - Sandbank – Upper
B1002 – Sandbank – High Road
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
L Perrett (374)
My objection is to the use of site B1001 for industrial or business purpose. It could be
used for extension to the Torlochan site for tourism, for additional Cemetery space as is
required in the area, eg. a woodland burial site (visually pleasant and serving a needed
purpose), allotments or other agricultural use which would benefit the community.
• There is no objection per se to have additional business development area here (B1002).
However there is a need for housing allocation on higher level ground away from flood
risk on the shore roads. Part of it is behind Torlochan currently a residential site ear
marked by the Sandbank Community for Tourism and is adjacent to B1001 which is
agricultural land and would be better served as Countryside with potential for expansion
of the residential area with less visual impact and future proofing the Sandbank village
settlement away from sea level rise/ flood risks.
RSPB Scotland (540)
• We would expect any development on B1001 to have a planning caveat of woodland
enhancement.
•

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

•
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

• These two business and industry allocations are included within an area identified as a
Strategic Economic Investment Location, these perform an area wide function of providing
land suitable for employment opportunities to serve the needs of the greater Dunoon and
Cowal area. These sites having been acquired by Highlands and Islands Enterprise for these
purposes. Part of the allocation B1002 has already been developed for employment
purposes and the rest has been serviced with this use in mind.
• The site at Torlochan was formerly a Travelling Peoples Site. This area had become disused
for this purpose. Planning permission for Change of use from disused travellers site to eight
light industrial (Class 4) / storage and distribution units (Class 6), was granted in May 2021.
(PD XXX Approved Plans, Consent Notice, and Report of Handling for 20/02251/PP)

• The trees and woodland around the margins of the site will be covered by the provisions of
Policy 77 – Forestry, Woodland and Trees, and a note added to the schedule for the site in
the Action Programme which accompanies the plan.
• In view of the above no modification to the plan is considered necessary.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 65

B4002 - Oban South Glenshellach

Development Plan
Reference:

Chapter 10 Schedules:B4002 - Oban South
Glenshellach, B4007 – Oban Glengallan Road,
C4002 – Oban Hospital, H4024 – Oban –
Glenshellach Road 2, H4038 – Oban Glenshellach
Road 1, P4015 – Oban Glengallan Road, X4004 –
Oban Glengallan Road.(P118 - 122)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Keith Miller (315)
Martin Langhammer (547)
Jillian Connor (636)
Oban Community Council (660)
Provision of the
development plan
Allocations and Potential Development Areas
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Sites B4002, B4007, C4002, H4024, H4038, P4015, X4004.
Keith Miller (315)
• The Glenshellach area to the south of Oban is already seriously overdeveloped resulting in
ongoing problems of flooding in the town centre. Surface drainage from Glenshellach,
Soroba and Glencruitten all move rapidly into the Black Lynn burn causing repeated overflow
with serious damage and losses to property. No further built development on the southern
periphery of the town should be consented until proper controls are put in place and fully
tested.
• Development in recent years in the Glenshellach area is presenting serious disruption and
hazard on the main southern approach road into the town with massive delays and regular
traffic congestion. No further development should be approved until the road traffic
congestion problems have been fully resolved.
• Traffic flows into Oban from the south on the A816 have now become so high that much of
the south and centre of the town becomes regularly gridlocked for prolonged periods
throughout the working week. The nature of this town’s road layout requires the
development of a relief road or bypass to resolve this recurrent issue. Further development
on the southern periphery of the town will only exacerbate an already serious road traffic
congestion problem and present even greater risks of emergency services being unable to
mobilise to emergency incidents and call outs to the North and East of Oban.
• The overdevelopment of the southern periphery of Oban (Glenshellach) is now presenting
intolerable degradation to the quality of life, periodic dangers for local people in and around
Oban and adverse visual impacts
• There should be an immediate moratorium on all further development in the Glenshellach
and Soroba catchments until such time as proper protective measures and remediations are
put in place to protect local residents and businesses.

•

•

Concern about the ability of the town to accept further connections to the public water
supply and to the public sewerage systems serving Oban. Scottish Water have to resort to
licenced raw sewage discharges into Oban bay several times per year as formally consented
through SEPA. The town has an important shellfish industry at risk from coliform food
poisoning. Scottish Water should be refusing consent for any additional connections to the
town’s sewerage system until the defects in the main sewers and the treatment capacity are
properly remedied.
New water supply works have recently been completed on the south of the town at Tullich
they fail to take regard of the serious adverse impacts of the additional drawdown of their
main Loch Nell reservoir and the impact this has on diminishing water volume flows in the
River Nell. This contravenes the requirement to conduct water abstraction without
compromising natural streamflows to dangerous levels. It must be seen as a limitation to
future development in Oban and all surrounding areas currently served through Scottish
Waters Tullich Treatment plant.

Site P4015
Martin Langhammer (547); Jillian Connor (636)
• P4015 is unsuitable as a potential development area. This is counter to the Bad Neighbour
Policy (Policy 14). Land adjacent to this area is currently used for commercial activities. I note
that “The Council will not permit the reverse situation where proposed new uses would
introduce sensitive receptors close to areas where they would be susceptible to adverse
impacts from existing bad neighbour uses or areas that are identified for such uses.”
Cumulative impact of development on the South side of Oban
Oban Community Council (660)
• Although development of the south side of Oban began over 50 years ago with two large
developments, it has continued, often on a more piecemeal basis. The Council’s planning
processes don’t seem able to address the cumulative effect of these developments both on
traffic and on flooding. Neither Scottish Water nor SEPA seem any better at addressing such
cumulative impacts.
• Traffic - there seems to be no process by which further development within Soroba can be
stopped until the junction between MacCaig Road and the A816 can be redesigned. The bus
schedule is unsustainable at peaks times because of traffic delays. No recent development
has been on a scale which causes the Roads department to make any comment.
• Flooding - Oban sits in a bowl surrounded by hills draining into the Black Lynn and its
tributaries. Every development over the past 50 years has reduced the waterholding ability
of the catchment, resulting in rapid runoff during heavy rainfall and therefore more frequent
flooding of Lochavuillin. £millions are going to have to be spent on water retention and other
flood prevention measures. It seems a matter of urgency that no detailed planning
permission be granted in this area without water retention measures being in place.
•
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

•
•

Remove B4002, B4007, P4015, H4038, H4042, C4002 and X4004 from the plan (315).
Any new allocation eg the additional site P4015, the existing development sites next the
Mart, the newhousing allocations along the line of the proposed development road and the
road itself must come with built-in water retention. (660)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Development Land (315)
•
•
•

There is a requirement to provide a supply of development land within the Plan. Oban is one
of 6 Main Towns in Argyll and Bute with identified capacity for growth.
The allocated housing sites H4024 and H4038 contribute towards the established housing
land supply in the Oban, Lorn and the Isles area.
The allocated industry and business site B4007 is a marketable site promoted by HIE to
support the sustainable economic growth of Oban.

Flooding (315)
• Scottish Environment Protection Agency has not objected to any of these sites.
• The Plan contains effective strategy, policy and proposals which address flooding and its
impacts in relation to development (p81 – 84), including Policy 55 – Flooding.
• The Action Programme notes the requirement for a Flood Risk Assessment against all the
sites except P4015, which will be updated to note the requirement for FRA. (CDXXXX)
• Glenshellach sits within Potentially Vulnerable Area PVA 01/31.There is a Flood Protection
Study (1031020005) underway to assess flood risk from the Black Lynn Burn, including tidal
effects in the Black Lynn Burn and coastal flooding in Oban Bay. There is also a Surface Water
Management Plan being progressed (1031060018) to reduce risk from surface water flooding
in Oban. Strategic Mapping and Modelling (1000020019) is being undertaken lead by Scottish
Water with further investigation and modelling in the Oban sewer catchments to improve
knowledge and understanding of flood risk in this area. These actions will inform any FRA.
(CDXXX)
• In PLDP2 an Area for Action A4001 has been newly identified at Lon Mor, Glenshellach as a
strategic level Area for Action providing green infrastructure and flood alleviation capacity.
• The scale of the allocations and PDA that have been brought forward from the Adopted Plan
have been reduced.
Traffic Congestion and Safety (315)
• Transport Scotland has not objected to the inclusion of any of these sites.
• The Plan contains effective strategy, policy and proposals which address transport issues and
its impacts in relation to development (p59 – 69).
• The Oban Strategic Development Framework will examine traffic management issues.
Placemaking (315)
• The Plan contains effective strategy, policy and proposals which aim to deliver a high
standard of placemaking (p25 – 40)
Sewerage System (315)
• Neither Scottish Water nor SEPA have objected to the sites.
• The Plan contains effective policies to safeguard the water environment and assess the
impacts of development on drainage (p84 – p87).

• Scottish Water have noted the requirement for a Waste Water Treatment Works Growth
Project to deliver H4024 and H4038. This is shown in the Action Programme (CDXXXX)
Water Supply (315)
• Scottish Water have not objected to the inclusion of these sites in the Plan.
• There are effective policies within the Plan which control development in relation to water
supply and conservation.( P84 – p85)
Bad Neighbour Development (547) (636)
• Site P4015 is a Potential Development Area for Industry, Business and Storage and is situated
within the Glenshellach industrial area. The adjacent allocations of B4007 and B4002 are also
for Industry, Business and Storage.
• The Plan contains an effective policy to address relevant Bad Neighbour issues.
Conclusion
It is considered that no change is required to the Plan.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 66

B4006 - Dunbeg - Dunstaffnage

Development Plan
Reference:

Business and Industry Allocation Site B4006 –
Dunbeg - Dunstaffnage, LDP Chapter 10 Oban
Lorn and The Isles Schedules, p117, Oban Lorn
and The Isles Map Book, Map 176

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Patrick Freytag (80) (H4006)
Catriona Currie (122) Ganavan
ABCD (Argyll Beats Cardiovascular Disease) (123) Ganavan
Bruce Duthie (127)
Lesley Duncan (129)
Allan Strang (183)
Rosie Wade (193)
Anthony Hall (263) Ganavan
Elizabeth Mcdougall (331)
Michael Robertson (431) Ganavan
Provision of the
development plan
Allocation of Strategic Economic Investment Location site B4006 for
to which the issue
Business, Research and Education.
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Bruce Duthie (127)
• Oban is an area of outstanding beauty.
Lesley Duncan (129)
• Do not wish to lose green space between Ganavan and Dunbeg.
Allan Strang (183)
• I object to this as we developed the woodland area for the school to use for outdoor activities.
Rosie Wade (193)
• Do not consider developing the woodland next to the sports field and playpark of Dunbeg
primary school which are used by the school.

Elizabeth Mcdougall (331)
• The area is used by the pupils of the school.
Patrick Freytag (80)

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• No development of woodland area used by the school.
• Protect green space between Ganavan and Dunbeg.
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

The site B4006 is open grassland not woodland.

Site B4006 is not currently used for community activities, but is fenced and actively marketed as
an expansion area for the SAMS and the European Marine Science Park,
This site does not lie on the open land between Dunbeg and Ganavan, but rather to the north of
Dunbeg.
The Plan identifies an area of Open Space Protection Area immediately adjacent and to the
south of site B4006, and this is also identified in the plan as C4004 for Sports facilities, open
space, potential community facilities.
An area of woodland lies immediately adjacent and to the south of Dunbeg Primary School and
is identified in the Plan as C4003 for Community Facilities.
Woodland to the North of Dunbeg between Kirk Road and the shore is protected as an Open
Space Protection Area in the Plan.
Conclusions
No change to the plan is recommended in response to these representations

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 68

C2001 – Helensburgh Pierhead – Community Facilities Allocation,
A2006 – Helensburgh Town Centre and Waterfront.

Development Plan
Reference:

C2001 – Helensburgh Pierhead -Community
Facilities Allocation, (10.0 Schedules , Page
Number 109, Map No 54) A2006 – Area For
Action (10.0 Schedules, Page Number 109)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Fiona Baker (195)
Provision of the
development plan
Allocation Schedules: Proposed Uses and Mapping of Allocation.
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Pierhead Redevelopment
Fiona Baker (195)
• The pier itself is excluded from the proposal and it should be restored and developed as an
asset to Helensburgh. For example 6.31 should be applied. Helensburgh Community Council
consultation found that the majority of residents do NOT want the pierhead developed for
retail and I feel it would be detrimental to the setting of the town and block views of the
promenade, Gareloch, estuary and mountains by developing this area. Car parking is
required for commuters, area residents shopping in the town and visitors. The streets
surrounding the town centre are already congested with parking up to Montrose Street,
removing a main parking area would make this worse. The pier is a key feature of
Helensburgh and intrinsic to its history and development - please review its C Listing report and its exclusion from the newly designated Helensburgh Town Centre Conservation Area is
a travesty. Yes it will be expensive to restore and develop but the longer term economic
benefit and being able to access the tourism potential from cruise ships mooring at
Greenock would pay back the investment. The population of Helensburgh and district have
stated loud and clear that we wish to see the pier restored and improved. These comments
apply equally to Areas for Action A2006.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Include the pier in the action programme C2001. (195)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Pierhead Redevelopment (195)
• Both the pier and the pier head are included within the area covered by the allocation C2001,
as well as the Helensburgh Town Centre and Waterfront Area for Action. With the
boundaries of these remaining unchanged from the Argyll and Bute Local Development Plan

•
•

•

•

2015. The plan through the action area description, and its identification of the area as an
allocation for community facilities, recognises the importance of this area to the community
with regard to the provision of community facilities and town centre regeneration. The
range of uses include a recognition of the importance of this area for town centre parking,
and its value in providing open space.
Up to 2700m2 has been identified for retail space, as it is considered that this could provide
some limited opportunity to develop modern retail formats, thereby increasing the vitality
and viability of the town centre as a shopping destination.
Work has now commenced on the new swimming pool and leisure building, including new
carparking and public realm works. (PD XXX Drawings and Consent Notice 18/01614/PP).
Conditions were attached to the consent to ensure that interim parking arrangements were
in place to address the loss of existing parking provision during the construction phase, and
to ensure parking is provided prior to the new facilities coming into use.
The Council has committed significant expenditure to providing the people of Helensburgh
and Lomond with a new leisure facility, swimming pool, and public realm improvements at
the waterfront. It has already provided environmental improvements to the town centre
(including the award winning Colquhoun Square), and also the regeneration of East Clyde
Street with the new civic offices and public spaces. All of these have taken place within the
Helensburgh town centre and waterfront Area for Action (A2006), the designation of which
provides confirmation of the Councils long term commitment to exploring further strategic
regeneration opportunities for the town.
The Council continues to invest in repairs and maintenance of Helensburgh Pier to enable
continued public access for example by alterations and resurfacing to protect the masonry
pier for which listed building consent was granted in July 2020 (PDXXX decision notice and
approved plans 20/00694/LIB))

Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 71

C4003 - Dunbeg School

Development Plan
Reference:

PLDP2 Community Facilities Allocation C4003 –
Reporter:
Dunbeg School, Chapter 10 Schedules p118; Oban
Lorn and The Isles Map Book Map 176.

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Jirina Stehlikova (174)
Lesley Fraser (176)
Louise Mackay (178)
Marion Rae (179)
Jonathan Sayer (181)
Gemma Maccowan (184)
Laura MacCormick (185)
Arlene Ditchfield (189)
James Ditchfield (191)
Dunbeg Primary School Parent Council (221)
Finlo Cottier (223)
Paola Arce (274)
Brendan McGuckin (278)
Donna Reynolds (299)
Lorraine MacKay (308)
James Cameron (342)
Sandra Putinaite (354)
Catriona MacKinnon (355)
Michael Mackiewicz (359)
Danielle Fothergill (365)
Stuart McNae (370)
Adrian Beard (372)
Mary MacKinnon (390)
Heather Shaw (393)
Craig Cameron (418)
Lynsay Black (443)
Catherine Crowe McNae (445)
Irena Chapman (458)
Eric Chapman (481)
Claire Treasurer (519)
Vicki Last (527)
Kasia Ochman (537)
Blaze J Ochman (539)
Jane Alexander (559)
James Campbell (1032)
Danielle Fothergill (365)
Irena Chapman (458)

Provision of the
development plan
C4003 Allocated for Community Facilities
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
James Campbell (1032); Jirina Stehlikova (174); Lesley Fraser (176); Louise Mackay (178); Marion

Rae (179); Jonathon Sayer (181); Gemma Maccowan (184); Laura MacCormick (185); Arlene
Ditchfield (189); Dunbeg Primary School Parent Council (221); Finlo Cottier (223); Paola Arce
(274); Brendan McGuckin (278); Donna Reynolds (299); Lorraine MacKay (308); James Cameron
(342); Sandra Putinaite (354); Catriona Mackinnon (355); Michael Mackiewicz (359); Danielle
Fothergill (365); Stuart McNae (370); Adrian Beard (372); Mary MacKinnon (390); Heather Shaw
(393); Craig Cameron (418); Lynsay Black (443); Catherine Crowe McNae (445); Irene Chapman
(458); Eric Chapman (481); Vicki Last (527); Kasia Ochman (537); Blaze J Ochman (539); Jane
Alexander (559) James Ditchfield (191); Danielle Fothergill (365); Irena Chapman (458)
Woodland site used by children every day for outdoor education. Don’t develop it. Remove it as
a possible housing area.
Claire Treasurer (519)
The facilities need to be put in place to support the growing number of people that will move
into the area and the primary school needs to support the increase in the number of children.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Remove proposal from Development Plan James Campbell (1032); Jirina Stehlikova (174); Lesley
Fraser (176); Louise Mackay (178); Marion Rae (179); Jonathon Sayer (181); Gemma Maccowan
(184); Laura MacCormick (185); Arlene Ditchfield (189); Dunbeg Primary School Parent Council
(221); Finlo Cottier (223); Paola Arce (274); Brendan McGuckin (278); Donna Reynolds (299);
Lorraine MacKay (308); James Cameron (342); Sandra Putinaite (354); Catriona Mackinnon
(355); Michael Mackiewicz (359); Danielle Fothergill (365); Stuart McNae (370); Adrian Beard
(372); Mary MacKinnon (390); Heather Shaw (393); Craig Cameron (418); Lynsay Black (443);
Catherine Crowe McNae (445); Irene Chapman (458); Eric Chapman (481); Vicki Last (527); Kasia
Ochman (537); Blaze J Ochman (539); Jane Alexander (559) James Ditchfield (191); Danielle
Fothergill (365); Irena Chapman (458)
•
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

This site is in the ownership of the Council and has been safeguarded for potential expansion of
Dunbeg Primary School should that need arise.
It is already identified as CFR-AL 5/2 in the existing adopted LDP1 for School Extension.
The PLDP2 maintains this position identifying the site as Community Facilities which is the
consistent term used in the PLDP2.
No housing is proposed for the site.

Given the increasing population size of Dunbeg with significant strategic expansion of housing
and employment it is prudent to maintain the allocation to safeguard the land for a possible
expansion of the school should it be needed on-site in the future.
The PLDP2 could be more clear in the schedule that this is the intention, by using the term (
Educational Expansion).
Conclusion
Although no change to the Plan is required in response to these representations, the reporter
may wish to recommend inclusion of (Educational Expansion) in the Schedule 10 C4003 entry to
clarify the type of community facility that the site is safeguarded for.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 72

H1001 - Sandbank

Development Plan
Reference:

H1001 - Sandbank

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
David Eaglesham (50)
Sandbank Community Council (599)
Provision of the
development plan
Housing allocations at Sandbank
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
David Eaglesham (50)
• There is more than sufficient potential for housing in Bute & Cowal during the plan
period (see paper attached) without this unnecessary extension to the sprawl of
development along the southwest shore of the Holy Loch. Furthermore, development of
this site would require a significant extension to public sewerage and the Dunoon
sewage treatment plant at Bullwood must be operating close to capacity.
Sandbank Community Council (599)
• Three "Allocation" sites for residential use are shown on the two maps - H1001, H1010
and H1007. It would appear Argyll & Bute Council is expecting 84 new houses in
Sandbank to be "commenced or delivered" within the next 10 years. This is incredulous
and quite unrealistic.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Delete allocation H1001 and rezone land as Countryside.(50)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

• The Council is seeking to reverse population decline in areas such as Dunoon and Sandbank,
by providing a range of housing development opportunities, including identifying greenfield
land on edge of settlement locations.
• The availability of Housing Allocations in settlements also helps provide opportunities to
meet specialist housing needs that may be arise from the local community that can only be
met by new build provision, such as affordable housing, housing for older people, and fully
accessible housing.
• No change to the plan is considered necessary.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 73

H1004 - Rothesay – Barone Road

Development Plan
Reference:

H1004 - Rothesay – Barone Road (Housing
Schedules page 107 Map No 36 – Rothesay)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Marjorie Bulloch (33)
Lynda Reynolds (115)
Laura Keith (117)
Duncan Keith (118)
Duncan Reynolds (126)
Provision of the
development plan
H1004 - Rothesay – Barone Road
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Lynda Reynolds (115);Laura Keith (117);Duncan Keith (118);Duncan Reynolds (126)
•

I wish to object strongly to the proposed development of this site, plans for 24 units
would overwhelm the area. There are issues with access, boundaries to houses and
businesses in surrounding areas. This site is home to a number of wildlife species. There
would be Loss of light, overshadowing and loss of privacy on properties. There is a
distinct lack of adequate parking and turning in the area and an issue of safety with
increased traffic volumes. The noise and disturbance to the surrounding area resulting
from use would be detrimental to the area as would the use of hazardous materials and
loss of trees. In Rothesay there is not a high demand for housing as evident in the
demolition of various types of housing. These sites that have been cleared, are better
suited to housing developments due to space and transport links.

Marjorie Bulloch (33)
•

The proposal to build 24 houses appears excessive, there are brownfield sites which
could be developed with less disruption and environmental impact, there is no demand
for such housing.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• The site should not be allocated for housing (33);(115);(117);(118);(126)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

• The Council is seeking to reverse population decline in areas such as Bute and Rothesay, by
providing a range of housing development opportunities, including identifying greenfield
land on edge of settlement locations.

• The availability of Housing Allocations in settlements also helps provide opportunities to
meet specialist housing needs that may be arise from the local community that can only be
met by new build provision, such as affordable housing, housing for older people, and fully
accessible housing.
• No change to the plan is considered necessary.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 74

Housing Allocations: Strachur

Development Plan
Reference:

H1012
H1013
H1019

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
David Eaglesham (50)
Strachur Community Council (1033)
Provision of the
development plan
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Housing Allocations
David Eaglesham (50)
•

The site (H1012) apparently enjoyed planning permission many years ago but has never
been developed. Its topography makes access difficult and it is uncertain how foul and
surface water drainage would be delivered. The site (H1019) is not well related to either the
Clachan of Strachur or the more recent shore-side development. In view of the more than
generous provision of housing land in Bute & Cowal (see attached paper), there is no need
for these allocations.

(From David Eaglesham Production
Paragraph 7.10 confirms that over the 5 year period from 1/4/2014 to 31/3/2019 only 131 houses (26
per year) were completed in Bute and Cowal. Table 6 suggests a supply target of 390 houses over the 10
year Plan period, representing a 50% increase in recent completions. The overall allocation LDP supply of
564 units is therefore unduly generous, especially when Mixed Use allocation X1001 proposes a further
16 units and 5 Potential Development Areas make specific mention of housing components.
Moreover, I would suggest that an analysis of the 131 completions from 2014-19 would probably show
that fewer than 50% arose from Housing Allocations. Given the dispersed nature of Bute & Cowal and
the limited activity of “volume” house builders, there is every reason to expect that windfall sites will
continue to contribute the majority of new housing completions in the area.
Under these circumstances, many of the Housing Allocations for Bute & Cowal can be regarded as
surplus to requirements and should be deleted from LDP2.)

Strachur Community Council (1033)
•

H1012, H1013 and H1019 are areas in Strachur allocated for a maximum total of 47 housing
units. Strachur Community Council is concerned that the existing infrastructure (electricity
supply, mains water, and sewerage) may have insufficient capacity to cope with another 47

households. In addition, until public transport provision is improved, there will little demand
for new housing in the area, and particularly not from families with young children (which
are a priority need, since 30.5% of current residents are 65 or over, compared to the Scottish
average of 16.8%).
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Delete H1012,H1013, and H1019 from the plan
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Requirement for Housing Allocations (50); (1033)
•
•
•
•

The allocations H1012 and H1013 have been brought forward from the existing plan where
they are H-AL 2/14 (44 units) and H-AL 2/15 (50 units) respectively. For LDP 2 the proposed
allocations have been reviewed and both have been reduced in size and capacity.
The allocation H1012 has been significantly reduced both in extent and capacity, and the
area identified reflects recent planning consents (16/01832/PPP), (16/03089/PP) and
(17/00465/PP), which demonstrate that the site has some development interest.
The capacity of the site H1013 is reflective of a masterplan which was approved for the site
(14/01330/MPLAN) in May 2014 and the corresponding planning application 14/00557/PP
which was approved in June 2014.
The allocation H1019 was previously identified as a Potential Development Area (PDA1006)
in LDP 2015. It is located opposite the new sports facilities which have been developed by
the community, and relates well to the development at Forrest View. It has an indicative
capacity for 30 homes, this is a higher density than the other allocations in Strachur, more in
line with the nearby developments at Forrest View, and has the potential to provide for a
broader range of housing needs, such as families with young children should the Council’s
and the LDP’s vision that “Argyll and Bute’s economic success is built on a growing
population” be realised.

Infrastructure and Servicing (50); (1033)
•
•

The allocations H1012 and H1013 have been reduced in size and assessed capacity in order
to reflect the access and servicing arrangements proposed for them.
In relation to the proposed allocation H1019, the service and infrastructure providers have
not identified any particular problems regarding the provision of access or servicing
associated with its development as a housing allocation.

Conclusion
Given the above no modification to the plan is considered necessary.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 76

Housing Allocations - Toward

Development Plan
Reference:

H1011 – Toward
H1014 - Toward

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
David Eaglesham (50)
South Cowal Community Council (66)
Provision of the
development plan
Housing Allocations - Toward
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
David Eaglesham (50)
• I can see no earthly reason why this area has been designated as suitable for further housing
at Toward. The triangle of land to the northeast is also shown as settlement zone hen it is
actually an area of attractive woodland. (50)
South Cowal Community Council (66)
• South Cowal Community Council wishes to ask the following questions and make some
observations on the proposed local plan:
• We note that there appears to be no housing allocations for Innellan. Is this due to the fact
that there is insufficient capacity in the sewerage system please?
• There are 2 areas for housing in Toward, H1011 and H1014. H1011 has been in the local plan
for many years without being developed. H1011 has also been included but for a lesser
period of time. Can you confirm how long these area have been included please?
• Our observation on these is that areas as large as this are unsuitable for a rural area due to
the infrastructure costs of developing them. These costs are probably the reason neither of
the sites have been developed.
• We are of the view that much smaller allocations should be made which do not need major
infrastructure and which can be developed plot by plot. As an example, in contrast to H1011,
the area in a previous local plan on the other side of the A815, The Meider, has had 3 of the
5 plots developed.
• Allocating small areas round farm roads and tracks would enable clusters of housing to be
developed on a small scale basis and without major infrastructure. This would allow Toward
to develop more quickly and in a way that more suits the rural setting.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

•

Delete Proposal H1014 and remove triangle of land to northeast from settlement zone. The
foreshore around Toward should also usefully be deleted from settlement zone. (50)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

• The housing allocations at Toward have been renumbered, but they are not new allocations,
they were included in the Argyll and Bute Local Development Plan 2015 as allocations H-AL
2/20 and H-AL 2/19. Prior to the 2015 plan, both allocations had also been included in the
Argyll and Bute Local Plan 2009. The allocation at H1011, has an even longer planning
history having been included in the Cowal Local Plan when it was adopted in 1993. This site
has a planning history, including consent for 16 houses (06/00959/DET), which was granted
in December 2006, with further details pursuant to conditions submitted in 2007, with the
sites owners indicating they would make a start on development of the site that summer.
Site clearance works have commenced and the planning authority is of the view that a
meaningful start has been made. The consent can therefore be implemented at any time,
and it is therefore considered appropriate that it should be identified as a housing allocation
in LDP 2.
• The allocation H1014, is considered to represent a developable opportunity, and contributes
to the variety of housing opportunities in the greater Dunoon area. The plan makes
provision for infill and rounding off of clusters as well as opportunities for development
within the Countryside areas. It is considered appropriate to identify sites that are
considered suitable for development, and this allocation is considered to relate well to the
existing development pattern at Toward and is well contained by the woodland area to the
north east. This woodland area is included within the settlement boundary, but this does not
signify that it should be developed. Policy 77 Forestry Woodland and trees provides
protection for woodland and trees, across the plan area, including within settlements.
• No modification to the plan is considered necessary.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 77

H1015 - Dunoon – Gordon Street

Development Plan
Reference:

Allocation H1015 (Chapter 10 Schedules, Page
107; Proposals Maps, Maps 16 and 17)

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Claire Buchanan (18)
James McCrossan (55)
Margaret Fyfe (512)
Provision of the
development plan
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Claire Buchanan (18)
• The existing roads are overcrowded, the access to the site would only worsen the issues.
• Problems with parking, cars on pavements, issues getting busses and emergency vehicles
through. The streets leading to the site will only get busier and more dangerous.
• Water and sewerage will need upgrading potentially at the expense of existing properties.
• Unclear if there will be adequate school places, doctors, dentists, hospital capacity/services
for a larger population.
• The new scheme will detract from the mix of building types and styles currently in the area.
James McCrossan (55)
• When measured against the scenarios in the Local Housing Strategy there is no need for the
quantity of the housing proposed.
• It is unlikely that conditions relating disturbance to surrounding properties could be met and
there would be severe impact on residents which would persist over a long period of time.
• Impacts on privacy, overshadowing, amenity.
• Surrounding streets are narrow, congested and virtually single track. A development of 101
houses could bring up to 200 additional cars on this already overloaded system.
• Connecting to the sewage system will not be simple and will require something larger scale
resulting in major disruption.
• Proposals are likely to contribute to serious flood risk. The flood risk assessment tells little of
the risks after completion or during development.
• There could be serious ecological damage. The area is a habitat for range of species including
bats, birds and possibly badgers, reptiles and amphibians.
Margaret Fyfe (512)

• Planning application 19/01456/PP was objected to by SEPA which details a serious flood risk
to the whole area downhill from the allocation. It is vital that existing houses are safeguarded
from risk. It appears a large and costly infrastructure improvement which would affect a
large area would be required.
• As this is a major constraint this area should not be identified as an allocation or Potential
Development Area.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• The whole site needs to be reconsidered (18)
• The site should be removed from Proposed Local Development Plan 2 (55)
• H1015 should be removed as a housing allocation and the land designated as countryside
(512)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

• PLDP2 housing allocation H1015 is currently housing allocation H-AL 2/3 in the adopted 2015
Local Development Plan, prior to which it was the same allocation in the 2009 adopted Local
Plan.
• The site has been subject to a historic planning consent from the early 1980s that approved
41 dwellings. One of which was implemented which had the consequence of making the
consent extant.
• Planning application 19/01456/PP for 101 units is awaiting decision. It has been approved by
the Council’s PPSL committee subject to the conclusion of a Section 75 agreement relating to
the provision of a commuted sum for affordable housing provision.
• A number of the objections raised relate to specific design aspects or the consideration of
matters relating directly to 19/01456/PP and as such are not directly applicable to the
consideration of the inclusion of the site as a housing allocation through the development
plan process.
• The Housing Topic Paper (CD***) submitted to this examination addresses housing need and
demand. It is considered that H1015 is required to contribute to the flexible supply.
• Matters relating to the impact on the local street network can be adequately assessed
through the planning application process and it is noted a transport assessment was
submitted through 19/01456/PP and no objections raised by the Area Roads Engineer.
• Matters relating to water and sewerage can be adequately handled through the planning
application process and wider construction phases of development. Implementation of any
final scheme and associated disruption would be a matter to be addressed by the relevant
parties at that time.
• The impact on the amenity of adjoining properties are a matter for the final design and can
be adequately assessed through the planning application process. It is considered that the
101 units set out in the Written Statement represent a suitable development density that
can be incorporated into the site without undue impact on adjoining properties.
• Design and relating to the integration with the surrounding character can be adequately
assessed through the planning application process.
• Flood Risk matters can be adequately assessed through the planning application process.
Flood risk information was submitted with 19/01456/PP and SEPA raised no objections. The
Council’s flooding advisor was satisfied with the proposals.

• Matters relating to biodiversity and habitats can be assessed through the planning
application process. An ecological survey was submitted with 19/01456/PP and the Council’s
biodiversity officer raised no objection.
• The health and education authorities were consulted through the development plan process.
No objections were received to the PLDP2 consultation. The education authority made no
objection to 19/01456/PP.
• Disturbance through construction phases can be adequately handled through the planning
application process. Related planning conditions have been prescribed for 19/01456/PP.
Outside of this such matters would be a matter for the Environmental Health service.
• It is considered that planning application 19/01456/PP and the information submitted with it
demonstrates the developer interest in the site and its place as part of the effective supply.
• On the basis of the above it is considered that no change to PLDP2 is required.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 78

Biodiversity -H1018 – Middle Innes Tighnabruich; P1005 - Acharossan
Tignabruich; M 1004 - Clachan Quarry Cairndow

Development Plan
Reference:

H1018 -Middle Innes Tighnabruich
P1005 - Acharossan Tignabruich
M 1004 - Clachan Quarry Cairndow

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
RSPB Scotland (540)
Provision of the
development plan
to which the issue
relates:

Biodiversity
H1018 -Middle Innes Tighnabruich
P1005 - Acharossan Tignabruich
M 1004 - Clachan Quarry Cairndow

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Natural Heritage
RSPB (540)
• H1018; P1005 - We would expect any development here to have a planning caveat of
woodland enhancement.
• M1004 – And development proposed here should look at including restoration of the
existing pool to benefit biodiversity.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

• Requests conditions be attached to any planning consent to secure woodland enhancement.
(540)
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Woodland Enchacement(540)
• The LDP includes policies on Sustainable Development (Policy 04), Design and Placemaking
(Policy 05), Green Infrastructure (Policy 06), Sustainable Siting (Policy 08), Biodiversity (Policy
73), and Forestry, Woodland and Trees (Policy 77), which would support woodland
enhancement associated with new developments. These can be considered as appropriate
when proposals to develop the site are made.
Biodiversity (540)
• Policy 73 – Development Impact on Habitats, Species and Biodiversity can be used to
secure environmental improvements for biodiversity as set out in the Local Biodiversity
Action plan which is also referred to in the policy.
No modifications to the plan are required at this stage.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Issue 80

Housing Allocations - Cardross

Development Plan
Reference:

H2002 - Cardross – Kirkton Farm 1;
Geilston Farm
Bloomhill

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference number):
Cardross Development Safe Access Group (29)
Julie Lang (31)
Allyson Preston (32)
Cameron Grant (38)
Margaret Duggan (79)
John Watkins (90)
Mavourneen Watkins (98)
Gordon Hendry (222)
The Chrystal Trust (230)
Cardross Community Council (279)
Kirsty Sweeney (282)
Amanda Murray (343)
Edmund Wardle (346)
Gillian Macdonald (348)
Stuart Hunter (352)
Stewart Macdonald (356)
Richard Creasey (360)
Ian Fleming (363)
Carol Fleming (364)
John Young (367)
Michael Hutcheson (387)
Roger Forbes (391)
Caroline Forbes (407)
Henry Sweeney (410)
Avril Williams (412)
Mhairi Terrace (414)
Morag Elliott (419)
Katie Mitchell (420)
Scott Elliott (421)
Jennifer Mansley (429)
Elizabeth Gregory (432)
Mark McGhee (459)
Martha Hart (460)
Forbes Hart (465)
Robert Murray (520)
Euan Fleming (525)
Jay Thundercliffe (555)
Taylor Wimpey (1002)
Avant Homes (1030)

Provision of the
development plan
Housing Allocations - Cardross
to which the issue
relates:
Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Objection to Housing Allocation H2002
Cardross Development Safe Access Group (29); Julie Lang (31); Allyson Preston (32); Cameron
Grant (38); Margaret Duggan (79); John Watkins (90); Mavourneen Watkins (98); Gordon
Hendry (222); Cardross Community Council (279); Kirsty Sweeney (282); Amanda Murray (343);
Edmund Wardle (346); Gillian Macdonald (348); Stuart Hunter (352); Stewart Macdonald (356);
Richard Creasey (360); Ian Fleming (363); Carol Fleming (364); John Young (367); Michael
Hutcheson (387); Roger Forbes (391); Caroline Forbes (407); Henry Sweeney (410); Avril
Williams (412);Mhairi Terrace (414);Morag Elliott (419); Katie Mitchell (420);Scott Elliott (421);
Jennifer Mansley (429); Elizabeth Gregory (432); Mark McGhee (459); Martha Hart (460);Forbes
Hart (465); Robert Murray (520); Euan Fleming (525); Jay Thundercliffe (555)

Objection to the identification of H2002 as an allocation for housing on the basis of inter alia:
 The unsuitability of Darleith Road to access the site.
 That the site is ineffective, due to access difficulties.
 That the site is not required in order to meet housing supply targets.
 The scale of the site is too large.
 Problems occurring with the direct access to the A814 and the impact on traffic volume at
the junctions.
 Concern that the A814 is already unsuitable to carry increased volumes of traffic between
Helensburgh and Dumbarton due to other developments in the area.
 The inadequate and dangerous pedestrian access to Darleith Road which is used by children
to access the school.
 The scale of this development is not in line with the size or infrastructure of the village,
parking at train station and the capacity of schools both primary and secondary.
 Environmental issues including air pollution due to the increase of traffic.
 The loss of greenbelt land/good quality farm land.
 The development will undermine the character of the medieval church of St Mayhew’s ( a
category A listed building).
 Increased use of Darleith Road would undermine its use for recreation and as a core path.
 The proposal is likely to attract commuters working in the Greater Glasgow area, and will not
reduce the need to travel.
 The village does not require any more additional housing.
 Entirely unsuitable in a ‘conservation village’
 Increased rainwater runoff from hard surfaces within the development will exacerbate
existing flooding problems in Barrs Road.
 The site is too remote from public transport routes.
Propose new site at Geilston Farm as allocation H2002 ineffective
Taylor Wimpey (1002)

 Question effectiveness of the allocated site at Kirkton farm, whilst planning permission in
principle was secured in early 2017 a subsequent appeal against conditions appears to
indicate that the development may not be effective or deliverable.
 Suggest that the allocation should either be replaced or supplemented by a further allocation
to help ensure that the accepted need for new housing development at Cardross is met
within the next plan period.
 The currently adopted LDP has not delivered sufficient houses to meet its targets, due in part
to it not allocating enough appropriate and effective sites.
 The approach of the proposed plan will almost inevitably lead to a continuation of under
delivery.
 The proposed Strategic Development Framework with further review of the green belt
should be carried out through this current plan review.
 Taylor Wimpey continues to promote land under their control at Geilston, Cardross (Council
Call for Sites Assessment site ref. 13) for allocation for residential development. The site is
effective when considered against the test2s of PAN 2/2010 and can make a meaningful
contribution towards delivering the housing land requirement over the short and/or medium
term.
Propose addition to Kirkton Farm to provide a phase 2
Avant Homes (1030)
 Object to the general housing provision set out in section 8 of the PABLDP2 and to table
6 ‘Argyll and Bute Housing Land Supply Targets and Allocation Capacity 2020 -2029’.
 Suggests that other allocations are not effective including H2004; H2005; and
H2006/H2013.
 Confirms that H2002 Kirkton Farm is in the control of Avant Homes and benefits from
Planning Permission in Principle and indicates that an AMSC is being prepared for
submission in the near future.
 Kirkton Farm Phase 2 would form a natural extension on to an existing allocation (H2002)
and provide for around 85 units.
 States that their intention would be to access Kirkton Farm East directly from Kirkton
Farm West Avant Development which would connect with Darleith Road and then on to
the A814.
Adjustment to Settlement Boundary or identification of additional allocation for housing at
Bloomhill
The Chrystal Trust (230)
 The Chrystal Trust (hereafter The Trust) owns land at Bloomhill, Cardross. Part of the land
has planning permission and listed building consent to be developed for a pair of dwellings,
which will be accessed from Main Street. The two dwellings were allowed on appeal and the
consents have recently been implemented, with part of the wall on Main Street having been
removed and the start of the access created.
 The land is currently shown on the LDP2 Proposed Plan Proposals Map as within the
Cardross Conservation Area and Green Belt and The Trust request that the land is removed
from the latter and instead included within the Cardross settlement boundary.
 Two options are suggested below. The first ostensibly asks that the area that already
benefits from planning permission is included within the settlement, which is shown in blue.
The second option is that a larger area is included within the settlement shown in red. The
rationale for removing the red area from the Green Belt is based wholly on the fact that this

land will be developed, with the additional land to the rear of Shira Lodge being included as
this creates a more obvious (straighter edge) to the settlement and includes an area where
drainage works will be taking place anyway to facilitate the consented development. The
removal of the larger area from the Green Belt is, it is accepted, a bigger ask, but this
additional area of land will allow for a modest development site to be released. This can
then be developed with a high quality development of new housing that will help meet the
area’s housing needs, including affordable and special needs housing, if that is preferred.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:



Remove allocation H2002 from the plan. (29); (31); (32); (38); (79); (90); (98); (222); (279);
(282); (343); (346); (348); (352); (356); (360); (363); (364); (367); (387); (391); (407); (410);
(412); (414); (419); (420); (421); (429); (432); (459); (460); (465); (520); (525); (555)
 Add a new housing allocation at Geilston Farm to the plan. (1002)
 Allocate additional land at Kirkton Farm to provide a phase 2 to allocation H2002. (1030)
 Adjust Settlement Boundary or identification of additional allocation for housing at Bloomhill
(230)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

 The issue of the suitability of the allocation H2002 at Kirkton Farm, and that of a previously
proposed allocation at Geilston Farm and the objections associated with both these
proposals was considered fully at the enquiry into the 2015 plan, where after due
consideration the Reporters recommended that the site at Kirkton Farm be included as a
housing allocation, but that the site at Geilston farm should not. (PD XXX)
 The representations received on PLDP 2 in relation to Kirkton Farm, cover very similar
concerns at those expressed in relation to the 2015 plan, (PD XXX) and also the subsequent
application for planning permission in principle.
 In approving the planning permission in principle the council included conditions to ensure
the necessary upgrading of Darleith Road to accommodate the proposed development (PD
XXX). Subsequent to this Avant Homes appealed these conditions and while the appeal was
partly upheld by the Reporter the condition requiring the developer to provide upgrades to
Darleith Road was maintained.(PD XXX)
 Rival developers Taylor Wimpey have questioned the effectiveness of the allocation, and an
AMSC has not been submitted.
 Further land release at Kirkton Farm East as requested by Avant would require access from
the current allocation, without progress being made regarding the delivery of this, the
effectiveness of additional extension to this area is not established.
 With regard to the potential release of land at Geilston Farm, the Council had considered it
suitable and included this area as a Proposed allocation in the Proposed Argyll and Bute Local
Development Plan, but it was not included the Adopted 2015 plan as a result of the
Reporters recommendations.
 The land at Broomhill benefits from planning consent 15/03004/PP (PD XX) for the erection
of 2 dwelling houses and formation of a vehicular access. This consent was granted by the
Reporters following an appeal, on the basis that the housing was to be specialist housing to
meet the specific needs of veterans who were to be provided with housing by the Houses for
Heroes Charity, who rely on gifted land and who were to receive the land with access,

drainage and other services provided as a donation. A start has been made by the
landowners on implementing the consent by the demolition of the boundary wall and
provision of access to the site, thereby ensuring that the consent will remain alive in
perpetuity. There are no occupancy conditions or other legal restrictions attached to the
consent, the plots have been advertised for sale on the open market and the planning
authority understands that Houses for Heroes no longer intends to develop the site. As the
consent for 2 dwelling houses remains alive in perpetuity, there is no need to include amend
the greenbelt boundary to include it within the settlement area at the present time. Should
the houses be completed, then this can be reviewed in subsequent Local Development Plans.
With regard to the alternative request that the site for the 2 consented houses together with
a larger area to the rear be identified as an allocation for housing, this is not required to
meet any identified housing need, and it is considered more appropriate to give
consideration to this request along with others which may be proposed as part of the a more
comprehensive greenbelt boundary review associated with the Helensburgh Strategic
Development Framework.
 The Housing Topic Paper (PD XXX) which has been produced in relation to Issue XX
demonstrates that there is sufficient capacity in identified allocations, established land
supply, together with a conservative 25% allowance for windfall development to meet the
housing land requirement identified in the most recent Housing Need and Demand
Assessment which has also taken into consideration the anticipated additional demand
arising as a result of the expansion of HMNB Clyde.
 The Helensburgh Strategic Development Framework is intended to provide a 20- 40 over
view of development land requirements in the Helensburgh – Cardross area, with a view to
providing a programme for release of land from the Greenbelt and for the co-ordination of
the provision of infrastructure including green networks, and this would provide the most
appropriate mechanism to consider the merits of all potential greenbelt development sites
together.
No modification to the Plan is considered necessary at this stage.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

