
REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION IN RESPECT OF ARGYLL AND 
BUTE COUNCIL LOCAL REVIEW BODY  

 
22/0002/LRB 

 
REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION 21/02149/PP FOR THE 
RETROSPECTIVE ERECTION OF AGRICULTURAL BUILDING THE CAMP, 

CROSSAPOL, ISLE OF TIREE 
 

We agree with the support given in the proforma letters, submitted to the planning office and 
review board, regarding the importance to retain the resident population and encourage new 
young people and families to the island. However, this review is not about the strategic 

objectives of the council but about the construction of a very large steel framed agricultural 
building that will do little for either of the above.  

 
In correspondence from the applicant, he mentions that he believed he could replace the 
original derelict building on a like for like basis. The proposed building has no similarities in 

either size, footprint, or proposed materials. It is out of proportion to its surroundings and 
impacts significantly/detrimentally on our properties. None of the buildings used for 

comparison by the applicant and his agent (Airport, Rural Centre, Council sheds etc) are sited 
directly opposite a residential property or within five metres to one of the main roads across 
the island. 

 
The applicant also raised that whilst the previous buildings had been in a state of dereliction 

and neglect, he had needed to use and utilise them on a temporary basis for his operational 
needs. Since the applicants purchase of the site and up until the erection of the framework for 
the proposed shed, the buildings were not used for the storage of agricultural machinery the 

main user of the structures during this temporary period was the applicant’s son who used 
them as a mechanical engineering workshop, repairing vehicles and equipment. 

 
Proposed use of the building has varied between storing agricultural implements to housing 
livestock during lambing and calving. Looking back at the photographs of the implements 

provided by the applicant in April 2022 it is apparent they could be housed in a building with 
a significantly lower ridge height more suitable to the locality, the site, and the buildings 

position on the site.   
 
It is still unclear whether the applicant has need of one or two sheds on the site and why he is 

putting these on a designated commercial site when very generous grants are available to 
crofters for the construction of agricultural sheds on croft land.    

 
Throughout this process we have maintained no objection to a replacement of the previous 
building, which was demolished by the applicant. Our concerns remain the same about the 

sheer scale, especially the height which will significantly reduce the level of light into our 
properties, and the proposed long-term use of the building and whether the materials used for 

its construction are fit for purpose.  
 
Stephen & Natalka Busbridge 


