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REQUIREMENT FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND A HEARING 
 
It is considered that no new information has been raised in the appellants’ 
submission. The issues raised were covered in the Report of Handling which is 
contained in Appendix 1, including a summary of the representations submitted from 
8 objectors. As such it is considered that Members have all the information they need 
to determine the 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 detailed reasons for requesting the review set out in part (7) of 
the appellants’ submission the following points are noted: 
 

1. The appellant has set out an alternative case to the matters considered 
by officers in setting out Reason for Refusal no. 1 which considers the 
whether the proposal is harmful to the open space. 
 



 

2. The appellant has set out their views on the potential impact on 
biodiversity. 

 
It is noted that officer’s assessment of this aspect of the proposal is set out 
within Section P of the main report of handling and is primarily addressed 
under the sub-sections headed ‘Natural Environment’. We would not dispute 
that planning conditions can be used to secure re-surveys or clarification on 
impacts in relation to species and trees on a site. Indeed the planning officer 
recognises that a condition could be used to secure additional planting and to 
secure ecological surveys. However, in relation to biodiversity, it should be 
noted that NPF4 and the newly adopted LDP2, give added protection to 
biodiversity given the biodiversity crisis, hence why the officer states that a 
precautionary approach is applied given there was insufficient information to 
assess the proposal against these new policies. 



 

 
Whilst this site is within the settlement area for Garelochhead, the site is greenfield 
and part of an Open Space Protection Area. The site has been eroded by removal of 
trees and unauthorised dumping of material, but nevertheless, it serves to provide 
valuable amenity space to the village. The proposal results in a new loss and 
fragmentation of open space. 
 
The proposal is accordingly considered to be contrary to NPF4 policies 1, 9, 14, 16, 
20 and 21 and LDP2 Policies 04, 05, 06, 26 and 81. 
 
Whether the development is appropriately sited in keeping with the local 
character of Garelochead.  
 
The site is located within the village of Garelochead identified as Settlement Area in 
the Argyll and Bute Local Development Plan 2 2024 (LDP2) wherein the provisions of 
Policy 01 serve to give encouragement in principle for development. Within the 
settlement zone, LDP2 Policy 01 sets out a general presumption in support of 
development provided that such development is appropriately sited, is of a scale and 
design which fits within the context of the locale, is compatible with the character and 
amenity of its surrounds and, does not give rise to adverse access or servicing 
implications.  
 
Whilst this site is within the settlement area for Garelochhead, which has some 
potential to accommodate a residential development, the officers have reached a 
view that the siting of the dwellinghouse proposed does not satisfactorily respect the 
character and appearance of the surrounding area. The character of the area is 
ribbon development along the west of the B833 with no development interrupting this 
side of the road. The site is in an isolated position on the eastern side of the road and 
would be starkly and incongruous with the established settlement pattern. It is at the 
top of the slope and cuts across the open space.  
 
The proposal is accordingly considered to be contrary to NPF4 Policy 14, and LDP2 
Policies  01, 04, 05, 08 and 10. 

 
Whether the development protects and enhances the biodiversity of the 
local area. 
 
LDP2 policy 73 states that when considering proposals that full consideration needs 
to be given to species protected by the Wildlife and Conservation Act 1981, the 
Protection of Badgers Act and the Conservation Regulations 1994. NPF4 Policy 3 
says that any potential adverse impact on biodiversity, nature networks and the 
natural environment will be minimised though careful planning and design and Policy 
4 states a precautionary principle will be applied in accordance with relevant 
legislation and proposals likely to have an adverse effect on species will only be 
supported where the proposal meets the relevant statutory tests.  
 
In this instance, there is a lack of ecological information on the condition of the 
existing site and given it is an open space site with a nearby watercourse then a 
precautionary approach has been taken in this regard.   

 
The proposal is accordingly considered to be contrary to NPF4 Polices 3 and 4, and 
LDP2 Policies 06 and 73. 

 
 



 

 
 
  
 
Taking account of the above, it is respectfully requested that the request for a review 
be dismissed. 
 
Appended documents: 
Report of Handling  
 

 


