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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: 20/01822/PPP 
Planning Hierarchy: Local Application 
Applicant: Mr Lorne Thomson 
Proposal: Site for the erection of dwellinghouse and public realm 

enhancements 
Site Address:  Land East Of Taliesin West 

Garelochhead 

  
DECISION ROUTE 
 

☒Delegated - Sect 43 (A) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 

 

☐Committee - Local Government Scotland Act 1973 

 

 
(A)  THE APPLICATION 
 

(i) Development Requiring Express Planning Permission 

 Erection of dwelling house 

 Formation of vehicular access 

 Laying out of footpaths (improvement of informal ways) 

 Install memorial  
 
(ii) Other specified operations 

 n/a 
 

 
(B) RECOMMENDATION: 
 

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

(C) CONSULTATIONS:   
 

 Argyll and Bute Biodiversity Officer – 05/01/2021 [earlier comments have been 
superseded]: 
The applicant has not provided any ecological or biodiversity survey information for 
this proposal. The following surveys should be carried out by an appropriately 
qualified person at the optimum time of year and include mitigation: 
1. European Protected Species- Otter and Bats; and Protected Species: birds, 
mammals, insects, reptiles, amphibians and fish. 
2. Trees and Shrubs: the location and condition of the trees especially those that 
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of the open space protection area within the control of the prospective developer 
would be enhanced in terms described in the summary of the representation above. 
8. There are essentially two elements to examine in relation to this representation. 
The first is the effect on the open space area, and therefore the character and 
amenity of the village, should this part of the open space protection area be 
removed.  
9. From my inspection of the site and the surrounding area, the open space is 
accessible from the B872, adjacent to a small car park and redundant telephone 
exchange building. The open space is also accessible from the B833, and 
particularly from a footpath running from east to west in the southern part of the 
site. The open space constitutes informal grassland interspersed with mature trees, 
which although not appearing to have significant informal recreational use, 
nevertheless contributes significantly to the character and amenity of the village.  
10. The second element to examine is the effect from the development of the part 
of the site to the south of the B872 for residential (and other) development. It is not 
clear whether the representation seeks the designation of the site for housing, but 
in any event, that appears to be the primary reason for seeking the removal of the 
site from the open space protection area.  
11. The development of the site for housing would have some adverse effect on the 
character and amenity of the village, which would not necessarily be sufficiently 
compensated by the enhancement of the remaining area, although I accept that the 
removal of the area for action (from the adopted plan) perhaps makes the 
enhancement of any part of this open space protection area otherwise less likely.  
12. However, the open space protection area is not an embargo on development. 
Any development would fall to be considered under Policy 81 of the proposed plan. 
This would include appropriate consideration being given to mitigation through the 
provision or improvement of recreational facilities or greenspace elsewhere. Given 
my findings above, I also find this is the correct approach which should be taken 
with respect to any proposals for development on the site. I note that pre-
application advice was provided in November 2019, under the framework of the 
adopted plan. Such advice could also be sought under the framework of the 
proposed plan.  
13. I do not consider that the loss of the area for action identified in the adopted 
plan makes a significant difference to the case for the removal of protected open 
space from the proposed plan. The action proposed through the adopted plan is to 
enhance recreation and open space, and so the change to an open space 
protection area merely changes the active consideration of open space 
enhancement to a more passive approach. I do not consider that residential 
development would necessarily be an appropriate approach to enhancing 
recreation and open space. 
 
Overall conclusions 
 
14. I conclude that there is insufficient evidence to justify the removal of (or part of) 
either of the above open space protection areas, and that therefore no 
modifications should be made to the proposed plan in either case”. 
 
The Council have accepted the recommendations made by the Reporters. The 
Council have published the LDP 2 Proposals for Adoption and have notified our 
intention to adopt the plan following clearance by Scottish Ministers.  While LDP 2 
has not been formally adopted, given its advanced stage, it should be given 



Report of Handling Template for PPSL and Delegated Planning Applications – Updated 10.11.2023 

 

1. Prior to Works Commencing on Site, a sightline visibility splay of 2.4 x 42 x 1.05 
metres at the proposed new driveway access with B833 shall be provided in both 
directions and thereafter maintained in perpetuity; 
2. A minimum 4.5 metre wide vehicle access is required and shall be constructed 
as per Operational Services Drg No SD 08/002; 
3. The first 5 metres of each driveway access shall be surfaced in a bituminous 
material or other approved hard material. This work shall be completed prior to 
occupation of the dwelling houses; 
4. The gradient of the new driveway accesses shall be no steeper than 1 in 20 (5%) 
over the first 5 metres and thereafter no greater than 1 in 8 (12.5%); 
5. Surface water must not be able to flow from the site onto carriageway; 
6. The provision of off street car parking and turning within the curtilage of the 
dwelling house shall be in accordance with SG TRAN 6. 
Note: Integral garages are not considered as part of the car park provision 
 
Defence Infrastructure Organisation – 09/12/2020: 
The site of the proposed dwelling house occupies the outer explosive safeguarding 
zone, the vulnerable building distance (VBD), surrounding Defence Munitions (DM) 
Coulport. This is the area contained between the yellow and purple lines shown on 
the DM Coulport statutory explosive safeguarding plan. All buildings occupying the 
VBD should be ‘non-vulnerable’ that is of robust construction and design so that 
should an explosion occur at the MOD storage facility, buildings nearby will not 
collapse or sustain damage that could cause critical injury to the occupants. In this 
context, buildings that contain large areas of glass, tall structures (in excess of 3 
storeys) and buildings of light weight construction are of particular concern to the 
MOD. 
In principle the MOD has no safeguarding objections to this proposed development 
but due to the proposed sites location within the outer explosive safeguarding zone, 
the MOD will need to complete a more detailed assessment once plans and further 
information about the height and building materials become available. Such details 
required for our assessments are: 
• Details of the structural form 
• External wall make-up & details 
• Floor specification 
• Details of roof structure/make up & covering 
• Details of the extent of glazing on each of the elevations (drawings of the building 
elevations would be satisfactory for this) 



https://publicaccess.argyll-bute.gov.uk/online-applications/search.do?action=simple&searchType=Application




https://www.gov.scot/publications/national-planning-framework-4/pages/1/
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Argyll and Bute propose

/ldp2
/environment/countryside/biodiversity#note


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
http://maps.argyll-bute.gov.uk/arcgis/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=70daa5c752b24b80af2fe54f36c3e06f
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ABC LDP2 Settlement Strategy 
 

☒Settlement Area 

☐Countryside Area 

☐Remote Countryside Area 

☐Helensburgh & Lomond Greenbelt 
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The application describes the site as vacant land. It does not appear to be brownfield, 
or previously developed, land. It is not considered by officers to be vacant land but a 
greenfield site given there is no evidence of previous development. 
 
The Proposal 
 
Planning Permission in Principle is sought for the erection of a dwelling house and 
public realm enhancements. The supporting statement confirms that detailed design 
and external appearance are to be reserved matters. 
 
The submitted location plan also indicates a ‘Potential Future Development Area’. The 
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The revised flood risk assessment by Gavia (2022) considers the north-east portion 
of the site identified as ‘Potential Future Development Area’. 
 
Principle of Development 
 
Policy 1 of NPF4 seeks to promote nature-positive places, promoting nature recovery 
and restoration. 
 
Further to NPF4 Policy 3, Development proposals will contribute to the enhancement 
of biodiversity, including where relevant, restoring degraded habitats. At (c) it states 
that Proposals for local development will include appropriate measures to conserve, 
restore and enhance biodiversity, in accordance with national and local guidance. 
Measures should be proportionate to the nature and scale of development. 
 
NPF4 Policy 4 states that Development proposals that are likely to have an adverse 
effect on species protected by legislation will only be supported where the proposal 
meets the relevant statutory tests. If there is reasonable evidence to suggest that a 
protected species is present on a site or may be affected by a proposed development, 
steps must be taken to establish its presence. The level of protection required by 
legislation must be factored into the planning and design of development, and 
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Policy 20 of NPF4 notes the multiple benefits of blue and green infrastructure, 
including climate mitigation, nature restoration, biodiversity enhancement, flood 
prevention and water management, and community benefits of accessible high quality 
blue, green and civic spaces. At paragraph (a) it states that Development proposals 
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Policy 54 relates to Safeguarding Zones of Notifiable Installations. The DIO has 
commented on the application and should it be found acceptable, a suitably worded 
condition can be attached to any planning permission. 
 
Policy 55 of LDP2 reflects NPF4 policy relating to flood risk. 
 
Policy 59 seeks to protect Water Quality and the Environment.  
 
Policy 73 states that 
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settlement boundary. Development at the site would be capable of meeting these 
broad objectives. 

 
Infrastructure and connectivity 
Policy 15 of NPF4 seeks to support local living and 20-minute neighbourhoods within  
settlements. Policy 18 of NPF4 supports an ‘infrastructure-first’ approach to 
development. Policy 04 of LDP2 seeks to support sustainable development. Located 
in an existing settlement, development at the site would be capable of meeting these 
aims in general. 

 
Vacant land 
NPF4 defines Vacant Land as Previously developed land, without physical constraint, 
which the Planning Authority has indicated is currently available for redevelopment. 
Policy 9 of NPF4 states that proposals on greenfield sites will not be supported unless 
the site has been allocated for development or the proposal is explicitly supported by 
policies in the LDP. 
 
Historic mapping and the site characteristics (notwithstanding apparent recent 
unauthorised works) indicate that the site is not previously developed. The site is 
therefore considered to be greenfield site and this weighs significantly against the 
proposed development at the site in principle. 

 
Green and Blue Infrastructure  
The development would form a large domestic curtilage, and comprise a dwelling with 
associated access and likely domestic paraphernalia – fencing, outbuildings. It would 
fragment the green space and lead to a net loss of green space in the settlement 
contrary to the objectives of Policy 20 of NPF4 and Policies 5 and 6 of LDP2. This is 
a negative aspect in terms of the principle of the proposal. Watercourses and the 
coastal setting would not be significantly affected, subject to conditions relating to 
construction management for example. The development by reason of its scale, 
character and layout would be reasonably capable of maintaining water standards 
further to Policy 59 of LDP2. 
 
There would be some improvements offered to the quality of the green space and 
these carry weight, although some aspects of land management relate to 
responsibilities covered by other legislative frameworks and should be carried out 
regardless of planning permission. Furthermore, while some works could be 
reasonably secured by condition other aspects of the proposed public realm 
enhancements would require legal agreements (e.g. future maintenance) and no 
indication has been given by the applicant in this regard. In addition, trees appear to 
have been removed from the site since the application was submitted, along with 
apparently unauthorised earthworks. On this basis the potential for improvements to 
the green and blue infrastructure, as part of any planning permission carries a 
reduced weight. 

 
Flood risk 
The proposed indicative siting of built form would be situated more than 7.0m above 
ordnance datum. SEPA has confirmed no objection subject to conditions, including 
removal of relevant permitted development rights. In this regard the proposal is 
complaint with NPF4 Policy 22 and Policy 55 of LDP2 acceptable in principle on flood 
risk grounds. 

 
Open Space Protection Area (OSPA) 
The site has been noted as comprising informal grassland interspersed with mature 
trees, which although not appearing to have significant informal recreational use, 



Report of Handling Template for PPSL and Delegated Planning Applications – Updated 10.11.2023 

 

nevertheless contributes significantly to the character and amenity of the village. It is 
part of a wider OSPA which includes Bendarroch public park. 
 
The development as shown on the indicative layout would occupy a significant portion 
of the identified OSPA, and particularly the area of the OSPA south of the B872, as 
domestic curtilage. The application proposes enhancements and a memorial to 
improve the amenity value of the remaining area which would mitigate the impacts of 
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of a proportionate ecological survey, the application is unacceptable and contrary to 
NPF Policies 1, 3 and 4 and LDP2 Policies 06 and 73. 
 
Soils 
The application site is sloping, has no agricultural land classification and is not within 
an identified area of peatland, carbon-rich soils or priority peatland habitat. 

 

 

(Q) Is the proposal consistent with the Development Plan: ☐Yes ☒No  

 

 
(R) Reasons why Planning Permission or Planning Permission in Principle Should 

be Refused: 
 

 The indicative siting would occupy greenfield land within the settlement boundary, 
and create a net loss and fragmentation of green space 
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