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STATEMENT OF CASE

The planning authority is Argyll and Bute Council (‘the Council’). The appellant is Mr
Gordon Harrison of GH Architects Ltd., 73 Glasgow Road, Dumbarton G82 1RE (‘the
appellant’).

The planning application, reference number 25/00381/PP, for the erection of erection
of a dwellinghouse and garage, and installation of sewage treatment plant and
soakaway at Land South of Little Rahane Farm Cottage, Rahane, Argyll and Bute (“the
appeal site”) was refused under delegated powers on 12" January 2026. This refusal
has been appealed and is subject of referral to the Local Review Body.

DESCRIPTION OF SITE

The site is located in an elevated hillside position within the Countryside Development
Management Zone as identified on the Argyll and Bute Local Development Plan 2 —
adopted February 2024.

The application site is a greenfield site as it has not previously been developed.

The site measures approximately 4331m? and is currently used for rough grazing (as
stated on the planning application forms.) The part of the application site that forms
the proposed house plot (i.e not including the part of the site required for access from
the public road network) slopes upwards from east to west from approximately 48.16m
AoD to 66.72m AoD. Proposed access to serve the proposed house is by means of
an existing farm track, with an access junction onto the B833 adopted road, that serves
Little Rahane Farm. (This access junction also serves an existing house known as
“Tigh-na-Clachan” which fronts directly onto the B833 road adjacent to the south of
the initial section of the farm track.) The existing farm track measures approximately
600m in length from the existing junction with the B833 and the application site. The
site is adjacent to the south of a consolidated grouping of farm buildings known as
Little Rahane Farm.

The site is also located within the MOD safeguarding zone surrounding RNAD
Coulport.

SITE HISTORY

The planning history of the site and locality is detailed in Section D of the Report of
Handling.

STATUTORY BASIS ON WHICH THE APPEAL SHOULD BE DECIDED

Section 25 of the Town & Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 provides that:
“where, in making any determination under the Planning Acts, regard is
to be had to the development plan, the determination shall be made in

accordance with that plan unless material considerations indicate
otherwise.”



This is the test for this application.
STATEMENT OF CASE

As detailed above, the planning application was refused by Argyll and Bute Council on
12" January 2026.

Having regard to the appellant’s Planning Appeal Statement, Argyll and Bute Council
considers the determining issues in relation to the case are as follows:-

e Whether the proposed dwellinghouse would contribute towards ‘local living’
with reference to National Planning Framework 4 and the Argyll and Bute
Local development Plan 2 — adopted February 2024; and,

e Whether the proposed development will have an adverse impact upon visual
landscape character.

REQUIREMENT FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND A HEARING

It is considered that no new planning considerations have been raised in the
appellants’ submission. The Statement of Appeal seeks to challenge the assessment
of the proposed against Local Development Plan. It is noted that additional information
has been submitted in the form of a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA)
and brief comments are made in respect of this additional information.

The Report of Handling (attached) sets out the Council’s assessment of the application
in terms of Development Plan policy and other material considerations.

A copy of the consultation response from ABC Planning Policy Team dated 5th
September 2025 is also attached.

The landscape character assessment set out in the Council’s Report of Handling
makes reference to the Nature.Scot National Landscape Character Assessment —
Landscape Character Type 38 — Open Ridges and this is also attached for the
Members assistance in this local review.

A detailed planning policy assessment is covered in the Report of Handling. As such
it is considered that Members have all of the information required to determine this
case. Given the above and that the proposal is small-scale, has no complex or
challenging issues and has not been the subject of significant body of conflicting
representation, then it is considered that a Hearing is not required.

COMMENT ON APPELLANTS’ SUBMISSION

Having regard to the grounds for review set out in the appellant’s submission, the
following points are noted:

Para. 4.1:



This appeal proposal is materially different from the planning permission ref:
10/00536/PP for the demolition of outbuildings and erection of 5 no. new houses in a
courtyard formation on land at Little Rahane Farm and the appeal application must be
determined on it's own individual planning merits. The previously approved
development related to the demolition of existing farm buildings within the established,
consolidated group of farm buildings and as such that this form of development would
integrate with the pattern of built development within this landscape type. The appeal
proposal is for a new dwellinghouse within previously undeveloped rough grazing hill
land. As set out in full in the Council’s report of handling, and with reference to the
Nature.Scot Landscape Type, individual, detached houses at levels above the
roadside coastal margins are out of keeping with visual landscape character. In
addition, there has been a material change in planning policy over the 15 year period
since the planning permission ref: 10/00536/PP was assessed, with greater emphasis
on the climate and nature crises and principles of local living.

Para. 4.2:

Member’s will be aware from the Council’s report of handling that, as part of the
assessment of this planning application, the Council’s Planning Policy Team originally
issued a consultation response 16.04.2025. However, an amended response was then
issued on 05.10.2025 in order to reflect a letter by the Chief Planner (published on
30th April 2025) clarifying the intent of NPF 4 Policy 17. A copy of that revised
response is attached to this statement. This amended response clarifies that the
wording of Policy 17(a) was not intended to be interpreted in such a restrictive manner
(as the original consultation response). The report of handling states that:

“Policy 17 (a) is not intended to be interpreted in a restrictive manner.
Instead, it is only one consideration for a proposal and if (b) can be met
(in relation to Local Living) then Policy 17 can be considered to be met.
It is therefore considered that even though the proposal does not meet
any criterion under part (a) that in itself does not result in policy conflict,
it is simply the case that no express support is provided by Policy 17a.”

As such, the Council do not accept that NPF 4 Policy 17(a) has been interpreted in a
restrictive manner.

However, the report of handling continues that:

“It is recognised that in many parts of Argyll and Bute 20 Minute
Neighbourhoods are not viable, and in order to support fragile
communities in remote rural areas, a more flexible approach of Local
Living can be considered. However in an Accessible Rural area there is
likely to be higher development pressure, and so careful consideration
needs to be given as to whether a house in this location would comply
with Local Living policy. The proposed siting is approx. half a mile up a
track from the public road, then a further 2 miles (approx.) to Rosneath
where there are facilities such as a primary school and small
supermarket. On this basis, it is not considered that the development
proposal is sustainably located in terms of sustainable travel and
therefore does not meet Policy 15 of NPF4 (and therefore does not



satisfy the provisions of NPF 4 Policy 17) or Policy 02 of the Local
Development Plan.

Another significant issue is the siting, scale and design in relation to the
character and appearance of the landscape.”

Para.5.2:
Refer to the attached Council’s report of handling Appendix A, para.s 2.6 — 2.7.

Landscape Visual Impact

Para. 6.1
The site is part of a large, rough grazing field enclosure. It is clearly not part of the
existing group of farm buildings. The proposed development would result in an
encroachment of built development into open fields beyond the existing, clearly
defined boundaries of the historic building group to the detriment of landscape
character.

Para. 6.3

The proposed house has a footprint area of approximately 210 sqm and comprises 4
no. bedrooms plus guest bedroom suite, with large kitchen dining area and separate
lounge. The proposed principal, west elevation facing the Gareloch is approximately
20 metres wide and whilst the house is described as 1 V% storey, the proposed house
will be approximately 7.5 metres at its highest point. By any terms, this is a large
house; and whilst a house of this scale may be considered to be acceptable set within
existing areas of built development, it is considered that its proposed siting at an
elevated position within a field would be unduly visually obtrusive.

Para. 6.4

As the appellant points out, LDP 2 Policy 02 advises that where there is preliminary
evidence that that there may be adverse effects on landscape and visual amenity, a
landscape and visual impact assessment (LVIA) “may” be required. In this instance, a
LVIA assessment was not requested on the basis that the application was assessed
as being contrary to the Settlement and Spatial Strategy. Council officers carried out
a preliminary landscape impact assessment that provided a baseline understanding
of the landscape and visual sensitivity of the site and therefore and even though this
is a more informal assessment officers did not consider that it would add value to the
decision making process to require a full LVIA.

LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT (LVIA)
1 — Landscape Character Sensitivity

Little Rahane Farm and associated buildings is an historic, consolidated group with
clear boundaries, set in a mature landscape framework. This group is consistent with
the Landscape Character Type published by Nature.Scot. The proposed site for a new
house, to the contrary is part of a large open field enclosure at an elevated hillside
location. The siting of a large-scale, detached dwellinghouse and associated
curtilages, within large fields adjacent to such historic, consolidated groups of farm
buildings is out of keeping with the visual character of this landscape character type.



There is very little existing natural screening to the proposed development in views
across the Gareloch. The Council does not consider that this development is carefully
sited in terms of responding to the landscape character. There are no detached
houses at this level on the hillside on the Rosneath Peninsula facing the Gareloch,
with the exception of historic farmhouses forming part of established farm steading
groups.

2 — Magnitude of Change

The Council does not accept that the proposed house is read in association with the
existing farmstead grouping. It is the encroachment of built development into open
fields beyond the established and distinct boundaries of the existing farm grouping.
The proposed built development comprises a large house and detached garage within
an area of undeveloped, greenfield countryside and as such is of sufficient scale that
it would be unduly prominent within the landscape.

Scale is obviously relative to the scale of the landscape compartment. Whilst this is a
single dwellinghouse, it is far from being a small house with a principal elevation
extending to some 20 metres wide and a maximum height of some 7.5 metres. Having
regard, to its proposed elevated hill-side setting within a greenfield, undeveloped field,
it is considered that the scale of this proposed new built-form has potential to adversely
impact visual landscape character.

Notwithstanding the appellant’s LVIA assessment, in the considered opinion of the
Council, the image titled “Proposed view from Shandon — zoomed into Little Rahane
cluster — Proposed House Position” serves to demonstrate that a large, detached
house with a domestic design will result in a highly incongruous new form of built
development within this landscape context that relates very poorly to the existing farm

grouping.
3 -Visual Impact and Receptors

As previously stated, the Council does not accept that the proposal integrates with
farm buildings. It is a large, detached, new house in an open field in an elevated
location adjacent to an established, consolidated grouping of farm buildings out of
keeping with the development pattern that prevails within this landscape type.

Notwithstanding the effect of distance, the proposed development will be visually
intrusive in views from the eastern side of the Gareloch. It is not considered that the
visual images submitted a spart of the LVIA demonstrate otherwise.

The image titled “Arial view showing existing farm buildings and extensive natural
screening” serves to illustrate that the existing cluster of farm buildings are visually
contained by established landscape features, in particular that the southern edge of
the existing group is demarcated by an established belt of trees and a burn. This
proposed development comprises new development beyond the established, clearly-
defined edges of the existing group of buildings onto greenfield, open countryside.
This image also demonstrates that there are no existing landscape features that
visually ‘contain’ the application site to the east, south and west.



Lighting Impact

The proposed design has significant areas of glazing across its front elevation,
comprising full height, floor to ceiling glazing across the full width of the lounge area
and the kitchen/dining area on the principal east-facing elevation. Particularly during
evening hours, and having regard to this proposal being the only house at this
elevated position on the hillside, it is considered that the internal lighting would result
in it being particularly intrusive within an otherwise dark hillside. The Council does not
consider that control of artificial lighting within main living spaces could be
appropriately mitigated by planning condition. Additionally, the LVIA does not indicate
what measures could be implemented to contain light spill from the proposed
expansive areas of full-height glazing to within the immediate curtilage.

OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS

The Council’s Local Housing Strategy 2022-2027 acknowledges the growth of
population serving the MoD naval base at Faslane as a significant factor that will
impact upon need and demand in the wider housing system. Increasing the supply of
affordable housing also remains a priority for the Helensburgh and Lomond Area.

The appellant submits that this proposed development for a large, 5-bedroom house
will address housing need by contributing towards meeting significant demand from
Faslane naval Base expansion; relieve pressure on local housing supply and
contribute towards the need for high-quality family homes in rural areas.

It is noted that this is a speculative development for a large house and whilst it may
potentially meet a very limited need for one family employed at the Naval base, this is
not considered to justify an exception to local development plan policy. The proposed
development does not make any contribution to affordable family homes within the
area.

CONCLUSION

Section 25 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1997 requires that all decisions be
made in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations
indicate otherwise.

On the basis of the balance of planning considerations, and notwithstanding the
submitted appeal statement, Council officers consider that the proposed development
fails to consider the principles of local living; and that it would have an unduly adverse
impact upon visual landscape character contrary to all relevant Development Plan
policy. It is not considered that there are any other material considerations in this
instance that would warrant a departure from these provisions.

APPENDED DOCUMENTS

e Report of Handling
e Argyll and Bute Council Planning Policy Team Consultation Response



e Nature.Scot National Landscape Character Assessment — Landscape
Character Type 38 — Open Ridges



Argyll and Bute Council
Development & Economic Growth

Planning Application Report and Report of Handling as required by Schedule 2 of the
Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (Scotland)
Regulations 2013 relative to applications for Planning Permission or Planning
Permission in Principle

Reference No: 25/00381/PP

Planning Hierarchy: Local

Applicant: Mr Gordon Harrison

Proposal: Erection of dwellinghouse

Site Address: Land South of Little Rahane Farm Cottage, Rahane, Argyll and
Bute

DECISION ROUTE

X Delegated - Sect 43 (A) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997
[1Committee - Local Government Scotland Act 1973

(A) THE APPLICATION

(i) Development Requiring Express Planning Permission

Erection of dwellinghouse

Erection of detached double garage

Localised ground engineering works to re-profile land contours
Formation of parking area

Connection to private waste treatment plant and soakaway
Installation of a rainwater harvesting system

Formation of a retention pond

(i) Other specified operations
o Connection to public water supply

(B) RECOMMENDATION:

Having due regard to the Development Plan and all other material considerations, it
is recommended that planning permission be refused for the reasons appended to
this report.

(C) CONSULTATIONS:

Development Policy Section:
16.04.2025 - initial objection

Proposal is contrary to the Development Plan policy and should be refused.
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Policy 17 of NPF4 refers to the Scottish Government's 6 fold Urban Rural
Classification 2020. The maijority of Argyll and Bute is covered by the Remote Rural
Classification which, under part (c) of Policy 17 allows a degree of flexibility for
housing in the countryside. However, the application site sits within an area
classified as Accessible Rural, and so only parts (a) and (b) of the policy apply. In
this case the proposal does appear to meet any of the criteria within part (a).

The LDP2 Spatial Strategy clarifies that whilst the Plan allows a flexible approach to
development in countryside, it looks to steer the majority of development to the
existing settlements. The policy itself clarifies that that countryside development
must be sustainable development of appropriate siting. Whilst, the fragility of
Remote Rural areas has been recognised through NPF4 Policy 17 (c) (thus allowing
LDP2 Policy 02 to be applied in those cases), it can be taken that the Accessible
Rural areas are those areas where development would not be sustainable
development of an appropriate siting.

Supporting the above, is the 20 Minute Neighbourhood and Local Living policy
(NPF4 Policy 15). Consideration must be given to the existing settlement patterns,
and the interconnectivity to facilities. It is recognised that in many parts of Argyll and
Bute 20 Minute Neighbourhoods are not viable, and in order to support fragile
remote communities, a more flexible approach of Local Living can be considered.

Revised response — 5" September 2025

Since the original consultation response (above) a letter by the Chief Planner has
been published (on 30" April 2025 clarifying the intent of NPF 4 Policy 17 and a
revised consultation response is considered to be required to reflect that
clarification.

Policy 17 of NPF4 refers to the Scottish Government's 6 fold Urban Rural
Classification 2020. The maijority of Argyll and Bute is covered by the Remote Rural
Classification which, under part (c) of Policy 17, provides support for housing in the
countryside. Proposals that support the resettlement of previously inhabited areas
are supported under part (d). However this proposal sits within an area classified
as Accessible Rural so neither (c) nor (d) apply.

Chief Planner’s letter which states that:

“policies 17 and 29 on rural homes and rural development are supportive policies
that encourage sustainable development in rural areas. This positive position is
embedded across NPF4, with ‘rural revitalisation’ being one of six spatial principles,
spatial strategies identifying a wide range of opportunities across rural areas, and
several national developments expected to be located in rural areas. We want to be
clear that NPF4 is not intended to reduce flexibility of supportive local rural
policies,..”

It is now clear that the wording of 17(a) was not intended to be interpreted in such a
restrictive manner (as in the original response). Instead, it appears to be only one
consideration for supporting a proposal, and that if part (b) applies, (circling back to
Policy 15) then Policy 17 (and therefore Policy 16) can be considered to be met.

It is recognised that in many parts of Argyll and Bute 20 Minute Neighbourhoods are
not viable, and in order to support fragile communities in remote rural areas, a more
flexible approach to Local Living can be considered. However, in an Accessible
Rural area there is likely to be higher development pressure, and so careful
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consideration needs to be given as to whether a house in this location would comply
with Local Living policy.

The proposed siting is approx. half a mile up a track from the public road, then a
further 2 miles (approx.) to Rosneath where there are facilities such as a primary
school and small supermarket.

LDP2 Policy 2 requires a proposal in the countryside to “demonstrate that there will
be no adverse effects (either individually or cumulatively) on natural heritage
resources, built and/or cultural heritage resources, and landscape and visual
amenity”. This is assessed through the Sustainability Checklist, which | note has
been submitted. Should it be considered that this demonstrates preliminary
evidence of any particular sensitivities (resulting from the scale of the development,
its perceived prominence in the landscape, sensitivity of receptors such as historic
assets, or siting impacting on landscape transition from one character to another)
then a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) or Visual Impact
lllustrations (VII) should be requested, as per TN21. In this case the proposed
dwellinghouse is of particularly large scale and would be sited at an elevated level
within an open area of landscape. Additionally, upgrades to the access track would
further impact this open landscape. This adverse effect on the landscape and visual
amenity resulting from both the scale of the proposed development and potential
prominence in the landscape is contrary to LDP2 Policy 2 and therefore refusal is
recommended unless the applicant could demonstrate this not to be the case
through submission of an LVIA.

Area Roads:

14.04.2025

No objections subject to conditions. The conditions relate to improvements of the
junction on to the B833 to achieve a visibility splay of 75 x 2.4 x 1.05 metres; the
first 5m to be bound surfacing material and with no greater gradient than 5%;
and thereafter 12.5%. The proposal can only achieved 1 in 7.5 (13%) but this is
a betterment to the overall gradient and therefore is acceptable given the level
of development. The private access road should have intervisible passing places
and this has not been inspected by Roads.

Scottish Water:

02.04.2025

No objections. This does not confirm that the proposed development can currently
be serviced.

There is sufficient capacity in the Belmore Water Treatment Works to service the
proposal.

There is no public waste water infrastructure in the vicinity of the site. The applicant
should consider a private waste water drainage scheme.

A surface water drainage connection will not be allowed into the public combined
sewer system.

Environmental Health:

25.03.2025

No objections.

Recommends conditions to protect local amenity with regard to general nuisance,
disturbance, noise and lighting.

Flood Advisors:
10.04.2025
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https://www.argyll-bute.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2024-05/TN21%20VII%20and%20LVIA%20%28Light%29%20Technical%20Note.pdf

No objections

A small ditch runs approximately 6m in parallel from the northern site boundary. The
site is approximately 48.12 metres Above Ordnance Datum (mAOD)and lies outwith
all indicative forms of flooding as per the SEPA Future Flood Maps. It is noted that
a new SuDS retention pond is proposed. No recommended conditions.

Ministry of Defence

23.07.2025

No objections subject to a condition relating to prior submission of a specification
for the glazing and construction of the balcony.

(D)  HISTORY:

None but applicant has noted in their submission that there was a previous planning
permission on the adjacent site of Little Rahane Farm which never went ahead. Ref:-
13/02758/PP - Renewal of planning permission reference 10/00536/PP (Demolition
of outbuildings and erection of 5 No. new dwellinghouses in courtyard formation) —
Land at Little Rahane Farm. Approved 28.01.2014 Expired 28.01.2017

(E)  PUBLICITY:

Advert Type: Regulation 20 Advert Local Application Expiry Date: 24.04.2025

(F) REPRESENTATIONS:
(i) Representations received from:

Mr Allan McEwan - Glengair House Clynder Argyll And Bute G84 0QN — Neutral
representation pending further information / clarifications

Representations are published in full on the planning application file and are
available to view via the Public Access section of the Council’s website.

(i) Summary of issues raised:

- Requests information as to where the sewage treatment plant and soakaway is
proposed to be located and clarification of what is proposed to be constructed on
the hatched area on the plan directly behind “Glengair.”

Comments: It is acknowledged that the application drawings do not show proposed
private sewage treatment plant. It is not clear from the application drawings what
‘hatched area directly behind “Glengair” that is referred to. As set out below, it is
considered that matters relating to the private sewage plant could be addressed by
means of a planning condition were the planning authority minded to approve
planning permission. However, since this development proposal has been assessed
as being contrary to development plan policy and recommended for refusal, then in
this instance it is not considered appropriate to request further details.
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(G) SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Has the application been the subject of:
(i) Environmental Impact Assessment Report: OYes XINo
(i) An Appropriate Assessment under the [Yes XINo
Conservation (Natural Habitats) Regulations

1994:

(iii) A Design or Design/Access statement: LIYes XINo

(iv)  Sustainability Checklists (with reference to the requirements of LDP2

Policy 04)
TNO6 Sustainability Checklist XYes [INo
TNO7 Sustainable Buildings Checklist XKYes [INo

In summary the checklist states:

e The house will provide a new family
home with facilities to work from
home and reduce the need to travel
for work.

o There is a bus route on the B833 and
a bus stop just along the road at
Herons View.

e The site is low quality rough grazing.

o Over recent years there has been a
large increase in the number of
personnel / staff of the nearby
Faslane Naval Base. This has led to
increased demand for family homes
in the area and a further 40%
increase is proposed in the near
future.

e This area was previously designated
a rural opportunity area.

e The proposal will use all existing
available infrastructure i.e. water,
electricity & broadband

e Proposal is to plant native woodland
& hedging and form a retention pond
to support biodiversity. No loss of
trees.

o Utilisation of an existing farm track
serving Little Rahane Farm.

e The site is in an elevated position
next to a collection of farm buildings
& 2 homes
Limited cut and fill.

e There would be a ground source heat
pump installed — drilled.
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(v) A report on the impact of the proposed [XYes [INo
development eg. Retail impact, transport
impact, noise impact, flood risk, drainage
impact etc:

Design Statement

In summary the design approach has considered
the rural context and proposing natural materials
to complement the adjacent house. The design
and planting will develop the area’s sense of
identity. It is sited at the bottom of the top of the
hill with backdrop of mature trees and hillside to
integrate into the environment. This alongside
new screen planting along the eastern boundary
will minimise the visual impact of the house.

Biodiversity Statement

New native tree and hedge planting listed
including all the species plus details of the
retention pond and the bat/bird boxes etc.

(H) PLANNING OBLIGATIONS

Is a Section 75 agreement required: OYes XINo

n Has a Direction been issued by Scottish Ministers in terms of Regulation 30,
31 or 32: [1Yes XINo

(J) Section 25 of the Act; Development Plan and any other material considerations
over and above those listed above which have been taken into account in the
assessment of the application

(i) List of all Development Plan Policy considerations taken into account
in assessment of the application.

National Planning Framework 4 (Adopted 13" February 2023)

Part 2 — National Planning Policy

Sustainable Places

NPF4 Policy 1 — Tackling the Climate and Nature Crises

NPF4 Policy 2 — Climate Mitigation and Adaption

NPF4 Policy 3 — Biodiversity

NPF4 Policy 5 — Soils

NPF4 Policy 9 — Brownfield, Vacant and Derelict Land and Empty Buildings (includes
provisions relevant to Greenfield Sites)

NPF4 Policy 12 — Zero Waste

NPF4 Policy 13 — Sustainable Transport

Liveable Places
NPF4 Policy 14 — Design, Quality and Place
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NPF4 Policy 15 — Local Living and 20 Minute Neighbourhoods
NPF4 Policy 16 — Quality Homes

NPF4 Policy 17 — Rural Homes

NPF4 Policy 18 — Infrastructure First

NPF4 Policy 22 — Flood Risk and Water Management

Argyll and Bute Local Development Plan 2 (Adopted 2024)

Spatial and Settlement Strategy
Policy 02 — Outwith Settlement Areas
Policy 04 — Sustainable Development

High Quality Places

Policy 05 — Design and Placemaking
Policy 08 — Sustainable Siting

Policy 09 — Sustainable Design

Policy 10 — Design — All Development

Connected Places

Policy 32 — Active Travel

Policy 33 — Public Transport

Policy 34 — Electric Vehicle Charging Points

Policy 35 — Design of New and Existing, Public Roads and Private Access Regimes
Policy 36 — New Private Accesses

Policy 37 — Development Utilising an Existing Private Access or Existing Private
Road

Policy 39 — Construction Standards for Private Accesses

Policy 40 — Vehicle Parking Provision

Sustainable Communities

Policy 54 — Safeguarding Zones of Notifiable Installations

Policy 60 — Private Sewage Treatment Plants and Wastewater Drainage Systems
Policy 61 — Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS)

Policy 63 — Waste Related Development and Waste Management

High Quality Environment
Policy 73 — Development Impact on Habitats, Species and Biodiversity

(i) List of all other material planning considerations taken into account in
the assessment of the application, having due regard to Annex A of
Circular 3/2013.

Consultation Reponses

Planning History

TNO6 Sustainability Technical Note and Checklist (Oct. 2023)

TNO7 Sustainable Buildings Technical Note and Checklist (Oct. 2023)

ABC Housing Needs and Demand Assessment

ABC Housing Emergency Statement

SEPA Standing Guidance for Development Management (Dec. 2022)

Review of Fragile Areas and Employment Action Areas in the Highlands and
Islands - Executive Summary (2015)
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https://www.argyll-bute.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/local-development-plan-2
https://www.argyll-bute.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s200158/Appendix%201%20TN06%20Sustainability%20Technical%20Note%20and%20Checklist%2009102023%20Pre-Agenda%20Briefing%20of%20the%20P.pdf
https://www.argyll-bute.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s200163/Appendix%206%20TN07%20Sustainable%20Buildings%20Technical%20Note%20and%20Checklist%2009102023%20Pre-Agenda%20Briefing%20o.pdf
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https://www.argyll-bute.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s195750/DECLARING%20AN%20ARGYLL%20AND%20BUTE%20HOUSING%20EMERGENCY.pdf
https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/594101/sepa-triage-framework-and-standing-advice.pdf
https://www.hie.co.uk/media/3105/reviewplusofplusfragileplusareasplusandplusemploymentplusactionplusareasplusinplustheplushighlandsplusandplusislandsplus-plusexecutiveplussummaryplus-a2363434.pdf
https://www.hie.co.uk/media/3105/reviewplusofplusfragileplusareasplusandplusemploymentplusactionplusareasplusinplustheplushighlandsplusandplusislandsplus-plusexecutiveplussummaryplus-a2363434.pdf

(K) Is the proposal a Schedule 2 Development not requiring an Environmental
Impact Assessment: [1Yes XINo

(L) Has the application been the subject of statutory pre-application consultation
(PAC): [Yes XINo

(M) Does the Council have an interest in the site: [1Yes XINo

(N) Requirement for a pre-determination hearing: [1Yes XINo

There have been no representations. This application has been presented to
Members due to the new policy issues arising.

(O)(i) Key Constraints/Designations Affected by the Development:
e Ministry of Defence (MOD) Safeguarding Zone - Coulport

(O)(ii) Soils
Agricultural Land Classification: 5.2 - Land capable of use as improved
grassland. Few problems with
pasture establishment but may be
difficult to maintain.
Peatland/Carbon Rich Soils Classification: OClass 1
[IClass 2
[IClass 3
XIN/A
Peat Depth Classification: N/A
Does the development relate to croft land? OYes XINo

Would the development restrict access to croft [OYes CINo XIN/A
or better quality agricultural land?

Would the development result in [OYes CONo XIN/A
fragmentation of croft / better quality

agricultural land?

(O)(iii) Woodland

Will the proposal result in loss of [dYes

trees/woodland? No

(If yes, detail in summary assessment)

Does the proposal include any replacementor [Yes

compensatory planting? [CINo details to be secured by condition
N/A

(O)(iv) Land Status / LDP Settlement Strategy
Status of Land within the Application C1Brownfield

[1Brownfield Reclaimed by Nature
X Greenfield
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http://maps.argyll-bute.gov.uk/arcgis/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=70daa5c752b24b80af2fe54f36c3e06f
http://maps.argyll-bute.gov.uk/arcgis/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=70daa5c752b24b80af2fe54f36c3e06f
http://maps.argyll-bute.gov.uk/arcgis/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=70daa5c752b24b80af2fe54f36c3e06f

ABC LDP2 Settlement Strategy ABC LDP2 Allocations/PDAs/AFAs etc:
[1Settlement Area N/A

X Countryside Area

[IRemote Countryside Area

[IHelensburgh & Lomond Greenbelt

(P) Summary assessment and summary of determining issues and material
considerations

The application is for a detached dwellinghouse within a rough grazing field on an
elevated, east-facing hillside on the western side of the Roasneath Road (B833).
The proposed house plot is generally rectangular in shape. The house is intended
to be for use as a 4/5 bedroom family home. Access is by means of an existing farm
track with a junction onto the adopted road network at the B833 Rosneath Road,
subject to improvements.

The Local Development Plan 2 identifies the site as being in the ‘Countryside’ zone
wherein Policy 02 applies. The policy establishes a presumption in favour of
sustainable development where it is of an appropriate scale, design, siting and use
for its countryside location, as set out in the relevant sustainable siting and design
policies of LDP2. Policy 02 further states that certain development will be supported,
generally without the need for detailed environmental assessments, with these
comprising, infill, redevelopment opportunities of clusters; or previously developed
sites however, it is not considered that the development proposal falls into any of
these specifically identified criteria. In addition, as set out in greater detail below, it
is considered that the siting and scale of the development proposal would be
incongruous within, and detrimental to the visual landscape character and as such
cannot be supported by LDP 2 Policy 02.

Policy 16 of NPF4 requires that proposals on land not allocated for housing in the
LDP must be supported by an agreed timescale for build-out; be consistent with
Local Living policy (NPF4 Policy 15); and (given this site is not within a settlement
boundary or part of a local authority supported affordable housing plan) that either:

o Delivery of sites is happening earlier than identified in the
deliverable housing land pipeline; or
e The proposal is consistent with policy on rural homes (policy 17)

In terms of the first ‘bullet’ point, , LDP2 has the following housing allocations located
within the Garelochhead and Rosneath peninsula areas which remain undeveloped:
H2009, H2010, H2011, H2012. Therefore this criterion would not be applicable and
the proposal must therefore be consistent with Policy 17 to gain support.

Policy 17 of NPF4 refers to the Scottish Government’'s 6 fold Urban Rural
Classification 2020. The majority of Argyll and Bute is covered by the Remote Rural
Classification which, under part (c) of Policy 17 allows a degree of flexibility for
housing in the countryside in ‘Remote Rural’ where this would help to sustain a
fragile community. In this instance, using the Urban Rural Classification 2020 the
site is not within the ‘Remote Rural’ area nor is it identified as being ‘fragile’ within
the Highlands and Enterprise Fragile Area research (2015) when considering
population, income, employment and drive-time. Indeed the location is within an area
where commuting pressure is greatest which means the location cannot be
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considered fragile. As such the application is unable to comply with NPF4 Policy 17
part (c).

The application site is located within an area classified as “Accessible Rural” (in the
6 fold Urban Rural Classification 2020), and so parts (a) and (b) of NPF 4 Policy 17
apply. In this case the proposal does not meet any of the criteria within part (a) as
the site is not an allocated site, nor is it a brownfield site or is it securing a historic
asset or supporting a rural business or croft. It is also not the reinstatement of an
existing house. However, the revised consultation response by the development
policy team (based on the publication of a Chief Planners Letter) states that their
interpretation is that Policy 17 (a) is not intended to be interpreted in a restrictive
manner. Instead, it is only one consideration for a proposal and if (b) can be met (in
relation to Local Living) then Policy 17 can be considered to be met. It is therefore
considered that even though the proposal does not meet any criterion under part (a)
that in itself does not result in policy conflict, it is simply the case that no express
support is provided by Policy 17a.

It is recognised that in many parts of Argyll and Bute 20 Minute Neighbourhoods are
not viable, and in order to support fragile communities in remote rural areas, a more
flexible approach of Local Living can be considered. However in an Accessible Rural
area there is likely to be higher development pressure, and so careful consideration
needs to be given as to whether a house in this location would comply with Local
Living policy. The proposed siting is approx. half a mile up a track from the public
road, then a further 2 miles (approx.) to Rosneath where there are facilities such as
a primary school and small supermarket. On this basis, it is not considered that the
development proposal is sustainably located in terms of sustainable travel and
therefore does not meet Policy 15 of NPF4 (and therefore does not satisfy the
provisions of NPF 4 Policy 17) or Policy 02 of the Local Development Plan.

Another significant issue is the siting, scale and design in relation to the character
and appearance of the landscape. It is noted that the proposed development has the
same design approach to the nearby proposed house (planning application ref:
25/00378/PP) and it is not considered that this approach is appropriate for this
hillside location. It does not ‘fit’ the landscape character and would be prominent and
out of place. It is therefore contrary to NPF4 Policy 14 and 17 and LDP2 Policies 04,
05, 08 in terms of being out of character and appearance with the landscape.

There are also outstanding issues relating to access, infrastructure provision and the
safeguarding blast zone. However, subject to further clarification / information, it is
considered likely that these matters could be controlled via conditions were the
proposed development considered to be acceptable with regard to all other material
considerations.

The proposal therefore does not meet NPF4 Policies 13, 14, 15, 16 and 17 and LDP2
Policies 01, 04, 05, 08, 32, 33 and is recommended for refusal.

See Appendix for full assessment.

(Q) Is the proposal consistent with the Development Plan: [1Yes XINo

(R) Reasons why Planning Permission or Planning Permission in Principle Should
be Granted:
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n/a

(S) Reasoned justification for a departure to the provisions of the Development
Plan

n/a

(T) Need for notification to Scottish Ministers or Historic Environment Scotland:

LlYes XINo
Author of Report: Norman Shewan Date: 06.01.2026
Reviewing Officer: Kirsty Sweeney Date: 09.01.2026

Fergus Murray
Head of Development & Economic Growth
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REASONS FOR REFUSAL RELATIVE TO APPLICATION REF. NO. 25/00381/PP

1.  The proposal does not contribute towards ‘local living’ and as such, is contrary to the
provisions of National Planning Framework 4 Policies 15, 17(b) and Policies 02, 04,
32, 33 of the Argyll and Bute Local Development Plan, in that it fails to provide people
with the opportunity to meet the maijority of their daily needs within a reasonable
distance of their home by walking, wheeling or cycling; instead encouraging reliance
upon private car travel. This is due to the site access being via a 600m track up a steep
hillside that is elevated to 50m and wherein the B833 main road has no pavement; and
the nearest bus stop is in Clynder; with the nearest local services at Rosneath not
being easily accessible by public transport, foot or bicycle.

2. The proposal is contrary to National Planning Framework 4 Policies 14 and 17 and
Policies 02, 04, 05, 08 of the Argyll and Bute Local Development Plan as the proposal
does not integrate with its surroundings and would be out of keeping with, and
detrimental to, the local landscape character. The subdivision of a large open field to
form a relatively small residential curtilage and the introduction of new built
development of a large domestic scale, form and design would not respond to the
existing landscape features and would be out of keeping with the scale and pattern of
the agricultural landscape. The pattern of built development that characterises this
landscape type is restricted to settlements on the loch shore and a linear pattern of
sporadic residential development along the edge of the loch, adjacent to the Rosneath
Road. Built development on the upper slopes is restricted to established farm groups
such as Little Rahane Farm, and these form visually distinct groups with defined edges
often set within areas of natural planting in sheltered areas of the landform. The
proposed development of a large scale detached single dwellinghouse in a prominent,
elevated hillside location will be visually obtrusive within the wider landscape and will
be out of keeping with this pattern of built development. The material palette
comprising a combination of feature stone elements, white smooth render walls and
timber cladding along with extensive areas of glazing would contribute to the
incongruity of the proposed new house within this elevated hillside setting. The
proposal does not respect the landscape character of the area, or the site topography
or understand the area’s sense of identity and complement the surroundings in terms
of design, appearance, height, scale, materials and finish.
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COMMITTEE REPORT
APPENDIX A — RELATIVE TO APPLICATION NUMBER: | 25/00381/PP

PLANNING LAND USE AND POLICY ASSESSMENT

1. Settlement Strategy

1.1. NPF4 Policy 1 seeks to prioritise the climate and nature crises in all decisions, and this
will be considered as part of the overall assessment below.

1.2. The

proposed site is a greenfield site located within the ‘Countryside Area’ development

management zone as defined by LDP2, wherein Policy 02 applies. Policy 02 states

that:

1.3. Itsh

‘Outwith the Settlement Areas shown on the proposals map, development will only
be acceptable where it can be demonstrated that it accords with:

* an allocation of this plan, or

* parts A, B or C as set out below, and

« all other relevant policies of the LDP2
Development proposals will also be required to demonstrate that there will be no
unacceptable adverse effects (either individually or cumulatively) on natural heritage
resources, built and/or cultural heritage resources, and landscape and visual
amenity. Development where there is preliminary evidence that there may be such
adverse effects (and where a formal environmental impact assessment is not
required), a landscape and visual impact assessment, natural heritage assessment,
or built and/or cultural heritage assessment may be required. In circumstances where
there is otherwise evidence of a risk to the environment (for example flood risk or
environmental pollution) other assessments may be required. The need for any such
assessments would be determined at the development management stage.

Part A
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.
In particular, the following types of development will be supported by the council,
generally without the need for detailed environmental assessments, although such
may still be required where there is evidence of any environmental risk:

* Infill; or

* Rounding off; or

* Redevelopment opportunities of clusters; or

* Previously developed sites.”

ould be noted that the site is located within a wider area of land previously designated

in the 2015 LDP as a Rural Opportunity Area (ROA) but the council did not prepare an
accompanying Landscape Report for the Rosneath peninsula to support this designation.

1.4. Itis also noted that planning permission has previously been approved for 5 houses (now

expi

red) on adjacent land to the north of the current application site. The previous

permission involved the demolition of existing farm buildings at Little Rahane Farm and
the creation of a new courtyard development of 5 homes.
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1.5.

1.6.

1.7.

1.8.

1.9.

1.10.

1.11.

The proposal will be assessed against the above Policy 02 alongside the other policies of
LDP2 and NPF4. The site is not considered to be infill or rounding off as there are no
buildings to the north of the application site, nor any natural barriers. The site has not
been previously developed and is not a redevelopment opportunity of any existing cluster.

However, notwithstanding the above, LDP 2 Policy 02 does operate a presumption in
favour of “sustainable development where this of an appropriate scale, siting, design and
use for its countryside location, as detailed in the relevant subject policies.” In effect this
establishes two policy tests:

1) Is the development considered to be sustainable, and
2) ls it of an appropriate scale, siting, design and use for its countryside location?

As the application is for a house in the rural area, then it requires to be primarily assessed
against Policy 16 — Quality Homes and Policy 17 — Rural Homes of NPF4.

NPF4 Policy 16 requires that proposals on land not allocated for housing in the LDP must
be supported by an agreed timescale for build-out; be consistent with the plan spatial
strategy and other relevant policies including Local Living policy (NPF4 Policy 15); and
(given this site is not within a settlement boundary or part of a local authority supported
affordable housing plan) that either:

o Delivery of sites is happening earlier than identified in the deliverable housing
land pipeline; or
e The proposal is consistent with policy on rural homes (policy 17)

Within the Garelochhead and Rosneath peninsula areas, LDP2 has the following housing
allocations which remain undeveloped: H2009, H2010, H2011, H2012. Therefore the
criterion under NPF 4 Policy 16 (f) (iii) would not be applicable.

Policy 17 of NPF4 refers to the Scottish Government’s 6 fold Urban Rural Classification
2020. The majority of Argyll and Bute is covered by the Remote Rural Classification which,
under part (c) of Policy 17 allows a degree of flexibility for housing in the countryside in
‘Remote Rural’ where this would help to sustain a fragile community. In this instance,
using the Urban Rural Classification 2020 the site is not within the ‘Remote Rural’ area
nor is it is not identified as being ‘fragile’ and within the Highlands and Enterprise Fragile
Area research (2015), the proposed site when considering population, income,
employment and drive-time. Indeed the location is within an area where commuting
pressure is greatest which means the location cannot be considered fragile. As such the
application is unable to comply with NPF4 Policy 17 part (c).

When referring to parts (a) and (b) of NPF 4 Policy 17, the proposal does not meet any
of the criteria within part (a) as the site is not an allocated site, nor is it a brownfield site
or is it securing a historic asset or supporting a rural business or croft. It is also not the
reinstatement of an existing house. However, the revised consultation response by the
development policy team (based on the publication of a Chief Planners Letter), states
that their interpretation is that Policy 17 (a) is not intended to be interpreted in a restrictive
manner. Instead, it is only one consideration for a proposal and if (b) can be met (in
relation to Local Living) then Policy 17 can be considered to be met. It is therefore
considered that even though the proposal does not meet any specific criterion under part
(a) that in itself does not result in policy conflict, it is simply the case that no express
support is provided by Policy 17a.
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1.12. The applicant suggests this is a reason to support the application as it will provide a
home for those that will be working at the nearby Naval base, however it is note that this
is a speculative development for a large house and whilst it may potentially meet a limited
need for family accommodation for people employed at the Naval base, this is not
considered to justify an exception to local development plan policy.

1.13. Part (b) of Policy 17 and Policy 15 of the NPF4 considers how the development will
contribute towards local living, and also take into account identified local housing needs,
economic considerations and the transport needs of the development. ‘Local living’ is
defined in the Scottish Government (draft) ‘local living and 20-minute neighbourhood:
Planning Guidance’ document as a location which provides people with the opportunity
to meet the majority of their daily needs within a reasonable distance of their home. The
site is relatively remote from local facilities in Garelochhead and Rosneath. It is therefore
not considered that this location would enable people to meet their daily needs within a
reasonable distance of their home and would only serve to increase car-based travel. On
the above basis, it is considered that the proposed development is contrary to the
provisions NPF 4 Policies 15 and 17 and LDP 2 Policies 02

1.14. . As set out in more detail below, it is also not considered that the development
proposal is of an appropriate scale, design, siting for its countryside location and the
proposal is contrary to policies 04, 05, 08 and 10 of the LDP 2; and as such cannot be
supported by Policy 02 or NPF4 Policy 17.

2. Location, Nature and Design of Proposed Development

2.1. The site is within greenfield land. It lies on the hillside adjacent to Little Rahane Farm in
the countryside to the south of the Key Rural Settlement of Garelochhead and north of
Clynder and Rosneath. The access to the site is shared with Little Rahane Farm. There
are a few scattered houses located along the B833 between Garelochhead and Rahane.
The site is rough grazing field with gorse bushes around the perimeter.

2.2. The proposal is for a one and half storey detached dwelling with a double garage. The
house has an external footprint area of 210 sqm and the garage is 28 sqgm. Ridge height
is 7.5m. The proposed external materials for the walls comprises natural stone feature
front gable and basecourse, with main walls being a mix of smooth off white render and
horizontal larch cladding. The windows are to be dark grey composite and roof would be
natural slate. The house is made up of two linked volumetric forms. The northernmost,
principal volume comprises kitchen / dining area, utility space, home office, guest
bedroom and family bathroom at ground level with 4 no. en-suite bedrooms at first floor
level. The roof is hipped at either end. The eaves level on the principal elevation and side
elevations is a little more than halfway between the 1%t floor FFL and ceiling level
(sometime referred to as a 1 % storey design). The principal elevation includes a (very
slightly) projecting gabled form and a flat-roofed wall-head dormer. The roof plane on the
rear elevation continues downwards to an eaves level just above the ground floor window
and doorheads. There are two flat-roofed dormer additions on the rear facing roof-slope.
A living area is to be accommodated in a single-storey ‘wing’ attached to the south side
of the principal 1 % storey volume. The ridged roof is set below the level of that of the
main roof and there is a ‘half-hip’ on the end elevation. There are large expanses of
glazing on the ground floor elevations on the principal (east-facing) and end (south-facing)
elevations.

2.3. The detached garage is proposed to be sited to the rear (west) of the house. It is to have

an external footprint area of 5.859m x 5.375m with horizontal larch clad walls and natural
slate pitched roof. Doors are proposed to be dark grey timber.
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2.4. It is considered that the siting of this proposed new development is out of keeping with
the character and appearance of the landscape. This assessment is set out in greater
detail below (refer to “Landscape Character.”). Additionally, the scale is considered to be
inappropriately large for such a prominent hillside location which is visually distinct from
the adjacent, consolidated group of traditional agricultural buildings which appear to
‘nestle into’ a group of trees at a slightly lower level to the application site. The proposal
does not integrate with its surroundings and would be out of character with the nearby
farm. The scale of the house on this sloping site would result in the building being
dominant on the hillside and out of place. In addition, the high level of glazing on the
principal east elevation and the south-facing end elevation would result in a highly
intrusive level of light emission within an undeveloped, prominent, elevated site on a hill
side that would be visually intrusive within the landscape during hours of low light. The
proposal is contrary to NPF4 Policy 14 and Policies 04, 05, 08 of the Argyll and Bute Local
Development Plan as it does not contribute to the sense of place.

2.5. In terms of sustainability — siting in terms of solar gain and energy efficient - Policies 04
and 09 apply alongside NPF4 Policy 1 and 2. In terms of general sustainability measures
the checklist has been submitted by the applicant. The details are all summarised in
Section G above. The materials are considered to be appropriate (in relation to an
assessment of ‘sustainability’) with durable slate for the roof, for the walls timber/render
and natural stone and UPVC windows. The proposal is therefore considered to meet
Policies 04 and 09 in terms of sustainability.

2.6. The proposal is assessed against NPF4 Policy 13, 15 and also LDP2 Policies 32 and 33
relating to local living and sustainable transport. The following factors need to be taken
into account:

e Access options to the proposed house by walking or cycling are via a
600m length of steep, unbound track up to 50m in height elevation (taking
about 10-15mins to walk) and with limited options for ‘step-off.’

e The site is approximately 3.7 km from the centre of Rosneath which has a
local primary school and grocery store. This is approximately equivalent to
a 4 minute drive, 9 min cycle or 38 min walk (plus the additional time to
drive/cycle/walk up / down the existing farm access track.)

e The other nearby settlement is Garelochhead which is further away at
approximately 6.6 km to the village centre, which equates approximately
to a 7 minute drive and 20 min cycle and 1hr 20 min walk.

e Garelochead has a variety of local services such as the local primary
school, shops and train station.

o There is a bus service passing the junction of the private access track
with the B833 road, however there is no safe walking route to get to the
bus stop given there is no pavement.

e The site has no access to a pavement to the nearest bus stops at
Heron’s View, Clynder. This bus stop is approximately 1.0km from the
access of the private track with the B833 Rosneath Road.

e The road is a 40mph zone.

2.7. Taking all the above factors into account, the site is not considered that the proposed
development meets the criteria for local living as it is not easily accessible on foot given
the lack of pavement, so it is not considered to meet NPF4 Policy 15 in relation to local
living given the difficulties of getting to the local service centre of Rosneath and
Garelochead by sustainable and active travel and would only serve to increase car-based
travel.
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3. Natural Environment

3.1

There is no woodland or tree loss from the proposal. There is an opportunity to increase
the biodiversity on the site via a suitably worded condition that secures the Biodiversity
Statement which has been submitted. It states that there will be new native hedgerows,
trees and wildflower meadow and a pond to encourage amphibians and aquatic plants.
New bat and bird boxes would be put up in the mature trees. The proposal would therefore
comply with NPF4 Policy 3 and also LDP Policy 73 in relation to biodiversity impacts and
enhancements.

4. Landscape Character

4.1.

4.2.

4.3.

4.4.

4.5.

4.6.

NPF 4 Policy 14 requires that development proposals will be designed to improve the
quality of an area whether in an urban or rural location regardless of scale. The policy
continues to the effect that development proposals that are poorly designed, detrimental
to the amenity of the surrounding area, or inconsistent with the six (identified) qualities of
successful places will not be supported.

NPF 4 Policy 17 supports proposals for new homes in the rural areas where the
development is suitably scaled, sited and designed to be in keeping with the character of
the area and is suitable in terms of location and environmental impact. The expected
“Policy Outcome” for the above is (amongst other considerations) is to safeguard and
enhance the distinctive character, sense of place and natural and cultural assets of rural
areas.

Policy 05 and 08 of LDP2 cover placemaking criteria in terms of respecting site
topography, developing a design that respects the areas sense of identity and siting to
integrate into the landscape.

NatureScot has assessed this landscape character type as “Open Ridges” the key
characteristics of which include broad, even slopes forming rounded ridges and
occasional steep summits. There is marginal farmland confined to the loch edge and lower
slopes with fields enclosed by stone walls and occasional shelter belts. Whilst meandering
burns form softer organic shapes, or lines, rows of hedgerow trees shelter belts and other
field enclosures including walls and fences stand out as strong geometric elements and
the pattern is one of large-scale field enclosures with a graduation to smaller-scale
landscape development on the loch edge. is concentrated along the narrow shoreline
strip. Settlements and other built development is very largely confined to the loch edges.
Development on the upper slopes above the coastal margins is restricted to historic and
established farm steading groups with distinct edges often set in sheltered areas of the
land and with from with planting within and around these building groups.

The site is located on the hillside breaking into a large field adjacent to the existing farm.
The settlement pattern on the upper slopes is one of scattered farm groupings which are
surrounded by trees. The site is located beyond the main grouping and trees. The site
sits higher than the main farm buildings. As such, it is considered that the proposed
development by reason of siting, scale, form and material palette is out of keeping with,
and would appear as an incongruous element with regard to the established character of
this landscape. The development would be prominent in views from the Rosneath
peninsula and would be particularly prominent in views from the eastern side of the Gare
Loch.

It is noted that the site has a backdrop of rough hillside and it is proposed to plant new
trees behind; and that cut and fill has been minimised to only what is necessary to allow
level access to the house. These measures have been taken into account as part of this
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assessment; however it is not considered that they would adequately mitigate the adverse
landscape impact of a new dwellinghouse sited in a prominent location that fails to
respond to the landscape character type in terms of scale, pattern, land cover and pattern
of built development. The proposal as set out above is contrary to NPF 4 Policy 17 and
LDP 2 Policies 05 and 08 as the proposal does not integrate into the landscape to
minimise determinantal effects.

5. Road Network, Parking and Associated Transport Matters.

5.1.

5.2.

5.3.

5.4.

5.5.

6.

NPF4 Policy 13 and LDP2 policies 35 and 39 collectively seek to ensure appropriate
infrastructure and that developments are served by a safe means of vehicular access and
have an appropriate parking and turning area within the site. Policy 37 of LDP 2 advises
that new development utilising an existing private access will only be accepted where,
amongst other criteria, the access is capable of commensurate improvements considered
by the Roads Authority to be appropriate to the scale and nature of the proposed new
development taking account of current access issues; AND the applicant can secure
ownership of private land, OR demonstrate that an appropriate agreement has been
secured in order to allow for the commensurate improvements.

The roads team have not objected to the proposal but the access would require upgrading
including being graded to a suitable gradient, surfaced with a bound surface and also
visibility splays of 75m provided and maintained for a 40mph. There are no details of the
visibility splays on the plans but the gradient of the widths of the driveway are shown and
they are satisfactory. If approved, then further details would need to be sought to ensure
the visibility splays can be achieved. There is enough space on site to accommodate
parking and turning for the new property as shown on the site plan.

The Roads Authority has advised that by reason of the limited width of the access track
and the limited forward visibility the proposed intensification of use would require provision
of intervisible passing places at a maximum distance of 100 metre intervals and it advised
that there is no objection to this application subject to commensurate improvements being
achieved by means of planning conditions.

The information submitted does not demonstrate clearly whether the applicant owns or
control the land on either side of the access track, and there is no evidence of an
agreement with the owners; therefore it has not been demonstrated that the applicant has
the necessary ownership or control of land outside of the application site boundary that
may be required to implement the commensurate improvements necessary to serve the
proposed development. However, were the application to have been considered
acceptable with regard to all other material considerations, it is possible subject to further
clarification from the applicant, that the required commensurate improvements required
to bring the access track up to an acceptable standard, may be achievable by means of
a suspensive planning condition. As such, matters relating to access to the site via the
existing farm track does not form a reason for refusal relating to this application, however
any subsequent application would have to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the planning
authority that there is no restraint to the provision of required commensurate
improvements in relation to the ownership / control of all land required for the
improvements.

The proposed site plan shows adequate parking and turning provision for 3 no. vehicles
which complies with the Council’s adopted parking standards for a 4-beroom (or more)
house as set out in LDP 2 Policy 40 — Table 5.

Infrastructure
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6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

6.4.

6.5.

6.6.

Policy 18 of NPF4 seeks to encourage, promote and facilitate an infrastructure-first
approach to land use planning.

Policy 60 supports new private sewage treatment plants where connection to the public
infrastructure network is not feasible for technical reasons. There is no known public
sewer at this location and the planning application forms state that it is proposed to
provide private plant for waste water treatment and drainage (including sewage treatment
plant or passive sewage treatment such as a reed bed) and the Design Statement states
that foul drainage would be taken to a treatment plant and soakaway; although no details
of the proposed plant (including its location) are provided on the application drawings.
Were the application to be supported then it is considered that acceptable foul water
drainage could be adequately assessed and secured by means of a planning condition.

In addition there would be a requirement for surface water drainage treatment. The
applicant states that there will be rainwater harvesting system and a new retention pond
on site. This is considered the most sustainable drainage system available and is strongly
encouraged would be supported if the development had been otherwise assessed as
being acceptable. Any additional information could be secured bu means of a planning
condition were the application to be approved.

It is understood that there is a public water connection in the vicinity and therefore there
would be no issues in that regard. The proposal meets all the relevant policies in relation
to infrastructure and services.

The proposal has been assessed against NPF4 Policy 22 and LDP2 Policy 61 in relation
to flooding and sustainable drainage systems. With reference to the topographical data
provided the elevations of the (house plot part of the) application site range between 48.12
metres and 66.72mAOD with the proposed house site on ground with an existing
elevation of approx.. 58.3mAOQOD. The site lies outwith all indicative forms of flooding as
per the SEPA Future Flood Maps. A small ditch approximately 6m in parallel from the
northern site boundary. This has a small catchment area (<3km2) and is therefore too
small to be accounted for on the SEPA fluvial flood map. There are no objections in
relation to flooding subject to a stand off distance from the bank of the ditch, around 6m.

It is not considered that there is any over-riding constraints to the proposed development
with regard to infrastructure and that were the planning authority minded to approve
planning permission, then any outstanding technical matters relating to surface water
drainage and foul treatment and drainage could be controlled by means of planning
condition(s).

7. Ministry of Defence Safeguarding Zone

7.

7.2.

Statutory explosives safeguarding zones are designated around military explosives
storage sites, to ensure that development and land uses will be compatible with military
explosives licensing requirements. The application site occupies the outer explosive
safeguarding zone, the Vulnerable Building Distance (VBD), surrounding RNAD Coulport.

The MOD is generally content with the overall build details but recommend that any
planning permission that is approved should be subject to a condition to secure the
submission and written approval construction details prior to commencement of
development.
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Argyll and Bute Council

Comhairle Earra Ghaidheal agus Bhoid Argy11

Memo “Bute

Development and Economic Growth Date: 05/09/25

To: Development Management Your Ref: 25/00381/PP
Our Ref:

From: Kim de Buiteléir Extension: 4126

Senior Planning and Strategies Officer

A Development Policy consultation response was written on 15t April 2025, however following
publication of a letter by the Chief Planner on 30t April 2025 clarifying the intent of NPF4 Policy 17, a
revised response is required, superseding our previous advice.

The proposed development is for the erection of a dwellinghouse and garage, and installation of sewage
treatment plan and soakaway at land south of Little Rahane Farm Cottage, Rahane.

The Development Plan comprises the NPF4 and LDP2. An application for a dwellinghouse in the countryside
is considered primarily through the following policies:

. NPF4 Policy 16 Quality Homes

. NPF4 Policy 17 Rural Homes

° NPF4 Policy 15 Local Living and 20 Minute Neighbourhoods

. LDP2 Policy 2 Outwith Settlement Areas (supported by Technical Notes TNO6 and TN21)

NPF4 Policy 16 requires that proposals on land not allocated for housing in the LDP must be “supported by
an agreed timescale for build-out; be consistent with Local Living policy” (NPF4 Policy 15); and (given this
site is not within a settlement boundary or part of a local authority supported affordable housing plan) that
either:

o “Delivery of sites is happening earlier than identified in the deliverable housing land pipeline, or

e The proposal is consistent with policy on rural homes” (Policy 17)

In terms of the first point, within the Garelochhead and Rosneath peninsula areas, LDP2 has the following
housing allocations which remain undeveloped: H2009, H2010, H2011, H2012. Therefore this criterion
would not be applicable and the proposal needs to be assessed under Policy 17.

Policy 17 of NPF4 refers to the Scottish Government’s 6 fold Urban Rural Classification 2020. The majority
of Argyll and Bute is covered by the Remote Rural Classification which, under part (c) of Policy 17, provides
support for housing in the countryside. Proposals that support the resettlement of previously inhabited
areas are supported under part (d). However this proposal sits within an area classified as Accessible Rural
so neither (c) nor (d) apply.

We had previously concluded that parts (a) and (b) of the policy would both need to be met as they both
refer to “new homes in rural areas”, assessing the language of part (a) of this policy of “will be supported”
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https://www.gov.scot/publications/planning-2025-progress-update-ministerial-and-chief-planner-letter-april-2025/
https://www.argyll-bute.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/local-development-plan-2

to mean that in the absence of meeting any of the criteria within part (a), a proposal should NOT be
supported. However when re-assessing the policy alongside the Chief Planner’s letter which states that

“policies 17 and 29 on rural homes and rural development are supportive policies that encourage
sustainable development in rural areas. This positive position is embedded across NPF4, with ‘rural
revitalisation’ being one of six spatial principles, spatial strategies identifying a wide range of opportunities
across rural areas, and several national developments expected to be located in rural areas. We want to be
clear that NPF4 is not intended to reduce flexibility of supportive local rural policies”,

it is now clear that the wording of 17(a) was not intended to be interpreted in such a restrictive manner.
Instead, it appears to be only one consideration for supporting a proposal, and that if part (b) applies,
(circling back to Policy 15) then Policy 17 (and therefore Policy 16) can be considered to be met.

It is recognised that in many parts of Argyll and Bute 20 Minute Neighbourhoods are not viable, and in
order to support fragile communities in remote rural areas, a more flexible approach of Local Living can be
considered. However in an Accessible Rural area there is likely to be higher development pressure, and so
careful consideration needs to be given as to whether a house in this location would comply with Local
Living policy. The proposed siting is approx. half a mile up a track from the public road, then a further 2
miles (approx.) to Rosneath where there are facilities such as a primary school and small supermarket.

LDP2 Policy 2 requires a proposal in the countryside to “demonstrate that there will be no adverse effects
(either individually or cumulatively) on natural heritage resources, built and/or cultural heritage resources,
and landscape and visual amenity”. This is assessed through the Sustainability Checklist, which | note has
been submitted. Should it be considered that this demonstrates preliminary evidence of any particular
sensitivities (resulting from the scale of the development, its perceived prominence in the landscape,
sensitivity of receptors such as historic assets, or siting impacting on landscape transition from one
character to another) then a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) or Visual Impact lllustrations
(V1) should be requested, as per TN21. In this case the proposed dwellinghouse is of particularly large scale
and would be sited at an elevated level within an open area of landscape. Additionally, upgrades to the
access track would further impact this open landscape. This adverse effect on the landscape and visual
amenity resulting from both the scale of the proposed development and potential prominence in the
landscape is contrary to LDP2 Policy 2 and therefore refusal is recommended unless the applicant could
demonstrate this not to be the case through submission of an LVIA.


https://www.argyll-bute.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2024-05/TN21%20VII%20and%20LVIA%20%28Light%29%20Technical%20Note.pdf

SNH National Landscape Character Assessment

Séotfiéh Natural Heritage
Dualchas Nadair na h-Alba

OPEN RIDGES

Location and Context

The Open Ridges Landscape Character Type occurs in four locations in Argyll and Bute,
located on the Rosneath Peninsula, the band of hills behind Helensburgh and Cardross
below the ridge which forms the boundary to the Loch Lomond and the Trossachs National
Park, and two areas on Bute.

Key Characteristics

e Broad, even slopes form rounded ridges and occasional steep summits.

e Upper slopes are predominantly open moorland with blocks forestry, patches of birch
woodland and scrub.

e Marginal farmland confined to broader glens and loch fringes, with fields enclosed by
stone walls and occasional shelter belts.

e Narrow ships of broadleaf woodland along burns and within steep, rocky gullies.

e Substantial, dark grey retaining walls and beech hedgerows emphasise contours and
help to integrate settlements on lower slopes.

e Built development concentrated along very narrow shoreline strip.

Landscape Character Description

Landform

The Open Ridges Landscape Character Type lies on Dalradian metamorphic rocks of the
Southern Highland Group, extending into the hills around Helensburgh, to the west of Gare
Loch and on the island of Bute, to the north of the Highland Boundary Fault. They are also
found on the igneous rocks of the Kilpatrick Hills, to the north-west of the Glasgow
conurbation.

The broad, rounded ridges are considerably lower than the Steep Ridges and Mountains to
the north and the profile of the slopes is relatively smooth. These elevated areas are larger
in scale than lower areas. Rocky outcrops are limited to the upper moorland summits, where
the landform becomes craggier in places. The glens cut deep into the landform, creating
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wooded rocky gullies and some wider valleys such as Glen Fruin. The steep slopes
generally become undulating at the edges of the lochs.

Landcover

There are extensive conifer forests on the sides of the broad ridges, with rounded, open
moorland tops. Smaller broadleaf woodlands are confined to the glens. Many of the trees on
exposed slopes are stunted. Rough grazing predominates and fields are usually enclosed by
post and rail fencing. Gorse is characteristic of the upland areas, as are stands of Scots
pine. Despite the wooded character, there are many long, framed views and the landscape
has an open, well-structured character.

While the meandering rivers and burns form soft, organic shapes in the landscape, rows of
hedgerow trees and shelter belts stand out as strong geometric features. Field boundaries
on the lower slopes of the moorland ridges are characterised by broken stone walls, post
and wire fencing and sparse hedgerows. On the loch edges, there is a gradual change to a
smaller scale landscape, with wooded gills and a narrow, intermittent band of built
development.

Settlement

Settlement is largely confined to the loch edges. The houses are typically at an acute angle
to the road and are stepped up the slope on terraces. Beech hedges contrast with local
stone walls, natural rock outcrops and mixed woodlands to create a richly varied local
landscape. The strip of land by the loch side is particularly is prominent in views from the
opposite side of the loch. Reflection increases the visual effect of built development on this
shoreline landscape.

The area has transmission masts and pylons and substantial oil depots and developments
which are of larger scale than the surrounding landscape. MOD developments are dominant
in some loch heads.

This is one of 389 Landscape Character Types identified at a scale of 1:50 000 as part of a
national programme of Landscape Character Assessment republished in 2019.

The area covered by this Landscape Character Type was originally included in the Argyll and the
Firth of Clyde (Environmental Resources Management), published 1996.
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