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RESPONSE TO STATEMENT OF CASE 
Local Review Body Ref: 26/0001/LRB 

Land South of Little Rahane Farm Cottage, Rahane 

We respectfully view that the Council’s Statement of Case places disproportionate emphasis on the specific 
design expression, scale and architectural detailing of the submitted dwelling, rather than properly assessing 
the principle of development and the actual landscape effects arising from the siting of a dwelling in this 
location. 

At the outset, it is important to note that the Appeal Statement expressly acknowledged that the house 
design and scale could be readily amended, reduced or redesigned if considered necessary by the Planning 
Authority or Local Review Body.  

The Council’s Statement of Case largely fails to engage with this critical point and instead repeatedly 
assesses the proposal on the basis of: 

 extensive glazing; 
 the width of the principal elevation; 
 domestic detailing; 
 and the scale of the submitted house design. 

These are matters of architectural treatment and detailed design, rather than matters relating to the 
fundamental principle of whether a dwelling can appropriately be accommodated on the site. 

Our position remains that: 

 the principle of a dwelling in this location is acceptable; 
 the site is physically and visually associated with the existing Little Rahane farm grouping; 
 and any perceived concerns regarding scale, glazing proportions or architectural expression could 

readily be addressed through amended plans or planning conditions. 

In practical terms, if the Local Review Body considered the submitted dwelling to be overly large or 
visually expressive, the design could: 
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 be reduced in footprint; 
 lowered in ridge height; 
 simplified architecturally; 
 reduce glazing areas; 
 adopt a more recessive material palette; 
 and further utilise landform and planting for integration. 

It is respectfully submitted that refusal of the principle of development on the basis of matters capable of 
amendment is neither proportionate nor consistent with the positive and supportive approach embedded 
within NPF4. 

The Council repeatedly describes the proposal as development within an “open field” and “prominent 
hillside location”. However, this characterisation significantly overstates the actual visual circumstances of 
the site. 

The visual evidence submitted as part of the Appeal Statement demonstrates that: 

 the site is not readily visible from the B833; 
 the site is heavily filtered by existing vegetation, landform and established tree belts; 
 on the rare occasion that the house might be visible the proposal would be visually read in the 

context of the existing Little Rahane farm cluster. 

The Council’s own appended aerial imagery confirms that the wider site is already influenced by: 

 existing farm buildings; 
 established access infrastructure; 
 mature vegetation; 
 and an existing developed grouping.  

The proposal is therefore not experienced as isolated development within an untouched landscape, but rather 
as a modest extension to an established rural cluster. 

Importantly, the Council’s assessment appears to confuse: 

 visibility; 
with 

 unacceptable landscape harm. 

These are not the same planning test. 

Even where development is theoretically visible within a rural landscape, the determining issue is whether 
the proposal would give rise to unacceptable or significant adverse landscape effects. 

No formal LVIA identifying significant adverse effects was prepared by the Council, nor was one requested 
during the application process. The Council instead relied upon a officer judgement, despite acknowledging 
that no formal LVIA had been sought.  

Our submitted LVIA appraisal demonstrates that: 

 effects are localised; 
 long-distance visibility is limited; 
 and the magnitude of change is low. 
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The Council’s Statement also places substantial reliance upon the assertion that there are “no detached 
houses at this level on the hillside” within the Rosneath Peninsula. This is not in fact rue, however, this 
assumption in itself does not establish policy conflict nor unacceptable landscape impact. Rural planning 
policy requires assessment of: 

 siting; 
 integration; 
 landscape capacity; 
 and visual effects, 

rather than strict replication of historic settlement patterns. 

The site lies adjacent to an existing farm grouping, utilises existing access infrastructure, benefits from 
natural containment, and does not represent ribbon development, sporadic sprawl or isolated development 
unrelated to existing built form. The existing properties will also benefit from the much needed 
improvement / upgrading of the farm track as well as the knock on effect to Local Living & sustainable 
transport.  

The Council also accepts within the Report of Handling that there are: 

 no overriding flooding objections; 
 no roads objections in principle; 
 no environmental health objections; 
 no Scottish Water objections; 
 and no objection from the MOD safeguarding zone, subject to conditions.  

The determining issues therefore largely reduce to subjective design and landscape judgements 
capable of amendment and mitigation. 

We respectfully submit that the Council has afforded insufficient weight to: 

 the flexibility embedded within NPF4 rural housing policy; 
 the ability to amend the architectural form; 
 the actual degree of visual containment; 
 the sustainable design credentials of the proposal; 
 and the wider policy support for rural housing and rural population retention. 

For these reasons, we respectfully maintain that the proposal accords with the Development Plan when read 
as a whole and that planning permission should be granted. 

 
 
Kind regards   
 

Gordon Harrison  
Dip. Arch., R.I.B.A., R.I.A.S. 




