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Planning and Environmental Appeals Division 
 

 

Telephone: 01324 696455  Fax: 01324 696444  

E-mail: brian.archibald@gov.scot 
 
 
  Mr N McIlvanney/Mr T Gilmour  
North Ayrshire Council 
Sent By E-mail 
 
 
Our ref:  LDP-310-2 
 
10 July 2019 
 
Dear Mr McIlvanney/Mr Gilmour 
 
PROPOSED NORTH AYRSHIRE COUNCIL LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT PLANNING) 
(SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2008 
 
SUBMISSION OF THE REPORT OF THE EXAMINATION 
 
We refer to our appointment by the Scottish Ministers to conduct the examination of 
the above proposed plan.  Having satisfied ourselves that the planning authority’s 
consultation and engagement exercises conformed with their participation statement 
our examination of the proposed plan commenced on 17 December 2018.  We have 
completed the examination and now submit our report. 
 
In our examination we considered all 18 issues arising from unresolved 
representations identified by yourselves to the Proposed Local Development Plan.  
In each case we have taken account of the original representations, as well as your 
summaries of the representations and your responses to such, and we have set out 
our conclusions and recommendations in relation to each issue in our report.   
 
The examination process included site inspections and requests for additional 
information from the yourselves and other parties.  
 
We did not require to hold any hearing or inquiry sessions. 
 
Subject to the limited exceptions as set out in Section 19 of the Town and Country 
Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) and in the Town and Country Planning 
(Grounds for Declining to Follow Recommendations) (Scotland) Regulations 2009, 
you are now required to make the modifications to the plan as set out in our 
recommendations. 
 
You should also make any consequential modifications to the text or maps which 
arise from these modifications.  Separately, you will require to make any necessary 
adjustments to the final environmental report and to the report on the appropriate 
assessment of the plan.   
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All those who submitted representations will be informed that the examination has 
been completed and that the report has been submitted to yourselves.  We will 
advise them that the report is now available to view at the DPEA website and will 
also be posted on your website. 
 
The documents relating to the examination should be retained on your website for a 
period of six weeks following the adoption of the plan by yourselves.   
 
It would also be helpful to know when the plan has been adopted and we 
would appreciate being sent confirmation of this in due course. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
Karen Black  Allison Coard Alasdair Edwards  Rob Huntley 
 
REPORTER  REPORTER  REPORTER   REPORTER 
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Examination of conformity with the participation statement 
 
Legislative context 
 
1.   Section 19(4) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) 
firstly requires an examination by the appointed person (reporter) of whether the planning 
authority has consulted on the proposed local development plan and involved the public in 
the way it said it would in its participation statement. 
 
2.   Section 20B of the Act requires each planning authority to prepare a development plan 
scheme at least annually.  The scheme should set out the authority’s programme for 
preparing and reviewing its development plan, and must include a participation statement.  
This publication should state when, how and with whom consultation on the plan will take 
place, and the authority’s proposals for public involvement in the plan preparation process. 
 
3.   Scottish Government Circular 6/2013 on Development Planning states that “The Act 
restricts the Examination to the actions of the authority concerning consultation and public 
engagement in respect of the Proposed Plan, rather than the extended plan preparation 
process.  In carrying out this assessment, Scottish Ministers envisage that the reporter will 
only refer to existing published documents such as the Participation Statement itself, the 
authority’s statement of conformity with this, and any representations relating to the 
authority’s consultation and public involvement activities”. 
 
The participation statement 
 
4.   The North Ayrshire Development Plan Scheme March 2018 was current when the 
proposed North Ayrshire Local Development Plan was placed on deposit for 
representation on 30 April 2018 (following full council approval on 17 April 2018). 
 
5.   The purpose of the development plan scheme of March 2018 was to explain what the 
proposed plan was; outline the key stages in preparing the local development plan; set the 
timetable for the plan; and provide a participation statement, outlining when, how and with 
whom the council would consult on the plan including a consultation period of 8 weeks 
from late April 2018. 
 
6.   Within the scheme a participation statement expressed a desire to “involve as many 
people as possible” including the general public; community councils across the authority; 
locality partnerships; government consultees and agencies; businesses, landowners, 
developers, agents and residents’ associations; and other interested groups or individuals.  
The statement identified the following methods to encourage public involvement: 
 

 Provision of consultation documents on the council website and in every public 
library and council offices. 

 Notification of landowners/leaseholders within 20 metres of proposed allocations. 
 Provision of simple forms for interested parties to submit their views. 
 Continued information distribution on significant progress on the plan. 
 Publication of contact information to allow questions and provide answers about 

the proposed plan. 
 Utilisation of social media to reach new audiences. 
 Holding public meetings at convenient times and locations. 
 Ensuring information sent out on the proposed plan was clear. 
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 Working with other council services and volunteer groups to encourage people to 
get involved. 

 Publication of opportunities for public comment using a wide range of techniques 
including adverts in the local press; statutory notices; the council website; email; 
social media; and posters. 

 
The report of conformity 
 
7.   Together with the proposed local development plan, section 18(4)(a)(i) of the Act 
requires an authority to submit a report to Scottish Ministers demonstrating the extent that 
the authority has met the needs of section 19(4).  On this basis, North Ayrshire Council 
has submitted a ‘Report of Conformity with Participation Statement’. 
 
8.   The report of conformity confirms that the council ran a representation period of more 
than the 6 week statutory period, from 30 April 2018 to 29 June 2018, to allow for the 
submission of comments to the proposed plan.  The following actions were undertaken 
during this period: 
 

 The proposed plan was made available on the council’s website. 
 A story map interactive version of the proposed plan was published online on 4 

May 2018 including links to the plan; photographs/images; and interactive 
mapping. 

 Library staff were given instruction on the online proposed plan and associated 
forms with hard copies provided to each library in the week commencing 7 May 
2018. 

 Hard copies of the proposed plan were distributed to each of the community 
councils on 17 May 2018. 

 A hard copy was also available throughout the consultation period at the 
council’s offices in Irvine.  A copy was also made available at the Lamlash office 
following a public request. 

 287 properties were notified in relation to proposals with a standard letter 
addressed to the owner, lessee and occupier. 

 A letter was sent to 25 representatives of 13 community councils and 173 other 
interested parties about the consultation on the proposed plan on 1 May 2018.  
Key agencies were also informed of the consultation on this date. 

 Press notices advertising the consultation on the proposed plan were placed in 
the Irvine Times; Irvine Herald; Ardrossan and Saltcoats Herald; Largs and 
Millport News; and the Arran Banner. 

 Twelve public drop-in consultation events were held between 15 May 2018 and 
12 June 2018 in suitable venues and at accessible times. 

 Simple forms were made available at drop-in sessions and online alongside an 
online survey form to allow ease of access and response.  Letters were also 
accepted. 

 Two leaflets about the consultation with clear information on the proposed plan 
and consultation events, maps, diagrams and infographics were produced. 

 A dedicated local development plan email address was provided, monitored and 
publicised in the proposed plan, leaflets and information boards. 

 Twitter accounts and feeds were utilised to publicise the proposed plan and 
consultation events. 
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 A bespoke presentation was given to the Business Forum; and a stall was 
manned at an Economy and Communities away day on 9 May 2018 in Saltcoats 
Town Hall. 

 A meeting between Largs Community Council and a representative for a 
developer promoting a new housing site in Largs was facilitated; and specific 
support was given to Irvine Community Council to engage. 

 Meetings with housing associations and the council’s housing service were 
organised together with the hosting of an Ayrshire Housing Summit and active 
engagement with Homes for Scotland during the consultation period. 

 
9.   During the representation period 411 representations were received to the proposed 
plan.  However, 14 were withdrawn and 2 were duplicates meaning that 395 outstanding 
representations were received in total (228 emails; 105 online survey responses; and 62 
hard-copy forms and letters). 
 
Conclusions 
 
10.   North Ayrshire Council has successfully published and promoted the proposed plan 
providing an extended period for representations beyond that required by statute.  The 
council has met the statutory obligations in relation to the period for representations, 
neighbour notification and newspaper notification. 
 
11.   No representations submitted to the examination suggest that the council has not 
conformed with its participation statement.  However, some representations raise some 
issues regarding consultation.  I have summarised the concerns below together with the 
actions of the council in each case. 
 

 In response to the settlement boundary change at Newton Shore in Lochranza 
(dealt with at Issue 7) representations suggest that the consultation process was 
inadequate in relation to neighbour notification; mapping and graphics information; 
and access for the visually impaired.  Although not an allocation (and, therefore, not 
subject to statutory notification procedures) the council took a precautionary 
approach and notified neighbours of the boundary change and provided reasonable 
mapping and graphics in accordance with its participation statement. 

 
 With respect to a housing allocation at Burnhouse (see Issue 9) some 

representations suggest insufficient consultation.  The council notified neighbours 
as required for proposed allocations and advertised all consultation stages and 
events online and in the local press to allow participation. 
 

 One respondent (see Issue 11) felt that the drop-in session at Largs Library was not 
inviting; that the information provided was not readable; and that the online mapping 
failed to load.  The council invited developers to local events which was to aid 
discussion and was not intended to intimidate.  Information provided at the Largs 
Library event included A1 boards; the proposed plan; and ‘pocketable’ leaflets.  
Council staff were also available to help interact with the proposed plan and 
mapping if required. 
 

 A representation suggests that no detailed plans or information was made available 
regarding a housing site west of Newhouse Drive, Kilbirnie; and, that consultation 
events were not advertised (see Issue 13).  The council carried out the statutory 
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requirements for advertising and notification with regard to site specific allocations.  
The proposed plan was available to view in libraries/council offices and online. 

 
12.   Having considered all the evidence, I find that the planning authority has consulted on 
the proposed plan and involved the public in the way it said it would in its participation 
statement.  Being satisfied, the examination of the proposed plan can commence. 
 
 

J Alasdair Edwards 
Reporter 
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Issue 1  
 

Housing 

Development plan 
reference: 

Chapter 1,  Detailed Policy 1: New Homes 
and Maintaining an Effective Housing Supply 
– Pages 62-64 

Reporter:  
Allison Coard 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
Homes for Scotland (048) 
George Cloughley (127) 
James S Davidson (154) 
Scottish Government (168) 
Ian Charles Stilson (212) 
Gladman Scotland (283) 
Jocelyn Faris  (348) 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

 
Detailed Policy 1: New Homes and Maintaining an Effective 
Housing Supply 
 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Homes for Scotland (048), Scottish Government (168), Gladman Scotland (283) - The 
Proposed Plan should set out a clear explanation of how the Authority has arrived at the 
Housing Supply Target (HST) (including how housing needs since 2016 have been met), 
the generosity margin (20%) applied and the Housing Land Requirement. This includes 
showing the matters that have been taken into account, starting from the figures in the 
Housing Need and Demand Assessment (HNDA) (CD01). Chapter 1 should set out a 
HST, a Housing Land Requirement (HLR) and the predicted output from the Established 
Land Supply between 2019 and 2029 for both affordable and market housing tenures as 
well as on an all tenure basis. The emerging LDP should be supported by a technical 
report that quantifies the current housing land position, the predicted outputs from this and 
new allocations, and how the HLR can and will be met in full.  
 
Gladman Scotland (283) - The HNDA (CD01) that informed the Adopted LDP (CD09) was 
prepared during the recession and based on household projections that are lower than the 
National Records of Scotland’s most recent 2014 household projections. This means the 
HNDA underestimates the requirement for new houses and the Housing Supply Target 
should be adjusted to reflect that National Records of Scotland household projections from 
2014 are higher than those used to inform the HNDA. The representation also submits 
that historic completion levels for new houses in North Ayrshire is significantly lower than 
the delivery requirements set out in the Adopted LDP. The Housing Supply Target should 
therefore be adjusted to reflect the underperformance of the housing market against those 
housing requirements. Any subsequent shortfall in the provision of land should be met with 
additional land allocations. 
 
Scottish Government (168) - The split between affordable and market is not explained and 
levels of affordable delivery are not clearly stated. To be consistent with SPP (CD02) para 
128 Local Development Plans should clearly set out the scale and distribution of the 
affordable housing requirement for their area. Where the HNDA and local housing strategy 
process identify a shortage of affordable housing, the plan should set out the role that 
planning will take in addressing this. Planning Authorities should consider whether it is 
appropriate to allocate some small sites specifically for affordable housing. Advice on the 
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range of possible options for provision of affordable housing is set out in PAN 2/2010 
(CD03). 
 
At present there is no provision within the plan to address any specialist or other specific 
needs housing that may be required for the area. Older people and families with complex 
requirements are mentioned in relation to affordable units only. The plan makes no 
mention of Gypsy/Travellers, Showpeople or the need for other specialist provision for 
those with a disability or the elderly across all tenures. If there are no needs, this should 
be explained within the plan. 
 
As a result, that increased need and demand should be provided for in this Plan. While the 
Proposed Plan (CD04) recognises that the HNDA is potentially underestimating the true 
need and demand for new homes, proposing a Housing Supply Target (HST) that exceeds 
the HNDA estimate; evidence should be provided identifying how the Council arrived at 
the HST as required by SPP (CD02) paragraph 115, to ensure the additional need based 
on the 2014 projections has been accounted for. 
 
George Cloughley (127), James S Davidson (154), Ian Charles Stilson (212), Jocelyn 
Faris (348) - The emphasis in the LDP2 the section “Delivering New Homes” appears 
weighted to favour developers by ignoring the HNDA which said no new allocation was 
required and then allocating 8 new sites with a capacity of around 1050 new homes in 
sites the developers thought were deliverable. There is a disproportionate allocation for 
West Kilbride where there are 2 of 8 sites in North Ayrshire, which amounts to nearly 24% 
of total North Ayrshire new home sites. 

 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Homes for Scotland (048), Scottish Government (168), Gladman Scotland (283) -  
The emerging LDP should be modified to include explanatory text to show how the 
Council has arrived at its Housing Supply Target, based on the HNDA output, why a 
generosity level of 20% is proposed, and how the Housing Supply Target is split between 
market and affordable housing. 
 
Gladman Scotland (Rep283) - The Housing Supply Target should be adjusted to reflect 
that National Records of Scotland household projections from 2014 are higher than those 
used to inform the HNDA. The Housing Supply Target should be adjusted to reflect the 
underperformance of the housing market against those housing requirements. Any 
subsequent shortfall in the provision of land should be met with additional land allocations. 
  
Scottish Government (168) - The LDP should clearly set out the scale and distribution of 
the affordable housing requirement for the area. The Plan should also set out how it has 
responded to specialist housing needs and gypsy/travellers and showpeople’s housing 
needs in the LDP. 
 
George Cloughley (127), James S Davidson (154), Ian Charles Stilson (212), Jocelyn 
Faris (348) - The representations seek the deletion of proposed housing allocations in 
West Kilbride. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
Homes for Scotland (048), Scottish Government (168), Gladman Scotland (283) - The 
representations seek that the Proposed LDP is modified to provide further clarity to explain 
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how the Council arrived at its proposed housing supply target, taking account of the HNDA 
output; explanation of market and affordable split; explanation of why 20% generosity is 
proposed; and how specialist housing needs will be met. The Council considers that the 
substantive content of the LDP is sufficient, and that modification is not required. The 
intent of the LDP was to provide a succinct overview of its strategic intent. However, the 
addition of statements of clarification to the Proposed LDP is something the Council would 
not oppose on the basis that any addition to provide clarity on these matters would be in 
line with Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act, 1997 – as amended (CD06), Section 
18, which establishes procedures for modifying a proposed LDP. Subsection 8 explains 
that modifications will require the authority to republish its Proposed Plan for consultation 
in the circumstances that “the authority consider that modifications are requisite and are 
such as would change the underlying aims or strategy of the Proposed Plan”. In the 
circumstances, there is no element of the proposed modifications that in any way change 
the underlying aims or strategy of the Proposed Plan; since they are proposed as a means 
to address matters raised in PLDP representations and in a way that is providing 
explanation of the strategy of the LDP. 
 
Should the examination process find that such clarity is appropriate to ensure the 
sufficiency of the LDP, the Council would refer to the Housing Technical Paper (CD05), 
which includes a section to clarify what the Council would consider addresses the matters 
raised in the representations to this matter.  
 
Relating to the substantive content of the representations, the Council’s summary related 
to each matter is addressed below.  
 
Formulating a Housing Supply Target, based on HNDA estimates 
 
(048), (168), (283) - By way of explanation of the Housing Supply Target, how it has been 
derived from the HNDA (CD01), how the generosity allowance has been calculated, and 
how the Housing Land Requirement has been formed, the Council would comment 
specifically as follows. 
 
The HNDA  (CD01) prepared to inform the Proposed Plan (CD04) indicates a 
need/demand for new housing that equals 317 unit per annum for the period between 
2016 (base date for HNDA) and 2019. Beyond that, the HNDA estimates no new housing 
is required until the end of the LDP period (2029). Considering that the Proposed Plan is 
to be adopted in 2019, the HNDA provides a positive estimate of the need for new homes 
for 1 year of the LDP (2019-20); equating to a total of 317 units for the entire Plan period. 
Each subsequent year of the Plan period (i.e. 2020-2029, inclusive), the estimated annual 
output from the HNDA equals 0 units. 
 
In formulating the Council’s Housing Supply Target, the estimate for the first year of the 
Plan period has been matched to the HNDA estimate. In considering how to set the HST 
for the remaining years of the LDP period, the Council has opted not to fix the HST to the 
HNDA estimate, which would have produced an overall HST of 317 for the LDP period. 
Instead, the HST was informed by the Council’s Local Housing Strategy (CD07) and 
established housing land supply, informed by the 2017 Housing Land Audit (CD21). 
Paragraph 115 of Scottish Planning Policy (CD02) states that:  
“The housing supply target is a policy view of the number of homes the authority has 
agreed will be delivered in each housing market area over the periods of the development 
plan and local housing strategy, taking into account wider economic, social and 
environmental factors, issues of capacity, resource and deliverability, and other important 
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requirements such as the aims of National Parks. The target should be reasonable, should 
properly reflect the HNDA estimate of housing demand in the market sector, and should 
be supported by compelling evidence.” 
 
The HNDA Manager’s Guide (CD43) has provided further guidance on the formation of 
housing supply targets, which reflect the terms of Scottish Planning Policy; and the 
Council has also taken this into account in preparing the Proposed LDP. 
 
The Council considers that this headline approach to forming its housing supply target is 
appropriate and is in line with the expectations of Scottish Planning Policy because the 
Local Housing Strategy and housing land audit (which was agreed by the Council and 
Homes for Scotland, without dispute), provide a compelling evidence base for the Council 
to reach a policy view of the number of homes that will be built in the periods they cover. 
The North Ayrshire Local Housing Strategy target carries forward the HNDA target for the 
final two years of its lifetime to take into account the Council’s aspirations to grow the 
population, stimulate regeneration, or improve overall stock condition. As such, the LHS 
(CD07) sets a housing supply target of 317 for its lifetime and from the HNDA base date 
for the period 2016 – 2022. In forming a housing supply target for the LDP, the Council 
has matched its Local Housing Strategy by aligning targets for years 2 and 3 of the LDP to 
the targets for the same period as the LHS. 
 
From year 3 of the emerging LDP onwards, where there is no Local Housing Strategy 
target to align to, a clear discrepancy can be seen between the annual requirement of ‘0’ 
new houses and the established housing land supply (CD21). The Council considered that 
the established housing land supply - and particularly the portion of the supply that has 
been programmed (the 2017 Housing Land Audit (CD21) provides 7 year programme 
estimates) – provides a more appropriate basis for planning for housing than the estimate 
output of need/demand from the HNDA, because it is based on evidence on the 
availability of land and development aspirations and commitments from landowners 
(including the affordable housing programme supported by the SHIP (CD08)).  
 
The Council has never recorded annual completions at ‘0’ before, and the lowest 
completion rate has never fallen below 150 houses per year. Even discounting any 
potential change to the development rate of private sector homes, the SHIP programme of 
the Council is likely to increase completion rates. In all, the Council considers it would be 
inappropriate to adopt a target of ‘0’ units per year, as it would impair the ability of the 
emerging LDP to respond to housing market issues by artificially lowering the HST on the 
basis of a development pattern that does not reflect evidence of completions in North 
Ayrshire. Ultimately, the Council also believes that aligning a target to ‘0’ units per year to 
match the HNDA (CD01) output would mean that the HST would be different from what 
the Council knows and expects will be built, based on evidence of SHIP aspirations and 
the housing land audit. 
 
In the absence of any other evidence to inform the HST, the Proposed Plan (CD04) 
adopts the HLA programming for its HST over years 4 and 5 of the Plan period (this 
programming was agreed without dispute by Homes for Scotland); and from there 
onwards, makes assumptions about delivery of housing from the Established Housing 
Land Supply for years 5-10. The assumptions made for years 5-10 are based on two 
factors: 
1) that 80% of sites not in the programme period for effective housing land, but which are 

part of larger sites that have some programming will deliver (that is sites that have a 
portion of the site active or expected to be active within the site programming because 
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at least part of the site is effective); and  
2) That 20% of sites without any active portion within the programming will deliver.  

 
These are considered to be reasonable and cautious estimates on delivery over years 5-
10, because the assumptions about land that has some element of it that is effective 
discounts 20% of its total to account for potential slippage (and to mirror the maximum 
allowance for generosity) and that only 20% of other sites will come forward. 

 
By way of additional explanation, and in view of the large established land supply, the 
Council had when preparing the emerging LDP, worked with Homes for Scotland to 
review its Established Housing Land Supply. This led to the agreement of Homes for 
Scotland to the Council’s HLA in 2017 without dispute. Approximately 2000 units’ worth of 
land was removed from the supply because both parties agreed that those sites were 
unlikely to be developed for housing. The remaining sites were split into categories of 
effective (programmed up to 7 years to show estimation of the maintenance of a 5-year 
effective housing land supply for up to three years from the audit base date), and non-
effective sites (split by non-effective, but likely to become effective, and long term site –
those without any portion of the site within the 7 year programming). 
 
In reviewing the Council’s approach, there is no available better evidence to inform the 
formation of a housing supply target. The Council considers its methodology robust.  
 
Compounding Shortfall from HNDA and 2014 LDP; and 2014 Household Projections 
 
(283) - The Council’s approach to forming its Housing Supply Target provides sufficient 
scope to accommodate any compounded under-delivery of years before the LDP’s 
adoption, and since the baseline for the Proposed LDP (i.e. the HNDA) by setting it HST 
higher than the headline output from the HNDA (CD01) – as explained above. Where the 
Gladman representation (283) supports the revision of the HST to reflect that 2014 
household projections are higher than those that informed the HNDA (CD02), the Council 
considers this point redundant because the Council has set its HST higher than the output 
of the HST, thereby accommodating any under delivery of annual targets from the 2017 
HNDA and significantly outstrips the impact any policy assumptions made on the basis of 
increased household projections. This is also explained above. 
 
The case Gladman makes for compounding the under-delivery from the Adopted LDP 
(CD09) is strongly refuted by the Council. The purpose of a development plan is to 
formulate an appropriate land use strategy based on evidence. In this respect, the HNDA 
process is the recognised and accepted methodology for planning for housing and the 
2017 HNDA (CD01) has received robust and credible status. A Planning Authority is 
entitled to take other factors into consideration in deriving a HST from its HNDA as set out 
in Scottish Planning Policy paragraph 115 (CD02), and, accordingly, the Council has taken 
a balanced approach to achieving a HST that is appropriate for North Ayrshire’s market, 
by inflating the HST beyond what the HNDA estimates propose. The Council could 
support the logic of the argument made by Gladman if the Proposed LDP continued to rely 
on the HNDA that informed the Adopted LDP (CD09) and that HNDA remained the most 
accurate and up-do-date source of information on need and demand for new houses in 
North Ayrshire. This is clearly not the case, since the Scottish Government has awarded 
the HNDA (CD01) robust and credible status. It is, therefore, in line with Scottish Planning 
Policy paragraph 115 (CD02), the starting point for forming an HST. Gladman’s 
representation states that need and demand for new houses has not disappeared since 
the adoption of the 2014 LDP; however, it does not provide any evidence that this is the 
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case. In fact, the low completions rates, population decline projections and, crucially, the 
2017 HNDA (CD01) all provide evidence that the need and demand for new houses is 
substantially lower than the assumptions that informed the 2014 LDP. The Council cannot 
accept the representation’s argument in light of various sources of evidence that contradict 
the position expressed in the representation, which come from Government accredited 
processes (HNDA and population projections) and fact (housing completions). 
 
While the Council agrees that the HNDA estimates from the 2017 HNDA are too low to be 
a suitable basis for planning for housing, the LDP provides sufficient scope to adjust those 
to a more realistic output, in line with how Scottish Planning Policy (CD02) paragraph 115 
expects development plans to be produced; and in formulating the HST, the Council has 
taken the opportunity to do that. It would be inappropriate to disregard this process and 
the 2017 HNDA as the most up-to-date evidence base for housing need and demand and 
revert back to a near 10-year-old HNDA as the evidence base, when there are more 
appropriate sources of evidence to inform the plan-making process, and the capacity to 
take account of that evidence.  
 
Gladman’s approach to forming an HST arbitrarily selects sources of evidence that are 
known to be out of date in place of better quality evidence to ensure the HST drives the 
largest possible housing land requirement through the plan. This is counter-productive to 
actually achieving completions in the North Ayrshire Housing Market area. Particularly 
when considering that the Council expended significant effort to achieve an non-disputed 
2017 housing land audit, whilst managing the infrastructure implications of a vast 
established supply. Compounding land and exponentially increasing supply would be 
significantly detrimental to managing infrastrucutre to serve development. The Council’s 
Main Issues Report (CD10) explained that, driven by aspirational housing targets, a large 
scale of housing land was allocated to respond to the recession and housing market 
crash; but it has not had the transformational impact on the housing market to recover pre-
recession completion levels that was expected. As a consequence, the Proposed LDP 
(CD04) sought to supplement the land supply with qualitative additions to the supply that 
would be likely to be delivered in the short term and may stimulate private sector interest 
in the established housing land supply in North Ayrshire. In addition to that there simply 
isn’t the evidence to support allocating a vast amount of additional land in the emerging 
LDP, the Council did not want to further increase the established housing land supply 
without confidence that sites could be delivered.  
 
By way of illustration of how detached this approach is from a suitable basis for planning, 
Gladman considers that adjustments to the HST to account for under-delivery of the 2014 
LDP targets would result in an annual completions target of 959 units per annum at the 
current time (and by the logic of the argument, if completions occur at a similar rate, that 
target would continue to rise each year). This significantly exceeds the North Ayrshire pre-
recession peak completion rate by approximately 200 units (708 units were completed in 
2007/08) and is more than twice the annualised HST (from the Proposed LDP (CD04)) 
over the LDP period and North Ayrshire’s average long term average completion rate 
(shown on page 12 of the Main Issues Report (CD10)). This represents a lack of 
understanding of the performance of North Ayrshire’s housing market. It also shows 
detachment from the land available to meet housing needs, which is demonstrably 
plentiful; particularly with the qualitative addition of the proposed allocations. Allocating 
additional land will the counterproductive in that it is only likely to be self-perpetuating in 
increasing the availably of land in the established supply, without actually recognising that 
the land already available can deliver the houses required – and that the market 
conditions are the primary reason for speed of delivery of houses. This is underpinned by 
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the lack of suitable effective alternative sites promoted through the LDP. In this 
circumstance compounding land is unlikely to achieve anything other than overinflating 
housing targets. 
 
It is also relevant to consider the representation and the expectation that unrealistically 
high housing targets should be identified alongside the prospect of there being any ability 
to resolve any hypothetical target. In this case the Council would highlight that there were 
no other viable options presented to the Council to increase the housing land supply 
through development plan allocations (addressed in the preceding paragraph). The 
Council would refer to the response to the Proposed LDP consultation from Homes for 
Scotland (representation 048), which reviewed the Council’s assessment of effectiveness 
of proposed housing allocations. This confirms the Council’s assessment that those sites 
promoted and which have not been allocated cannot be considered effective because 
there is insufficient evidence to suggest they are effective and/or they are not in a 
marketable location. Other than a representation to the Proposed LDP, which seeks to 
increase the capacity of an allocation from LDP1 from 30 to 50 (and which was received 
too late in the LDP process to be given consideration), Gladman has made no other 
comment on how it expects the Council to allocate additional land to meet the proposed 
arbitrary Housing Supply Target. (The site-based representation by Gladman is dealt with 
in Schedule17.) This is evidence itself that the scale of issue that is asserted in the 
representation does not truly exist; and that no other developer or the industry has raised 
this matter as an issue indicates that the development industry, as opposed to land 
acquisition/disposal industry, has raised this matter testifies to that. 
 
Overall, the Council considers the representation unrealistic and detached from the North 
Ayrshire Housing Market, in that it proposes a HST that is significantly out of alignment 
with the evidence the Council has used in preparing the Proposed LDP (CD04) and 
provides no evidence as to why the LDP should be adjusted, its assertions can be 
demonstrated to be vastly out of sync with patterns of housing completions recorded in 
North Ayrshire since records of completions have been collected, and offers no practical 
commentary on how the Council may address the asserted shortfall in land supply; 
thereby contradicting the prevailing view of the housing industry, which has confirmed its 
support for the Council’s assumptions in forming a housing supply target, as referenced in 
the Housing Technical Paper (CD05). 
 
Generosity 
 
Scottish Planning Policy (CD02) (Para 116) states that the generosity should be applied to 
the overall housing supply target. Considering that the North Ayrshire housing market has 
not recovered from the recession, and given the low output from the HNDA has driven the 
formulation of a Housing Supply Target that is partially aligned to the established housing 
land supply, it is considered that there is a direct relationship between how the HST has 
been formed and the land available that will meet the derived housing land requirement 
and that 20% flexibility is appropriate and should provide additional land to ensure there is 
availability to deliver the housing supply target. The Council fully supports the concept of 
providing generosity to ensure the land requirement has sufficient flexibility to deliver the 
target. However, the concept is based on providing flexibility to future proof the land 
supply against unexpected failure of some sites, it is not possible to understand what 
those sites will be to provide a tenure breakdown of where the generosity applies.  
 
(127), (154), (212), (348) - Schedule 4 form, Issue 17 responds to other matters in the 
referenced representations and specifically addressed the sought modification to delete 
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allocations in West Kilbride. For the reasons explained above, and recognising counter 
arguments that the Housing Supply Target should be inflated, the Council considers that it 
is clear that the HNDA output is not reflective of either need or demand in North Ayrshire, 
as the Local Housing Strategy (CD07) and established land supply (and programming for 
the effective portion of the supply) indicate. It is also clear from evidence set out in the 
Main Issues Report (CD10) that the performance of North Ayrshire’s housing market has 
failed to recover to pre-recession peaks or average. The Council does not consider it a 
reasonable approach for the development plan, as the primary actor in responding to 
housing market conditions, to align Housing Supply Target to and HNDA output, which 
would effectively eliminate the possibility of the LDP acting in any way to support the 
housing market in North Ayrshire, in light of other unambiguous sources of evidence. The 
Council would also point out that although the distribution of new housing allocations in the 
LDP does amount to around a quarter of allocation (in both allocations and number of 
units terms), the established housing land supply in North Ayrshire contains around 9000 
units worth of land, and the scale of new allocations should also be considered in that 
context. The Council does not support the modification to delete housing allocations in 
West Kilbride on the basis that there is no need for new housing allocations arising from 
the HNDA. 

 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Housing Needs and Demand Assessment  
 
1.  Paragraph 113 of Scottish Planning Policy clarifies that plans should be informed by a 
robust Housing Needs and Demand Assessment (HNDA).  Such an assessment was 
carried out to inform this plan.  It has a base date of 2016 but utilises household 
projections from 2012.  It has been signed off as robust and credible.  
 
2.  In the city regions and elsewhere the HNDA may identify significant levels of housing 
need.  However, I note that in North Ayrshire the assessed need is more modest to an 
extent that it does not reflect estimates of housebuilding through the annual Housing Land 
Audit (HLA) or expected investment in social rented housing. 
 
3.  The council’s housing technical paper (CD 5) explains that the estimated need for 
affordable housing between 2016-2020 is 110-116 units in the social rented sector.  It is 
estimated at between 50-55 units in the mid-market/below rented sector and between 110 
and 105 units for owner occupation.  Significantly that need, in all sectors, falls to zero 
beyond 2021.   
 
4.  Whilst functional housing markets and sub markets were defined as part of the HNDA 
the assessment concluded that the housing market for the council area as a whole was 
relatively self-contained.  The study concluded that the sub market areas displayed little 
variation with low demand being characteristic of all areas beyond 2020.  In that specific 
context, I am content that there would be little merit in seeking to disaggregate the housing 
target below council level.  Whilst the adopted approach is not strictly consistent with 
Scottish Planning Policy I consider a council wide approach is appropriate given these 
particular circumstances.  
 
5.  I note comments in representations that the HNDA should be based on more up to date 
household projections.  It is a matter of fact that this HNDA is signed off and forms at least 
part of the evidence on which the housing target is based.  Whilst the relatively early base 
date (using 2012 projections) is perhaps not ideal this was accepted when the study was 
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assessed.  Given its robust and credible status my conclusion is that it would not be 
appropriate for me to revisit that evidence base and the parameters within which it was 
framed.  Paragraph 113 of Scottish Planning Policy states that where the Scottish 
Government is satisfied that the HNDA is robust and credible, the approach used will not 
normally be considered further at a development plan examination.  Consequently, I find 
no conflict with Scottish Planning Policy in this respect or any need to modify the plan.   
 
The Housing Supply Target. 
 
6.  Whilst paragraph 113 of Scottish Planning Policy sets a clear context for the HNDA, 
paragraph 115 establishes that the housing supply target is not merely a reflection of that 
assessment.  Rather it is a “policy view” of the number of homes the authority has agreed 
will be delivered taking into account wider economic, social and environmental factors, 
issues of capacity, resource and deliverability.  Nevertheless there is a clear statement in 
paragraph 115 that the target should be based on the evidence from the HNDA.  I also 
note that the HNDA Managers Guide makes a distinction between the housing needs 
assessment and setting a housing target.   
 
7.  The council’s approach is based on the premise that a more optimistic and aspirational 
approach to housebuilding is required in line with the wider economic objectives of its local 
development plan strategy.  This recognises housing as an important driver of economic 
growth in the area.     
 
8.  This policy position is reflected in the Local Housing Strategy where an annual housing 
supply target of 317 new homes per annum is recognised in the period 2018-2022.  This 
extends the HNDA estimate assuming a continuation of that output rather than a fall to 
zero.   
 
9.  Also of relevance to the housing policy context in North Ayrshire is the programming 
indicated in the Strategic Housing Investment Plan (SHIP).  This covers a slightly different 
timeframe from 2018-2023 and rather than reflecting the HNDA it estimates 1500 new 
affordable homes in the five year period (with an additional 10 per cent of funding directed 
to reconditioning and renewal of existing homes).   
 
10.  This would reflect an output of 300 new affordable homes per annum up to 2023 
which alone is in excess of the estimate for all housing in the HNDA.  The investment plan 
is recognised as ambitious and the council states it reflects more units than funding would 
allow.  It is notable that much of this output is estimated to be delivered within the 
established land supply or on brownfield sites rather than on new sites to be identified in 
this local development plan.   
 
11.  The council’s conclusion, as stated in paragraph 6.4 of the housing technical paper 
and as supported by Appendix A of the Affordable Housing Background Report of 
December 2017, is that this output would be sufficient to address all affordable housing 
needs over the 10 year plan period.  Given the stated intentions of the Local Housing 
Strategy and the SHIP I find no basis to disagree with that assumption.  I return to the 
matter of the assessment of need for affordable housing below.      
 
12.  I understand that in coming to a conclusion on the housing target to be applied in the 
proposed local development plan the council also relies on its local development plan 
monitoring report of January 2017.  This identifies a long term average completion rate of 
418 homes per annum in the period 1997-2016.  However, I also note that in the five year 
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period 2011-2016 this has been notably lower at 288 homes per annum. 
 
13.  The submitted evidence shows the under performance of the adopted local 
development plan allocations in delivering new homes.  In addition delivery has to date 
focussed on affordable rather than market led housing.  Nevertheless monitoring indicates 
to me a continuing trend of completions which may serve to counter the HNDA 
assumption that the need for housing would fall to zero by 2021.     
 
14.  In addition, I have considered the marketability assessment work that was carried out 
with Homes for Scotland.  I understand that this demonstrates market interest in a number 
of settlements as shown on the map associated with paragraph 8 of the council’s housing 
technical paper.  This assessment has also identified a number of settlements considered 
to be of limited interest to national house-builders.  I appreciate that this has informed 
decisions about promoting new allocations given the objective of encouraging the housing 
market and promoting enhanced delivery.  
 
15.  The proposed plan also draws on the evidence from the 2017 Housing Land Audit.   It 
has been agreed with Homes for Scotland and it estimates what is likely to happen over 
the next 7 years.  The audit is based on the existing supply, developer intentions, 
constraints assessment and marketability.  In the specific context of the housing target, I 
agree with the council that the programming in the audit, as agreed with Homes for 
Scotland, provides strong evidence that house-building is forecast to exceed the need 
expressed through the HNDA.  It supports the assumption that the land supply should 
continue to deliver beyond 2021.  
 
16.  In addition, I note reference to the Ayrshire Growth Deal and how that may assist with 
brownfield land delivery although I have no specific details of this.  I appreciate that the 
house building industry is an important component of the economic development strategy 
for North Ayrshire.    
 

17.  In taking all of this into account my understanding is that the council arrived at a 
higher target than that assessed through the HNDA to reflect:    

 the commitment to invest public money in affordable housing (Housing Strategy 
and SHIP);  

 the identification of market demand during the plan period (market assessment);  
 recent and anticipated build rates (housing land audit as agreed by Homes for 

Scotland); and  
 the importance of the sector in wider economic strategies and plans like the 

preparation of the Ayrshire Growth Deal. 
 
18.  In principle having considered this evidence I agree with the council’s approach to 
support housebuilding in excess of that estimated through the HNDA.    
 
19.  However in the interests of clarity and transparency I agree with those who submitted 
representations that the process, whereby the housing target of 4071 was derived, should 
be explained within the plan.  My recommended modifications below reflect this.    
 
Assessing the Housing Supply Target  
 
20.  The council’s housing technical paper explains the range of options that were 
considered in arriving at the numerical target figure.  Of these, option 6 was selected.  I 
sought further clarification and explanation of this option from parties on 22 February 2019 
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with a further request for clarification dated 15 April 2019.  I have taken the consequent 
submissions into account to confirm my understanding of the figures as set out below.     
 
21.  The HNDA is used as a starting point but also relies on the Local Housing Strategy 
and the 2017 Housing Land Audit.  Over and above the programmed output from the 
audit, assumptions are made for the remainder of the plan period to 2029.  These 
assumptions are based on the premise that 80% of the remaining capacity of programmed 
sites can be delivered in that time frame along with 20% of the remaining established 
supply.  I note this estimate is based on an annualised assumption rather than any specific 
information about which sites are likely to deliver and when.    
 
22.  It is acknowledged that some reliance is placed on sites not currently programmed.  
This is based on the assumption that there is capacity in the land supply which is not 
constrained to an extent that would preclude effectiveness in better market conditions.  
The council consider its assumptions to be realistic.   
 
23.  In summary the council’s assessment to arrive at a housing target and consequent 
housing land requirement is based on the following calculation/assumptions (referenced 
by the council as option 6).  Anticipated programming is based on the 2017 Housing Land 
Audit.  

1.   The HNDA estimate for 2019/2020 =  317 homes 
2.   Plus undelivered need and demand (2015-2019) = 218 
      This figure is based on 5 times 317 (1585) minus actual completions over this        

period (131,165,305,449 and 317)  
3.   Plus the 317 annual output over 3 years but minus the figures above = 416 
      (3 times 317 minus 218 and 317) 
4.   Plus the programming for the following two years = 1160 
      608 (2022/23) plus 552(2023/24)   
5.   Plus 80% of the remaining capacity of identified sites = 1500 (rounded up). 
      (80% of 1873) 
6.   Plus 20% capacity of long terms sites = 460  
      (20% of 2298).  
 
Housing Supply Target = 4071 units.   
 
To this the council has added 20% flexibility to arrive at the overall housing land 
requirement. 
 
Housing Land Requirement = 4885 units.   

 
24.  I agree with the council that the main disadvantage of this approach is the significant 
divergence from the evidence produced in the HNDA.  This concern is reflected by 
objectors to a housing allocation in West Kilbride.  These representations question the 
justification for the HNDA being ignored and the rationale for promoting growth in an area 
of population decline.  I consider there must be some consequent risk that the target 
derived from the assumptions above may over-estimate the delivery of new homes.  The 
extent of reliance on a range of assumptions about output and marketability diverges from 
more typical approaches based on household projections and needs assessments.  
 
25.  I note that paragraph 12.4 of the council’s housing technical paper states that it would 
not see any value in compounding any shortfalls year-on-year given the estimate which 
reflects commitment and programming may not be achieved and does not reflect any 
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requirements of need and demand.  This matter was not addressed in earlier 
representation but it was referenced in the response from Gladman Scotland on my further 
information request.  However, I do not consider this is a matter which requires any 
change to the plan given that Scottish Planning Policy explains the purpose of the housing 
target and how it should be addressed.  Policy 1 of the proposed plan makes provision in 
relation to monitoring and maintenance of the 5 year effective housing land supply.  
Consequently, no modification is recommended in this respect.  
  
26.  Representation from Homes for Scotland requested that the explanation of the target 
should address completions since 2016.  I consider this is appropriately explained in part 2 
of the calculation as set out above where completions are taken into account.  This matter 
would be addressed by including my recommended changes below which explain how the 
target was derived.      
 
27.  Taking all of the above into account, the approach to setting the target is perhaps 
unusual but I consider it is sufficiently robust and evidence based given the alternative of 
accepting that housing development will stall in a matter of years.  Future monitoring 
should signal whether the assumptions relied on have proven realistic and highlight any 
need for intervention or a review of this approach.   
 
28.  This need for review may in my opinion become more important beyond years 5-7 
where there is reliance on sites where effectiveness is less certain.  The representation 
from Thompson Pegs Ltd (representation 156), summarised by the council under Issue 8, 
specifically questions the reliance on sites that are stated to have no developer interest 
and uncertain potential to deliver.  I return to this matter below in considering the 
contribution from the established land supply.   
 
29.  I consider that for transparency and for the purposes of future monitoring it is 
important that the plan includes sufficient detail as to how the target was derived.  To 
address this matter, as raised in representation, I agree with the council that such detail 
need not be included in the main text of the plan as this extent of detail could detract from 
the main issues and the focus of the strategy.  In response to my further information 
request both Gladman and Homes for Scotland indicated broad support for the council’s 
approach to calculation of the Housing Supply Target.  Homes for Scotland considers the 
target is realistic, achievable and evidenced based.   
 
30.  I agree in principle with the council’s suggested revisions as set out in its housing 
technical paper and in response to my procedure notice.  However the council’s proposed 
inclusions, particularly in referencing an annualised target and breakdown of the figures, 
go further than I consider necessary to explain the headline figures included in the main 
text or the matters raised in representations.  Scottish Planning Policy references an 
overall target and I find no basis to include specific target figures for successive years.  My 
recommended modifications consequently include a slightly simplified version of the 
changes as proposed by the council (through option 6) to focus only on an explanation of 
how the overall target was calculated.        
 
Backlog from the extant Local Development Plan 
 
31.  I agree with the council that the HNDA updates any previous assessment of need and 
that part 2 of the above calculation of the housing target brings this up to date by 
accounting for completions since the base date of 2016.  In effect the new HNDA resets 
any previous assumptions with a fresh base date and a new assessment of need.  
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Consequently there would be no basis to roll forward any backlog from the 2014 local 
development plan.  It is clear to me, as referenced by the council, that the new HNDA, 
signed off as robust and credible, is the starting point for the new local development plan’s 
approach to housing.  This approach follows that of paragraph 115 of Scottish Planning 
Policy.  For these reasons I do not consider that account should be taken of any backlog 
need from the 2014 local development plan.  This matter was agreed by Gladman 
Scotland, in response to my further information request, albeit subject to the plan making it 
clear that any backlog in subsequent years should be addressed.  I have addressed that 
additional matter in paragraph 25 above.  
 
Split of Target for Affordable and Market Housing.  
 
32.  Paragraph 115 of Scottish Planning Policy states that development plans should set 
out the housing supply target split by affordable and market tenures.     
 
33.  The proposed plan does not currently contain a target for affordable housing just an 
all tenure target.  However the council’s housing technical paper indicates a target of 827-
904 units and this was updated as 847-880 in response to my further information request.  
I note that the affordable housing target is relatively modest when compared with the 
reference in the Strategic Housing Investment Programme to 1685 homes.  The council 
state that the affordable housing programme is being met from sites that are not specified 
as being for affordable housing and that specific affordable housing allocations in the 
adopted local development plan have failed to be developed for affordable housing. 
 
34.  I accept that Scottish Planning Policy refers to splitting the housing target rather than 
the land requirement.  Nonetheless if a target was set some measure of land suitable to 
enable affordable housing delivery would normally be expected.  This might have been 
reflected by allocating sites specifically for that use or on the basis of a percentage 
contribution from identified allocations.  I note the representation from the Scottish 
Government refers to the identification of smaller sites to facilitate such delivery.   
 
35.  In North Ayrshire it is clear to me from the Local Housing Strategy and the Strategic 
Housing Investment Plan that there is ongoing commitment to affordable housing delivery 
and funding at least over the next 3-5 years. 
 
36.  I note that Homes for Scotland support the position of the council in taking an all 
tenure approach.  From the available evidence it appears to me that given the overall 
extent of the supply and other opportunities that may be identified through regeneration or 
windfall sites there is unlikely to be a shortfall of available affordable housing sites.  
 
37.  The council refer to Figure 1 in its submissions which show how actual and projected 
completions of housing through its housing investment plan exceed the estimates derived 
from the Housing Need and Demand Assessment from 2016-2025.  Whilst it is suggested 
that this illustration could be included in the plan I consider it is sufficient to accept this as 
supporting evidence that completions and programming for affordable housing exceed the 
HNDA estimates.  I do not consider there to be any need to include this supporting 
information in the plan itself.   
 
38.  Given the lack of buoyancy in the housing market I consider competition for sites is 
likely to be less of an issue than in a high demand housing area.  In addition, it is clear 
from the evidence presented by the council (through the affordable housing background 
report) that an affordable housing policy approach has not proved a successful measure in 
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the particular circumstances of the North Ayrshire housing market.  In these 
circumstances, I find the council’s approach is sufficient so long as for monitoring 
purposes the plan includes a defined target for affordable housing in accordance with 
Scottish Planning Policy.  The council has indicated some support for this approach and 
my recommended modification below reflects this.   
 
39.  I have recommended a simplified version of the table included in the council’s 
response to my further information request.  I do not consider, as stated above, that there 
is any requirement through Scottish Planning Policy or otherwise to present the figures in 
an annualised format.  I understand the figures are based on the assumption that in years 
1-3 the figures reflect the Local Housing Strategy and years 4 and 5 the figures from the 
agreed 2017 housing land audit.  By year 6 the proportion of affordable housing is 
estimated at 22 units per year.  A footnote to the table below would help to clarify this and 
is included in my recommended modification. 
 
Table:  Affordable/Market Housing Land Supply Targets 

 Affordable Market  Total  
Housing 
Supply 
Target 
2019-2029  

847-880 3197-3227 4071 

 
Meeting the Housing Supply Target: Established Land Supply   
 
40.  The next step is then for the local development plan to show how the housing target is 
to be met and include provision to meet any identified shortfall (paragraph 117 of Scottish 
Planning Policy).  Much of the housing requirement may come from existing sites (the 
established land supply).  These are sites that have been identified through the current 
local development plan or otherwise have planning permission. To be relied upon these 
sites should be assessed as effective or capable of becoming effective over the plan 
period.  Scottish Planning Policy advises that the annual Housing Land Audit is an 
important evidence source in this respect.  It estimates the likely contribution of sites within 
the established land supply.  In this case I note the outputs were agreed with Homes for 
Scotland.   
 
41.  Schedule 2b on pages 108-110 of the proposed plan lists the schedule of sites from 
the established land supply anticipated to be active between 2019-2024.  A total capacity 
of 4319 units is indicated.  In addition schedule 3 on pages 111-112 identifies the total 
capacity from the established supply in the longer term 2024-2029 amounting to some 
2116 units.  Finally schedule 4 on pages 113-114 of the proposed plan also identifies 
potential regeneration opportunities with capacity of 1488 units.  
 
42.  The first paragraph on page 62 of the proposed plan includes reference to the 54 
effective housing supply sites shown in schedules 2a and 2b.  Schedule 2a on page 107 
includes only the eight new sites identified through this local development plan with a total 
capacity of 1053 units.  Taken together the 54 sites as shown in schedule 2 (from 2a and 
2b) of the proposed plan would have an indicative capacity of 5372 units.  
 
43.  Page 60 then references the effective supply from 2019-2024 to have a total capacity 
of 4700 units with actual delivery anticipated be around 2810 units in that time frame.  In 
response to my further information request the council state that the 4700 figure on page 
60 is taken from the figure in the 2017 housing land audit (5438) minus completions (754) 
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with the consequent total rounded to 4700.  In addition the proposed plan (page 60) 
references the established supply as 7000 units although paragraph 10.1 of the housing 
technical paper references this as 9000 units.    
 
44.  I understand that the discrepancy in the figures presented in the tables and 
subsequently on page 60 arises given the approach to handling sites of less than 10 units 
and as some sites are not in settlements and not arising from development plan 
allocations.  The council goes onto clarify that the figure referred to in paragraph 10.1 of 
the housing technical paper of 9249 is the total established land supply when the HLA was 
published in 2017.  However this was adjusted in removing sites with capacity for 2000 
houses to reflect the expectation that a significant portion of the total housing land supply 
was not expected to be delivered during the proposed plan period. 
  
45.  In brief my understanding is that I should rely on the figures on page 60 of the 
proposed plan and that schedule 2b provides information on the current effective land 
supply.  Schedule 3 sites remain part of the established supply but are not relied on to be 
effective prior to 2025.  Schedule 4 sites are regeneration opportunities.  Nevertheless I 
consider it is relevant to note that the schedule 3 and 4 sites include a potentially 
significant amount of additional housing land.  Policy 1 supports and promotes the 
development of schedule 3 sites and policy 2 supports regeneration opportunities through 
re-use of sites in schedule 4 including for residential use.       
 
46.  I note that the council’s approach to revisit the established supply in 2017 and remove 
sites with a capacity of around 2000 units is welcomed by Homes for Scotland.  In effect 
this has reduced the total capacity of the established land supply from 9000 units (housing 
technical paper paragraph 10.1) to 7000 units as stated on page 60 of the proposed plan.  
I consider this approach reflects that advocated in Scottish Planning Policy.  Paragraph 
119 states that planning authorities should be confident that land can be brought forward 
for development within the plan period and that the range of sites allocated will enable the 
housing supply target to be met. 
 
47.  Taking all of this together and despite some difficulty following the way the figures 
have been presented I consider there can be no doubt that the established land supply 
has a numerical capacity in excess of that required to accommodate the housing supply 
target of 4071 units.     
 
48.  That said the focus of Scottish Planning Policy is on the delivery of housing and the 
supply of land that is effective or capable of becoming effective over the plan period.  It 
follows that emphasis should be placed on the potential for delivery from the established 
land supply.  Despite the various other figures referenced above I consider it is sufficiently 
clear, as expressed on page 61 of the proposed plan, that the assumed effective supply 
over the plan period 2019-2029 is 4770 units.  The origin of this figure is further clarified in 
the supporting text on page 61 under the heading of Allocations: 

 
New homes already programmed: 2810   
Remaining capacity of programmed sites: 1500 
Assumed contribution from longer term supply: 460 

 
49.  Representations question whether all these contributions can be realised within the 
timeframe of the plan.  In that respect the council’s technical paper clarifies this in so far 
as it references continued commitments to affordable housing delivery and an assumed 
rate of completions in line with that previously achieved and programmed through the 
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audit.  In essence this is the same justification relied on in setting the housing target.  The 
programming assumptions are based on the agreed 2017 housing land audit.    
 
50.  The council accepts in paragraph 16.4 of its technical paper that there is no 
guarantee, within a population projected to decline, that past and programmed completion 
rates can be relied upon.  In this respect it states “we will continue to monitor the housing 
land supply to be able to identify market failure and support corrective action if shortfalls 
can be identified.  This may take the form of a new LDP strategy, introduction of innovative 
delivery vehicles (like SPZs) and/or by supporting planning applications in line with the 
vision that would address any identified shortfall”.  In that respect I agree that active 
management of the land supply and monitoring will be important considerations.  
 
51.  The text on page 62 of the proposed plan addresses the issue of monitoring and 
innovative approaches and the text on page 61 references Simplified Planning Zones with 
specific reference to the example at Montgomerie Park.  Page 21 of the proposed plan 
also recognises the importance of the action programme to provide a framework to work 
with partners to secure timely delivery of development.  Policy 1 references action in the 
event that a shortfall in the five year effective housing land supply is identified.  
 
52.  I find nothing to confirm that the council’s assumptions about the contributions from 
the established land supply are inappropriate but agree that there is an element of risk.  
This is apparent in all projections and forecasts but perhaps particularly so in this case 
given the conclusions of the current HNDA.  It would in my view be disproportionate to 
assess the potential effectiveness of all sites through this examination.  That is the role of 
the audit as time rolls forward through to the latter stages of the plan period.  I do not 
consider it is inappropriate to rely on sites not currently programmed so long as there is a 
reasonable expectation they can become effective over the relevant period.  This 
conclusion is supported by paragraph 120 of Scottish Planning Policy.   
 
53.  That said I accept that where sites have shown no movement historically or any 
likelihood of development, even in an improving market context, it may become 
increasingly optimistic to continue to rely on them.  In this respect I note sites referenced 
in representation where effectiveness in the period up to 2024 and beyond is questioned.  
The council has responded to this through Issue 8.  Having regard to the conclusions on 
that issue I consider there is nothing substantive to suggest any significant constraint to 
development or to rule out a reasonable expectation of delivery if demand for housing can 
be realised.   
 
54.  I accept some uncertainties about future delivery rates and consider that monitoring 
through the audit and positive management of the land supply through the Action 
Programme (CD25) will continue to be important.  Ultimately though I acknowledged this is 
a policy driven and aspirational housing supply target which may prove challenging to 
deliver including for reasons outwith the council’s direct control.  Drawing on my 
conclusions above I consider that the issue of the established land supply is sufficiently 
addressed without the need for modification to the proposed plan.    
 
Flexibility and Calculating the New Housing Land Requirement  
 
55.  In translating the housing target to a requirement for housing land Scottish Planning 
Policy requires flexibility to be considered (paragraph 116).  This is to account for inherent 
uncertainties in delivery timescales and the effectiveness of the land supply.  A margin of 
10-20% is advised and the higher level of 20% has been applied by the council.  Scottish 
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Planning Policy states that a robust explanation for this should be provided within the plan.  
 
56.  In that respect I consider the council has clearly expressed support for a generous 
land supply to enable its strategy and economic development objectives.  In light of the 
characteristics of the housing market and low market demand I find no reason to question 
application of flexibility at 20% which is at the upper limit of that advised through Scottish 
Planning Policy.  I do not think it is necessary to specifically rehearse this reasoning in the 
local development plan in any more detail than is already included.  The text on page 60 
clarifies the underlying rationale for a generous allowance being added to the land supply 
and the calculation on page 61 show that 20% generosity allowance was added to the 
housing target to arrive at the new housing land requirement.   
 
57.  Bringing together the housing target plus this flexibility and taking away the assumed 
completions from the established land supply reflects the methodology established 
through Scottish Planning Policy Diagram 1 on page 30.  Consequently I find the housing 
land calculation is appropriately represented on page 61 as summarised in the following 
terms: 
 

Housing Target (as per methodology explained above)            4071 
Generosity at 20%                                                                       814  
Consequent Housing Land Requirement                                   4885 
Assumed contribution from existing sites (established supply)  4770  
Shortfall of housing to be addressed in the proposed plan          115  

 
58.  To address this shortfall the council has then chosen to allocate new land through the 
proposed plan with a capacity for around 1050 homes (as stated on page 61).  It is notable 
that this would more than meet the identified shortfall and provide significant generosity 
over and above the 20% identified above.  In that context my conclusion is that the figures 
above combine to demonstrate that the lack of a generous supply of land is unlikely to be 
a constraint to achieving the housing target.  Indeed local communities have questioned 
an apparent oversupply of housing land and I return to that matter below.        
 
59.  The eight sites to meet this additional allocation are identified in schedule 2a on page 
107 of the proposed plan.  These are listed below along with the relevant reference to their 
consideration elsewhere in this report:  

 Burnhouse Manor Farm, Burnhouse - 55 units (Issue 9)  
 West of Newhouse Drive Kilbirnie - 100 units (Issue 13) 
 Lochilbo Road Irvine - 85 units (Issue 12) 
 Wood Farm Kilwinning - 173 units  (Issue 14)  
 Brisbane Glen Road Largs - 95 units (Issue 15) 
 Chapelton Road West Kilbride - 70 units (Issue 17)  
 Portencross Road West Kilbride - 175 units (Issue 17) 
 Mayfield Farm Saltcoats - 300 units (Issue 16) 

 
60.  The council accepts that these are qualitative additions to the land supply in locations 
drawing on the market assessment which is referenced above.  These additional 
allocations as proposed in the plan were subject to a site selection process that the 
council considers was robust and strongly tied to the deliverability and effectiveness of the 
proposals.  The addition of those sites was aimed at considerably improving the balance 
of effective sites in the HLA, to enable delivery and increase market confidence and 
interest.  I have accepted the principle of that approach above and I consider that the 
council has justified additional generosity in the context of that strategy.    
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61.  However there are site specific concerns about the appropriateness of these 
individual sites.  My conclusions above set these concerns in the context of an already 
generous housing land supply and I return to this matter below.       
 
The need for additional land  
 
62.  I accept the new allocation is significantly above any identified shortfall even in taking 
into account the higher target identified by the council.  The actual shortfall for this plan to 
address, when the proposed target is applied and generosity of 20% is added, is only 105 
units.  However, the council have then chosen to allocate land considerably in excess of 
this for around 1050 houses.      
 
63.  Whilst I can appreciate concerns about an apparent over-allocation I can also 
understand the council’s reasoning in identifying new sites aimed at jump starting the 
housing market.  This has enabled a proportion of the allocation to be directed to locations 
which have been assessed as more marketable.  In its representation Homes for Scotland 
state that based on an assessment of marketability it provided to the council, four of the 
eight new locations are of interest to house-builders and two are within settlements of 
interest.  Kilwinning and Burnhouse were not identified as marketable locations.   
 
64.  Whilst West Kilbride is referenced in representations as disproportionately burdened 
by new housing it is identified as a marketable location.  In addition, I would suggest this is 
a relatively small proportion of the overall land allocation within the established and 
proposed housing land supply.   
 
65.  Scottish Planning Policy references meeting housing needs but also accepts the 
benefits of a generous housing land supply and a range and choice of sites.  It also 
accepts marketability as a relevant consideration.  It does not set a cap on the housing 
target exceeding the level of assessed need or demand as part of a planned approach to 
housing delivery. 
 
66.  In this context I do not find the emphasis on qualitative additions to the land supply to 
be inappropriate.  Neither do I consider it would be appropriate to delete sites from the 
local development plan on the basis of the lack of a clear numerical requirement alone. 
 
67.  A significant shortfall and constrained land supply can weigh in the planning balance 
in the assessment of sites.  However this is clearly not the case here.  In any event even 
where such circumstances do apply Scottish Planning Policy is clear that development 
should still contribute to sustainable development.  The development plan has a clear role 
in directing development to the right locations where environmental and other impacts can 
be minimised.    
  
68.  The examination is focussed on the sufficiency of the proposed plan in relation to the 
matters raised in representation.  However the locational strategy and objectives of the 
proposed plan, the provisions of Scottish Planning Policy and my conclusions above on a 
generous land supply are also of relevance and have been taken into account in our 
assessment of individual sites.    
 
69.  Reference to our recommendations on the site specific issues indicates the following 
implications for the housing land supply:  

 deletion of Burnhouse Manor Farm, Burnhouse - 55 units (Issue 9);  
 deletion of Brisbane Glen Road, Largs - 95 units (Issue 15); 
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 deletion of Chapelton Road, West Kilbride - 70 units (Issue 17); and   
 that no additional sites were assessed as suitable for inclusion. 

 
70.  I appreciate this has a consequence of reducing the capacity of new allocations by 
some 220 units leaving reliance on new sites at Newhouse Drive Kilbirnie (100 units), 
Lochilbo Road Irvine (85 units), Wood Farm Kilwinning (173 units), Portencross Road 
West Kilbride (175 units) and Mayfield Farm Saltcoats (300 units).  Given the calculation 
above, which identifies a new housing land requirement of 115 units, I consider this new 
supply remains generous in this context.   
 
71.  The removal of the site at Burnhouse, given it was not considered by Homes for 
Scotland as a marketable location, should not have a significant impact on the overall 
strategy of the proposed plan.  Indeed the reporter’s conclusions on that issue indicate 
conflict with the locational strategy of the plan.  Clearly the site at Chapelton in West 
Kilbride was supported by the council given its marketability and likely contribution to 
housing delivery.  However the site at Portencross Road makes remaining provision for 
175 units in West Kilbride.  Loss of the site at Largs undoubtedly has some implications for 
the strategy of improving market confidence and enhanced rates of housing delivery.  
However, the reporter’s conclusions in Issue 15 identify conflict with other objectives of the 
proposed plan and with the principles of sustainable development.   
 
72.  Drawing on all of the above my conclusion is that taking into account the 
recommended deletion of three of the newly proposed housing sites a generous land 
supply is retained including both 20% flexibility and additional qualitative improvements.  
The newly identified sites plus the established land supply and potential additional 
regeneration opportunities combine to provide a generous supply of land and a range and 
choice of sites.  This is in accordance with the objectives of the proposed plan and its 
overall strategy and with the requirements of Scottish Planning Policy.  Consequently with 
the changes I recommend below I consider the issues raised in representation with regard 
to the approach to the housing target and the housing land supply are sufficiently 
addressed.   
 
Other Matters  
 
73.  In addition I note above that the council has not responded directly to the assertion by 
the Scottish Government that there is no provision within the plan to address any 
specialist or other specific needs housing that may be required for the area.  
 
74.  However the council has provided additional explanation through its housing technical 
paper.  Sections 6.1 to 6.6 of the HNDA identify the need for specialist housing.  It 
identifies that North Ayrshire should respond to demographic changes that will require 
housing stock to be adaptable and suitable for special needs accommodation.  I note the 
emphasis the council then places on its SHIP to provide a strategic scale of new housing, 
at volume, which will improve the choice and variety of North Ayrshire’s housing stock to 
meet specialist and specific needs. 
 
75.  I consider that the intentions of the SHIP and the local housing strategy combined 
with the range and choice of housing sites in the land supply should help to address this 
issue.  However I agree that this should be specifically referenced in the plan.  The council 
has suggested wording in this respect and with some minor modification I have included 
that in my recommendations below.     
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76.  Section 6.7 of the HNDA confirms that there is one traveller’s site in North Ayrshire, 
that no additional need for provision has been identified and that in a joint study with other 
neighbouring authorities North Ayrshire was not identified as an area where further 
provision was required.  Again I consider this could be appropriately referenced within the 
plan and have recommended the council’s suggested text in this respect.   
 
Additional Point of Clarification  
 
77.  As referenced in paragraph 28 above the representation received from Thompson 
Pegs Ltd (representation 156 as included under Issue 8) also raised more general housing 
supply matters.  These matters are also addressed in my conclusions above.    
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Modify the local development plan by:  
 
1. Inserting two new sentences under the heading “Housing Supply Target” on page 61 as 
follows:  
 
“Schedule 10 includes an explanation of how the Housing Supply Target was assessed.  It 
also provides a breakdown of expected tenure split between market and affordable 
housing for the plan period.” 
 
2. Inserting Schedule 10, after page 121, as follows:   
 

“Schedule 10a: Explaining our Housing Supply Target. 
 
The diagram below illustrates the origin of the figures used to calculate the Housing 
Supply Target and the Housing Land Requirement:   
 
Housing Supply Target and Housing Land Requirement 2019-2029  
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Notes  
 

1.   The HNDA estimate for 2019/2020 =  317 homes 
2.   Plus shortfall (2015-2019)= 218 
      This is the HNDA estimate 2015-2019 (5 times 317=1585) minus actual 

completions from 2015-2019 (131,165,305,449 and 317).   
3.   Plus the assumed Local Housing Strategy output minus the figures above= 416 
      (3 times 317 minus 218 and 317) 
4.   Plus the programming* for the following two years = 1160 
      608 (2022/23) plus 552(2023/24)   
5.   Plus 80% of the remaining capacity of identified sites=1500 (rounded)  
      (80% of 1873) 
6.   Plus 20% capacity of long term sites= 460  
      (20% of 2298).  
 
* Programming assumptions are based on the 2017 Housing Land Audit   
 
Schedule 10b  Affordable and Market Sector Target  
 

 Affordable Market  Total  
Housing Supply 
Target 
2019-2029  

847-880 3197-3227 4071 

Note:  This is based on the assumption that in years 1-3 the figures reflect the Local 
Housing Strategy and years 4 and 5 the figures from the agreed 2017 Housing Land 
Audit.  By year six the proportion of affordable housing is estimated at 22 units per 
year.   

 
3. Revising the text under “Allocations” on page 61 to reflect consequential modifications 
in light of the proposed deletion of new sites shown in Schedule 2a as follows:   
 

“We have therefore allocated 5 sites with a capacity of around 830 new homes …. .”   
 

4. Revising the text in the first paragraph on page 62, Policy 1, to reflect consequential 
modifications in light of the proposed deletion of new sites shown in Schedule 2a as 
follows:    
 

“In principle we will support and promote residential development of the 51 effective 
housing supply sites shown in Schedules 2a and 2b.”   
 

5. Revising the heading on page 61 at the paragraph relating to “Affordable Housing 
Supply” to read as follows:  
 

“Affordable Housing Supply and Meeting Specialist and Specific Needs Housing” 
  
6. Revising the text under “Affordable Housing Supply” to include a second paragraph as 
follows:   
 

“The HNDA highlights the need to respond to demographic changes that will require 
housing stock to be adaptable and suitable for special needs accommodation.  Our 
Strategic Housing Investment Plan provides a strategic scale of new housing, at 
volume, which will improve the choice and variety of North Ayrshire’s housing stock to 
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meet specialist and specific needs housing.  In addition, the plan ensures the land 
supply has choice and variety in location, size and type of site available for housing 
needs and demands.  Development that meets specialist housing needs will be 
positively supported.  No additional land requirements for gypsy travellers or show 
people have been identified.”. 
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Issue 2  
 

Strategic Policies and Mapping 

Development plan 
reference: 

 Strategic Policy 1: Spatial Strategy (from 
page 8) 

 Strategic Policy 2: Placemaking Policy 
(from page 18) 

 Strategic Policy 3: Strategic Development 
Areas (from page20) 

 Settlement maps (from page 40) 

Reporter: 
Alasdair Edwards 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
John Riddell (087) 
Network Rail (149) 
RSPB Scotland (174) 
RSPB Scotland (187) 
The National Trust for Scotland (261) 
Gladman Scotland (286) 
Henry R Thomson (289) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (354) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (355) 
 

 
Scottish Natural Heritage (356) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (357) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (358) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (359)  
Scottish Natural Heritage (360) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (361) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (362) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (363) 
 

Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Strategic Policies: 
• Strategic Policy 1: Spatial Strategy  
• Strategic Policy 2: Placemaking Policy  
• Strategic Policy 3: Strategic Development Areas (only   
relating to policy text, and mapping/styling matters - not substantial 
content of SDA areas) (from page20) 
• Settlement maps (from page 40) 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Strategic Policy 1: Spatial Strategy 
 
Gladman Scotland (286) - The representation supports the aims of the Spatial Strategy in 
directing development to settlements.  However, the representation considers that the 
components of the policy should allow greater flexibility to allow development outwith 
settlement boundaries where there is an identified need, including a failure to maintain an 
effective 5-year housing land supply. The representation also considers that this should be 
accompanied by a review of greenfield sites to ensure a more up-to-date understanding of 
potential housing sites at settlement edges. 
 
Henry R Thomson (289) - Page 3 of the plan does not show the rail services or the ferry 
connections including those to Argyll. The Spatial Strategy map shows a non-existent rail 
connection between Largs and Skelmorlie and omits the single track railway line running 
alongside the south eastern boundary of North Ayrshire.  The representation also 
considers that in the future, road haulage will be become unviable. Also stated in the 
representation, is the requirement that all railways need to be electrified, for example, the 
dedicated freight line from Ardrossan to the Hunterston port and the freight line along the 
South east of the NAC boundary. 
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Network Rail (149) – Supports the provision to seek developer contributions within the 
Strategic Policy but recommends that supplementary guidance is included as part of the 
emerging LDP which specifically addresses the mechanism for developer contributions.  
The guidance should advocate the pooling approach for developer contributions for rail 
and other transport infrastructure. 
   
Scottish Natural Heritage (354) - Any statutory supplementary guidance to be retained 
from the previous plan should be referenced. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (355) – States that the wording in the Towns and Villages 
Objective (page 10) is inadequate and too narrow in scope, focusing only on ’green 
space’. 
 
John Riddell (087) - The representation seeks to remove the provision for houses in 
countryside areas (in the countryside objective) where they are of exceptional design 
quality because it will lead to a proliferation of new housing in the countryside. 
 
The National Trust for Scotland (261) - support for the Countryside Objective set out in 
Strategic Policy 1: Spatial Strategy. This policy encourages opportunities for existing rural 
communities and businesses in Arran to grow. This is fully endorsed. This policy supports 
proposals outwith identified towns and villages for ancillary development of existing rural 
businesses, including housing (part b), developments that result in the reuse of derelict 
land (part e) and small scale expansion of settlements in Arran for people employed on 
the island and where there is an identified deficiency in housing stock (part g). 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (356) - Supports that the Countryside Objective highlights the 
need to protect North Ayrshire’s environmental assets in the countryside, however some 
criteria listed in the policy could provide more detail or be expanded upon in line with SPP 
(CD02). SNH suggests narrowing the scope of the type of tourism and leisure uses to 
those that require a countryside or coastal location. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (357) - The wording of the coast objective and policy is not in 
alignment with Policy 24 ‘Alignment with Marine Planning’ (page 89) in the Proposed Plan 
(CD04). The objective addresses development in relation to ‘sensitive or remote coastal 
areas’, but these areas are not represented on any spatial map in the plan. Policy 24 takes 
a different approach to ‘coastal zones’ identifying, amongst other things “undeveloped 
coast”, “developed coast” and “isolated coast”. It is not clear which section of this plan a 
decision-maker should apply when considering developments on the coast or how 
‘sensitive or remote coastal areas’ would be identified. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (358) - Agree with the need for development proposals to 
improve accessibility to North Ayrshire’s coast and islands in part c. Placemaking could be 
instrumental in delivering this through waterfront public realm and active travel, for 
example. 
 
RSPB Scotland (187) - considers the wording of the coastal policy ambiguous in how it 
outlines the balance that will be struck between protecting the coastal environment and 
supporting economic development. The representation considers that no weight should be 
attached to economic circumstances of development, and that only the environmental 
protection element of this policy should be retained in the adopted LDP (CD09). 
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Strategic Policy 2: Placemaking Policy 
 
Henry R Thomson (289) - The Placemaking Strategy shows no future proofing. There 
needs to be thought given to higher level routes for the A78. Currently both the railway line 
between Saltcoats and Stevenston and the A78 between Ardrossan and West Kilbride and 
Largs and Skelmorlie are subject to closure when storms are combined with high tides. 
Closures will only become more frequent due to climate change. Thought should also be 
given to providing bypasses to the North Coast Towns and thus assisting in the 
commercial development of Hunterston. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (359) - As currently drafted, this policy does not provide robust 
criteria against which development proposals can be assessed.  Page 18 refers to 
“detailed criteria”, but the ‘Six qualities of a successful place’ section provides a range of 
broad objectives with a few examples rather than detailed criteria. SNH considers that it 
will be difficult to enforce the policy and make it less likely that objectives for design-led 
successful places will be achieved in practice. 
 
Strategic Policy 3: Strategic Development Areas (only relating to policy text, and 
mapping/styling matters - not substantial content of SDA areas) (from page20) 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (360), (361), (363) - The wording of the policy is confusing, 
because whilst development frameworks or masterplans prepared by, or on behalf of, the 
planning authority may require a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), specific 
development proposals require an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). The policy 
appears to imply that masterplans will have no weight when submitted in support of a 
development proposal. The Plan does not contain details of masterplans for the SDAs, 
which is a missed opportunity. The text within the policy is not sufficient to seek developer 
contributions for infrastructure to support development in the SDAs. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (362) - Strategic Development Area maps and the Proposals 
Maps are unclear in a range of ways (including use of black and white photography, 
unclear boundaries, lack of legend and inconsistent approach to travel connections. This 
makes it difficult for stakeholders to assess the environmental (and other) impacts of 
allocations and proposals. 
 
The representation further suggests that the Proposals Maps (Irvine, Three Towns, 
Kilwinning, Arran, North Coast & Cumbrae, Garnock Valley) (pages 40-57) -  are unclear 
because  the scale used is very small which makes it difficult to see the detail; they do not 
show the context of land outwith the settlements and contain errors in mapping (Irvine - 
the Harbourside area has been cut off); development sites from the adopted LDP (CD09) 
have not been identified; site references have not been used; it is unclear what ‘General 
Urban Area’ is made up of; and infrastructure projects should be shown. 
 
RSPB Scotland (174) – Supports the policy provision to protect environmental features 
and that specific development frameworks may ned strategic environmental assessment. 

 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Strategic Policy 1: Spatial Strategy 
 
Henry R Thomson (289) - Page 3 should show the rail services and ferry connections 
including those to Argyll.  Page 8 spatial strategy map the non-existent rail connection 
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between Largs and Skelmorlie should be deleted should include the single track railway 
line running alongside the south eastern boundary of North Ayrshire. 
 
Gladman Scotland (286) – The towns and villages objective and supporting text should be 
modified so it is not overly restrictive. The supported principles of development located on 
page 13, specifically criterion c), should be reviewed and expanded, identifying housing 
as an appropriate type of development within the countryside where there is a 
demonstrable specific locational need, i.e. a shortfall in the 5-year effective housing land 
supply. This will ensure an appropriate local policy mechanism within the emerging LDP 
to address any shortfall that emerges in the housing land supply during the plan period.  
Furthermore, a review of the greenbelt in relation to potential housing sites is necessary. 
The most up-to-date landscape capacity study was undertaken in 2008, the landscape 
context has altered in the 10 years post completion of the study.   
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (355) - suggests expanding the text to the towns and villages 
objective to ensure wider natural heritage interests are taken into consideration. Change 
the following sentence to read, “In principle, we will support development proposals within 
our towns and villages that…recognise the value of our historic and natural environment 
by embedding placemaking principles into our decision-making.” 
 
John Riddell (087) - Page 13 h) Remove words ‘or it is a house of exceptional design 
quality’  
 
Network Rail (149) - Proposed modification to p15 after bullet list:   
“Supplementary guidance will be prepared to set out the mechanism for developer 
contributions and will advocate pooling contributions for rail and other transport 
infrastructure.” 
 
RSPB Scotland (187) - The statement on page 15 should be re-phrased to read: 
Development proposals should avoid damage to our coastal environment, particularly 
sensitive or remote coastal areas. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (354) - suggests including a reference within the Spatial 
Strategy to any statutory supplementary guidance and explain how that guidance will be 
used. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (356) - suggests providing more detail in relation to the type of 
development proposals in the Countryside which would be supported by the Council.  
Amendments could be made to the following points: “In principle, we will support 
proposals outwith our identified towns and village for… Tourism and leisure uses which 
require a countryside location, where they would promote economic activity, 
diversification and sustainable development, particularly where they develop our coastal 
tourism offer/infrastructure…”  
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (357) - suggests page 15 should be worded “Development 
proposals should not result in damage to our coastal environment, particularly in areas 
identified in Policy 24 as undeveloped or isolated coast…”  
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (358) - recommends highlighting the value of placemaking in 
improving accessibility to the coast.  Suggest “A range of uses will be considered to 
support our coastal economy. In principle, we will support development proposals 
that…improve accessibility to visit and explore North Ayrshire’s coast and islands 
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including the provision of high quality green space/open space and public realm in coastal 
settlements and infrastructure that supports active travel.” 
 
Strategic Policy 2: Placemaking Policy 
 
Henry R Thomson (289) - Pages 18-19: should give consideration to higher level routes 
for the A78. Thought should also be given to providing bypasses to the North Coast 
Towns and thus assisting in the commercial development of Hunterston. 
 
Road / rail cargo interchange facilities and suitable yardage needs to be reserved in the 
plan. There is also a requirement that all railways need to be electrified for example the 
dedicated freight line from Ardrossan to the Hunterston port and the freight line along the 
South East of the NAC boundary. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (359) - There should be an overarching policy followed by 
detailed criteria against which the Council can assess development proposals. In the 
absence of any supplementary guidance on design the plan should use graphics to 
illustrate how the six qualities of successful places should be applied in practice.  All 
development proposals must accord with the following design and placemaking principles, 
in line with the six qualities of a successful place as detailed in Scottish Planning Policy:  
 
1. Be designed to ensure a positive impact on character, function and amenity; 
2. Contribute to creating a safe and attractive environment; 
3. Support the creation of a welcoming environment;  
4. Support a mix of densities, tenures, and typologies to ensure that the design is 
adaptable;  
5. Incorporate sustainable materials, energy, design and construction methods;  
6. Provide appropriate transport linkages, prioritising sustainable and active travel choices 
using the following hierarchy, walking, cycling, public transport before the private car; and 
7. Safeguard and enhance features natural and built heritage features. 
 
Design tools, such as design frameworks, development briefs, masterplans, design 
guides and design statements, should be prepared for development proposals that are 
likely to have a significant impact on the environment. Where appropriate, the Council 
may adopt development briefs or masterplans as planning guidance where this would aid 
the development process. 
All development proposals must accord with relevant national policy statements, in 
particular Creating Places and Designing Streets.”   
 
Strategic Policy 3: Strategic Development Areas (only relating to policy text, and 
mapping/styling matters - not substantial content of SDA areas) (from page20) 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage - (360) suggests amending the wording to reference 
Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA).We suggest “Proposals may require to be the 
subject of an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). Masterplans and Development 
Frameworks prepared by, or on behalf of, North Ayrshire Council may be subject to 
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA).” 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (361) - suggests clarifying the statement relating to 
masterplans. The plan could possibly state that “Where appropriate, the Council may 
adopt development briefs or masterplans as planning guidance where this would aid the 
development process”. We suggest listing existing masterplans as well as those to be 
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prepared. We also suggest that the plan makes it clear the circumstances/locations where 
different design tools (such as those listed in paragraph 57 of SPP (CD02) should be 
used. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (362) - Make the below amendments to Strategic Development 
Area maps: 
a. A legend; 
b. Ordnance Survey basemap; 
c. The key active travel routes to, in and through the sites; 
d. Clear boundaries of different ‘zones’, rather than shading that obscures the nature of 
the existing land/land uses; and 
e. Colour photographs. 
Make the below amendments to Proposals Maps: 
a. Use a scale, or an appropriate range of scales, that enable the boundaries of specific 
allocations in relation to the existing build/ natural environment and in relation to relevant 
planning designations to be understood by people who the plan might affect; 
b. Ordnance Survey basemap 
c. Clearly Identify all development proposals, including those brought forward from LDP1; 
d. Use site references; 
e. Show important transport infrastructure needed to support the delivery of the key 
proposals; and 
f. Use/show a clear settlement boundary rather than the ‘General Urban Area’ approach. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (363) - For each new allocation the plan should include, as a 
minimum, a set of development requirements to ensure that any impacts on infrastructure 
and services are addressed. Including developer requirements related to green 
infrastructure, open space and active travel provision. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
Strategic Policy 1: Spatial Strategy 
 
Gladman Scotland (286) - The representation comments on the flexibility of the towns and 
villages and countryside components of the Spatial Strategy policy. However, the Council 
considers the unresolved representation for both amounts to the same suggested 
modification – because it is seeking further flexibility to allow housing in the countryside, 
where a shortfall in the effective 5 year housing land supply exists. The Council does not 
favour the modification proposed on the basis that it has gone through an extensive 
development plan process to achieve the appropriate balance between directing 
development to towns and villages, whilst creating a land use policy framework that 
supports appropriate rural developments in countryside locations. Recognising that it may 
not always be possible for the LDP to predict specific development needs, the Council has 
introduced a commitment to giving weight to the Scottish Planning Policy principle which 
favours development that contributes to sustainable development, where development 
conflicts with the spatial strategy. The Council considers this a robust and tested approach 
to responding to matters that cannot be predicted a the time of preparing the LDP; 
including should the Council require to respond to any shortfall in the 5 year effective 
housing land supply, in the event such an occurrence arises. 
 
The representation also states that the Council should undertake a review of its greenbelt. 
The current and proposed LDP does not contain a greenbelt; however, for the purpose of 
responding to this representation, it is assumed that the representation refers to land 
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outwith settlement boundaries. The Council considers that this process was completed in 
the preparatory work for the Proposed Plan by carrying out its call for sites, and assessing 
the promoted sites. Some other boundary corrections have been made, and the Council 
considers it settlement boundaries to be appropriate. 
 
Network Rail (149) – The representation presumes that there will be infrastructure impacts 
that require to be mitigated by way of developer contributions and that there is a 
requirement to pool collected monies through a supplementary guidance. The Council has 
not identified any specific infrastructure requirements that will require developer 
contributions from developers, other than in limited circumstances set out in Schedule 2 of 
the LDP, because development impact is expected to relate directly to sites, and be 
provided directly by the developer. The infrastructure component of the spatial strategy 
policy is therefore in place to ensure that when unpredicted impacts of development arise, 
there is a suitable reference in the Plan to allow the Council to seek contributions; which 
would be sought on a case-by-case basis. The Council considers this sufficient and 
proportionate and rejects the requested modification. 
 
RSPB Scotland (187) - This modification is rejected. The Council considers the statement 
to be clear. In operational terms, proposals will be determined through the development 
management process, which will give due scrutiny to the specific details of the case. In 
interpreting the policy it is clear that the primary objective of the policy is protecting the 
coastal environment, and the presumption will be that proposal which contravene that 
presumption will not be supported. However, any Local Development Plan will balance 
environmental, social and economic impacts in determining the appropriate limitations on 
development, and the weighting in this policy makes it clear that any proposal that give 
rise to adverse environmental impacts should be able to demonstrate a scale of economic 
benefit that outweighs any such impact. It will be for the development management 
process to reach a view on whether any such development proposal is acceptable based 
on the circumstances of the development proposed. 
 
John Riddell (087) - The modification is rejected. The Council’s approach to supporting 
development in countryside areas is based on historic local planning policy approach, 
which is reflected in the currently adopted LDP. In respect of housing in the countryside, 
the proviso to allow countryside housing where the house meets certain criteria (including 
exceptional design quality) is a successful component of the existing LDP. Its impact has 
been relatively modest and has not resulted in a proliferation of new houses in the 
countryside, but has supported a small number of new additions to housing stock in fragile 
rural areas, and has ensured that exceptional design quality is achieved through the 
policy. 
 
With regards to SNH’s representations, the Council does not have any statutory guidance 
at present, as there has been no statutory guidance prepared for the adopted LDP 
(CD09). This arrangement is maintained into the Proposed LDP. All existing 
supplementary planning guidance documents the Council currently uses are to be 
retained. A wider programme of review will be undertaken for existing non-statutory 
guidance, and this is likely to take 2-3 years. It is expected work will commence in autumn 
2018. 
 
The wording of this criterion within the towns and villages objective is intended to 
distinguish both built heritage and natural heritage resources as being important 
considerations in determining development proposals within settlements. This has been 
worded to attempt to ensure the plan is clear and in plain English for all users. The Council 
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does not agree that the change is essential and disputes that it is inadequate, particularly 
given that other policies in the LDP will also provide suitable coverage of natural heritage 
matters. The Council considers the representation to be stating a wording preference, 
which the Council considers unnecessary, and, ultimately a matter for the Council to 
determine in forming its LDP. Nonetheless, since the issue amounts to an editorial 
change, the Council is prepared to accept the suggested change as a non-notifiable 
modification. 
 
The Spatial Strategy policy is framed to cover towns and village, countryside and coastal 
areas. However, the introductory text to the Spatial Strategy, at page 9, explains that the 
Council's preference is to direct development to towns and village as the sequentially 
preferable location for development because they have existing services, infrastructure, 
population and development opportunities. It also sets out some limited circumstances 
where development can occur in countryside or coast locations to meet rural community 
and economic needs. The Countryside component of the spatial strategy is intended to set 
out circumstances where development can be supported, generally on the basis of need 
for a rural location. Subject policies will also apply where relevant. For example the town 
centres and Retail Policy 3 sets a requirement for a sequential approach for development, 
which includes commercial leisure uses. In relation to tourism and leisure uses, within the 
Countryside Objective, the wording is considered adequate to ensure the application of 
the policy in this way - and essentially, in the way the representation recommends. The 
Council considers there is no need to modify the LDP as recommended in the 
representation; however, since the Council considers it also doesn't alter the application of 
the policy, would not oppose the change. 
 
The Council does not agree with the point made in the representation that there is an 
inconsistency between the Coastal Objective component of the Spatial Strategy and 
Policy 24: Alignment Marine Planning Policy. The Spatial Strategy sets out an overarching 
objective, and the detailed Policy 24, provides additional clarity on how coastal 
development will be managed, introducing specific coastal zones. The zones are not 
different, and references to sensitive and remote areas is not considered to be 
incompatible with the detail in Policy 24. The identification of sensitive and remote areas, 
in the context of determining development proposals, will clearly be informed by Policy 24, 
and since there is a direct link between the policies, the policy framework is sufficient. The 
Council rejects the suggested modification. 
 
The Coast Objective is an overarching statement of intent, forming part of the spatial 
strategy, the criteria listed within that component are intended to set specific priorities for 
those areas. These are not considered to be exhaustive or extensively descriptive of the 
type of development proposal that would be acceptable. While the Council does not 
disagree with the intent of the representation, it is considered unnecessary, because it is a 
principle that is in line with the policy and other policies of the LDP; and particularly 
because it would narrow the focus of the broader objective specified in criterion c which is 
about improving accessibility to coastal areas. 
 
Strategic Policy 2: Placemaking Policy 
 
Henry R Thomson (289) - The map on page 3 of the LDP is part of the introduction to the 
Plan. It is a simplistic map to accompany the text to provide users with an understanding 
of North Ayrshire’s geography related to the central belt. The Council has no opposition to 
including rail and ferry links beyond what is shown, but does not think it is necessary. The 
suggested modification is rejected. 
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The Spatial Strategy map erroneously shows a rail link north of Largs. This is a print error, 
and the Council intends to rectify this as a non-notifiable modification. The Council has no 
opposition to including rail links outwith but close to the North Ayrshire area, but does not 
consider this necessary, and so rejects the modification. 
 
The Proposed Plan was prepared in consultation with key agencies, including Transport 
Scotland. There are no emerging proposals for additional strategic road infrastructure for 
bypasses along the North Coast area, and, therefore, the LDP cannot include such 
proposals as aspirations. Transport impacts and proposals have been considered in the 
formulation of the Proposed Plan, and in conjunction with transport consultees. The 
Council rejects the suggested alteration. 
 
The Council is disappointed with the nature of comments by SNH in respect of this policy. 
Engagement with SNH included inviting the agency to submit suggested comments to a 
draft of this policy during summer 2017, and the fundamental nature of this objection was 
not raised at that time. In any case, the Council would highlight that the structure of the 
policy is, in operational terms, as per the suggested approach in SNH's response. The 
policy is accompanied by an overarching policy, which outlines that all development 
proposals are expected to demonstrate compliance with the terms of Strategic Policy2: 
Placemaking and thereafter sets out how it expects development standards to 
demonstrate compliance with the Council's aspirations for quality place making, framed 
around the 6 qualities of a successful place contained in Scottish Planning Policy. The 
framing of the policy around those 6 qualities is as sought in the modification, and, 
similarly the design of the policy was informed by SPP, creating places and designing 
streets. In addition the content of the policy was informed by agency input (including 
SNH), monitoring success from the adopted LDP (where the general policy was translated 
to reflect the placemaking structure). The SEA process also informed the content of the 
policy and ensured that it maximised its environmental performance. Removal of specific 
detail, as recommended by SNH, would be a retrograde step in the Council's opinion and 
would weaken the way in which the policy can operate. The recommended use of graphics 
is considered to be a comment focused on the design and production of the LDP rather 
than a substantive modification, and the Council considers the design and production of 
the LDP to be a matter for the Council to determine, bearing in mind it does so with the 
best perspective to judge how the plan is designed to be suitable for all users. This 
comment appears somewhat outwith the remit of SNH. The Council considers it 
superfluous to reference creating places and designing Streets, because they are valid 
planning considerations irrespective of whether mentioned in any specific development 
plan and because they were considered in forming this policy. It is also superfluous to 
include statements that the Council can prepare supporting guidance and masterplans, 
because this is a matter of fact; and this policy, in any case, is not the place to include 
such intent. It is intending to set a standard for quality of development. The Council 
strongly opposes the suggested modification. 
 
Strategic Policy 3: Strategic Development Areas (only relating to policy text, and 
mapping/styling matters - not substantial content of SDA areas) (from page20). 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (360) - This representation misinterprets the intent of this 
statement. This purpose of the text as included is that it is recognised that the scale of 
development proposals that come forward within some of the Strategic Development 
Areas may, in future, be the subject of masterplans, which, if prepared by the authority, 
may require to be the subject of strategic environmental assessment in itself. The 
statement is simply highlighting this to identify that where there is significantly more detail 
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proposed any such masterplan may not be able to rely on the assessment undertaken for 
the LDP. The Council understands that individual development proposal may also require 
to be the subject of EIA; however this is a matter of fact, unaffected by the existence of the 
LDP, and does not need to be referenced. The proposed modification is rejected. 
 
This representation misinterprets the intent of this statement. It also does not reflect 
engagement with SNH, which explained that SDA areas were areas the LDP identified as 
future areas of significant change, and makes the assumption that masterplanning has 
been carried out for those site, which, the Council can confirm, is not the case. Taking the 
matters raised in turn, the Council would comment that the representation misunderstands 
how and when the Council expect masterplans to be brought forward. The wording in the 
Plan is specifically framed so as to give the most amount of weight to masterplans that are 
brought forward and approved by the Council as planning authority, and thereafter setting 
the expectation that for such masterplan to dictate how specific development proposals 
are shaped. It also accounts for the potential for other parties to prepare masterplans that 
are not approved by the planning authority. This is not an unlikely scenario, given the land 
interests in some of the sites. Accordingly, the LDP seeks to provide a broad framework to 
guide all masterplans, and include a control mechanism to clarify that masterplans 
prepared without the approval of the planning authority will have less weight in decision 
making, but will still be considered on their merits. The Council's engagement with SNH 
outlined that the LDP is leading the land use framework for the SDAs, which do not, at 
present, have prepared masterplans. As such, the LDP cannot, in the circumstances, 
reflect masterplans that do not exist. This is appropriate for a plan-led system. A range of 
sources informed the SDA content, including known land based assets and features, 
known development aspirations and refreshing policy frameworks from the 2014 LDP. The 
Council is disappointed with the nature of SNHs comments, which are inappropriate and 
do not reflect the engagement undertaken to date. The Council rejects the modifications 
proposed. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (362) - The Council's engagement with SNH outlined that the 
LDP is leading the land use framework for the SDAs, which do not, at present, have 
prepared masterplans. As such, the LDP cannot, in the circumstances, reflect masterplans 
that do not exist. This is appropriate for a plan-led system. Where development proposals 
are known they have been the subject of engagement with agencies and assessment 
through the SEA process. Any identified impacts have been integrated with the LDP, 
including as shown in the mitigation column of the housing, regeneration and industrial 
land schedules in the LDP. The LDP takes account of the impacts of the impacts of 
development and includes appropriate mechanisms to secure required contributions for 
development through the spatial strategy policy. In some instances in the SDAs, the key 
infrastructure is a core purpose of the LDP - i.e. Ardrossan Harbour infrastructure works. 
The modification is rejected. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (363) - The Council does not consider it appropriate for an 
agency or any single party to dictate the design and styling of the LDP. This should be a 
matter for the Council. The representation misinterprets the function and types of maps, 
particularly the SDA area maps. The SDA areas all have a basemap within the settlement 
maps. The function and purpose of the SDA area maps are to be more informative to all 
plan users (including non-expert users) to assist in translating the intent of the LDP at key 
areas of change that have emerged through the preparation of the LDP. As such, the 
design quality of the SDA maps serves a different function from other maps in the 
documents. For this reason the Council does not support the use of OS based maps; 
colour zonings layered on black and white maps were found to be the clearest way to 
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design the maps; the zonings are not necessarily fixed to the settlement map zones, and 
sometimes are indicative of broad areas to guide development (in accompaniment with the 
supporting text). Notwithstanding, the Council would have no objection to including 
legends to the SDA, although they are designed to not need them (i.e. the areas are 
labelled); and key access routes can be shown. The Council considers that styling 
changes to maps can be carried out as a non-notifiable modification. The Council would 
highlight that it has found that presenting the LDP to communities and members of the 
public has found that the SDA maps have assisted communication; and this ultimately was 
the intent.  In respect of the settlement maps, the Council also considers the changes 
proposed to mostly related to preferences over design treatment of the LDP, for which it is 
most appropriate for the Council to take a view on. The Council, in considering all users of 
the LDP should determine design and styling of the LDP. The scale of the maps has been 
selected to avoid separating maps from policy content, as was the case with the 2014 
LDP. While this can suit expert users of the LDP, such as development professionals and 
agencies, it was found to be a barrier for some community and general public users. The 
Council's intent with the design was to ensure integration of mapping. The scale is not 
considered by the Council to be an issue, particularly since most users of the LDP will use 
online versions, which can be framed to show clear boundaries. The LDP settlement maps 
are based on OS base maps. The Council intended the settlement maps to show key 
areas of change introduced by the LDP, and as such, not all historic allocations are 
shown. The Council continues to hold the view that the focus on change is appropriate, 
but is willing to engage with SNH, and, more generally, consider whether/how historic 
allocations and development sites can be identified and referenced. The LDP maps show 
key transport routes. No other transport infrastructure has been identified as being 
required to service development sites. The Council considers the settlement boundary 
depiction to be clear, but has no objection to including a firm line around the settlement 
areas, included on the key to describe the urban area, including a reference to Spatial 
Strategy Policy, which defines the urban area. 

 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.  The council has listed above a number of matters raised in representations which are 
in support of the provisions of the proposed plan.  Examination of the plan is limited by 
regulations to addressing only the unresolved issues which have been raised in 
representations.  My conclusions below therefore address only the unresolved matters 
raised in representations, including relevant matters raised in further procedures. 
 
Strategic Policy 1: Spatial Strategy 
 
Housing release 
 
2.  There is no requirement to provide further flexibility to allow housing outwith settlement 
boundaries by, as suggested by Gladman Scotland, modifying criterion c) of the towns 
and villages objective as the provisions of the proposed plan are appropriate and 
sufficient to allow housing to be delivered, including: 
 

 A generous supply of housing land (see the conclusions in Issue 1); 
 Support for housing within the general urban area expressed in the towns and 

villages objective (and criterion b) of the same objective); 
 Support in the spatial strategy for housing outwith settlement boundaries where 

there would be a positive contribution to the vision/priorities of the spatial strategy; 
 Support for housing in countryside areas in certain circumstances (ancillary 
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development; sensitive infilling of gap sites; small-scale expansion of settlements 
on Arran and Cumbrae; replacement, converted buildings or housing of exceptional 
design quality; sympathetic additions to existing well-defined nucleated groups of 
four or more houses) in the countryside objective; 

 A commitment to maintain a 5-year effective housing land supply at all times and 
consider innovative approaches should a shortfall be confirmed in policy 1 (new 
homes and maintaining effective land supply); and 

 Acknowledgement within the spatial strategy that the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development contained within Scottish Planning Policy (2014) would 
be used in circumstances where applications are not supported by the spatial 
strategy (which could include new housing proposals on unallocated sites in 
countryside locations). 

 
3.  In addition, it is reasonable for the plan to allow new housing of exceptional design 
quality in the countryside.  This follows the advice contained in Scottish Planning Policy 
that “planning should support development that is designed to a high-quality” and that 
“planning should take every opportunity to create high quality places by taking a  
design-led approach”.  I do not consider that maintaining this provision would lead to a 
proliferation of housing in the countryside as only “exceptional” examples would likely be 
permitted.  This finding is supported by the fact that a similar policy provision within the 
currently adopted local development plan has resulted in only a small addition to the 
housing land supply. 
 
Greenbelt review 
 
4.  Although referred to by Gladman Scotland, there is no greenbelt in North Ayrshire.  In 
any case, the council confirms that a review of greenfield sites was conducted through a 
review of proposed sites in preparing the proposed plan.  Furthermore, boundary changes 
to settlements have been promoted in the proposed plan with the council demonstrating a 
considered approach to settlement edges and potential development opportunities.  No 
change to the plan is required on this basis. 
 
Towns and villages objective 
 
5.  Criterion d) under the towns and villages objective supports development proposals 
that “recognise the historic value of our built heritage and green space…”.  While the 
council considers that the term “green space” is clear I find that it could be interpreted 
narrowly to simply refer to green areas whereas the term promoted by Scottish Natural 
Heritage of “natural environment” would allow a wider range of assets to be considered in 
assessing the impact of proposals.  A slight modification is therefore justified. 
 
The countryside objective 
 
6.  Scottish Planning Policy states at paragraph 79 that spatial strategies in plans should 
promote “economic activity and diversification, including, where appropriate sustainable 
development linked to tourism and leisure…”.  Criterion d) within the proposed plan’s 
countryside objective follows this advice.  I find that there is no justification to narrow the 
support within criterion d) to only apply to uses that “require a countryside location” as 
suggested by Scottish Natural Heritage as Scottish Planning Policy does not include such 
a caveat. 
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The coast objective 
 
7.  Paragraph 89 of Scottish Planning Policy advises that plans should identify areas of 
developed coast likely to be suitable for development; areas of significant constraint; and 
largely unspoiled areas.  Proposed policy 24 (alignment with marine planning) follows this 
advice by identifying areas of developed, undeveloped and isolated coast.  However, as 
identified by Scottish Natural Heritage, the terminology used in policy 24 contrasts with 
that provided in the coast objective of proposed strategic policy 1 (spatial strategy).  The 
coast objective refers to the avoidance of damage to the coast, particularly “sensitive or 
remote coastal areas”.  However, sensitive or remote coastline is not identified in the 
proposed plan.  Therefore, a degree of professional interpretation would likely be required 
to determine on a case-by-case basis whether a proposal was in a sensitive or remote 
location to be assessed against the provisions of the coast objective.  Consequently, I find 
that the terminology of the coast objective should be aligned with that of policy 24 to 
provide certainty and clarity to those using the plan. 
 
8.  Development which promoted high quality spaces and/or infrastructure which supports 
active travel could be supported by many of the criterion listed in the coast objective 
depending on the circumstances, including those that would improve connections 
(criterion d); enhance existing assets (criterion e); or complement the function of town 
centres (criterion h).  Proposed policy 14 (green and blue infrastructure) also provides 
support for the creation, extension and enhancement of natural features (green, blue and 
open spaces) and promotes multi-use provision which may include active travel.  
Furthermore, proposed strategic policy 2 (placemaking) provides support for high quality 
spaces and consideration of active travel.  Policy 27 (sustainable transport and active 
travel) further promotes active travel.  I consider that the plan has sufficient and 
reasonable provision for the promotion of high quality spaces on the coast without any 
amendment to the coast objective. 
 
9.  The National Planning Framework 3 confirms the Scottish Government’s commitment 
to increasing sustainable economic growth to be achieved through encouraging economic 
activity while protecting natural and cultural assets.  This approach is supported through 
the coast objective of the proposed plan as it provides for a balanced approach when 
considering any environmental impact against potential economic benefits.  
Consequently, I find that giving no weight to economic factors, as promoted by RSPB 
Scotland, would not be appropriate or reasonable in this case. 
 
10.  However, I do agree with RSPB Scotland that the wording of the coast objective is 
too absolute where it states “proposals should not result in damage to our coastal 
environment”.  The criteria provided within the objective allow for a range of proposals on 
the coast including improved access arrangements; improved connection; and uses that 
support the coastal economy and/or complement town centres.  Consequently, there will 
be circumstances where proposals would be supported which would result in damage to 
the coastline.  An internal conflict between the overarching objective and the criterion 
could occur.  Consequently, I consider that the wording “proposals should avoid damage 
to our coastal environment” would be reasonable and appropriate. 
 
Supporting development objective and supplementary guidance 
 
11.  The supporting development objective within the proposed plan refers to a 
requirement for developer contributions where necessary and lists potential infrastructure 
and service items.  As identified by the council there are no predicted instances where 
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pooled contributions would be required for infrastructure/service provision.  Furthermore, 
the council has indicated that there is no plan to produce supplementary guidance on 
developer contributions (or any other topic).  Consequently, I find no justification to insert 
a reference to forthcoming supplementary guidance on developer contributions which 
would include advocating pooling contributions for rail and other transport infrastructure. 
 
12.  In addition, as there is no current supplementary guidance, and no promise to 
produce any, I find that there is no need to make any reference to supplementary 
guidance within the proposed plan as suggested by Scottish Natural Heritage.  However, 
there is a single reference to supplementary guidance on trees and development in the 
proposed plan on page 85.  The council has confirmed in its response above that there is 
no statutory supplementary guidance adopted at present and no intention to adopt any in 
the future.  I therefore highlight to the council that it may wish to re-phrase reference to 
this document as a non-notifiable modification prior to adoption of the plan. 
 
Strategic Policy 2: Placemaking 
 
Infrastructure 
 
13.  There has been no indication from Transport Scotland, Network Rail or the council’s 
transport service that road haulage will become unviable or that all railways should 
become electrified during the proposed plan period.  Furthermore, these parties have not 
requested any road/rail cargo interchange facilities to be identified in the proposed plan 
and Mr Thompson has not identified any locations for such facilities to be safeguarded.  In 
addition, there are no plans to introduce bypasses to the North Coast Towns or, in 
response to climatic factors, provide higher level routes for the A78.  Consequently, I find 
that there is no need to refer to these matters in the proposed plan.  In any event, I note 
that many of matters would usually be addressed by the council’s local transport strategy. 
 
Policy provisions 
 
14.  The proposed placemaking policy embodies the advice contained in Scottish 
Planning Policy (at paragraph 55) to include reference to the six qualities of successful 
places and provides a host of requirements for proposals to meet.  It does not include all 
the criteria listed in the version of the policy promoted by Scottish Natural Heritage.  
However, other policies in the plan provide sufficient protection for these items including 
safeguarding natural and built heritage features.  Community planning, also endorsed at 
paragraph 55 of Scottish Planning Policy, is referred to within the proposed plan through 
strategic policy 4 (delivering on community priorities). 
 
15.  In relation to the advice in Scottish Planning Policy to specify where design tools 
should be used, I note that the proposed plan refers to masterplans in relation to strategic 
development areas.  The plan also gives detailed guidance in relation to shopfronts, signs 
and advertisements (proposed policy 5).  In addition, as required by regulation, some 
developments would be required to submit design statements (e.g. national or major 
developments or those affecting heritage assets) without the need for this requirement to 
be stipulated within the proposed plan.  I find that the proposed plan contains sufficient 
provisions in relation to a design-led approach as advised by Scottish Planning Policy 
without the need for modification as proposed by Scottish Natural Heritage.  I further find 
that, as stated by the council, that national policy statements on design would be material 
to any determination of planning applications and do not need to be identified within the 
proposed plan.   
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Strategic Policy 3: Strategic Development Areas 
 
Environmental assessments 
 
16.  Strategic environmental assessment (SEA) are required for plans, programmes or 
strategies produced by a public body (e.g. the council) whereas environmental impact 
assessment (EIA) is required from an applicant to support certain proposed developments 
which meet set criteria (e.g. urban infrastructure projects over 0.5 hectares).  Proposed 
strategic policy 3 states that “proposals may require to be subject to a separate strategic 
environmental assessment”.  I agree with Scottish Natural Heritage that this statement is 
factually incorrect as it infers that a proposal would be subject to SEA.  I also agree with 
Scottish Natural Heritage that should a masterplan be produced for, or on behalf of the 
council for strategic development areas, then these may be subject to SEA.  I don’t agree 
with the council’s suggestion that the policy, as written, relates to a requirement for SEA if 
a masterplan is produced by the council.  I find that a modification to the policy is required 
to clarify this position. 
 
Masterplans 
 
17.  I agree with Scottish Natural Heritage that it may have been useful for the proposed 
plan to indicate which strategic development areas had approved masterplans.  
Nevertheless, although helpful, I do not consider that inclusion of approved masterplans is 
necessary as the plan sufficiently indicates to the reader that masterplans have been, or 
could be, prepared for sites meaning that they could be reasonably considered in any 
decision-making processes.  In addition, proposed strategic policy 3 indicates that 
masterplans produced without formal council approval would be given “consideration”.  
Consequently, I do not agree with Scottish Natural Heritage that they would be given no 
weight in decision-making.  I also agree with the council that a masterplan approved by a 
public body, with due consideration and consultation, is likely to carry greater weight in 
decision-making.  No change to the plan is required on this basis. 
 
Developer contributions 
 
18.  Following my findings set out at paragraph 11 above, I note that there is provision to 
enable developer contributions through the supporting development objective of the 
proposed plan.  This should be sufficient to enable the capture of any required developer 
contributions associated with the strategic development areas without any amendment 
needed, as suggested by Scottish Natural Heritage, to strategic policy 3. 
 
Mapping 
 
19.  The Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) stipulates at 
section 15 that local development plans include a spatial strategy (a detailed statement of 
the planning authority’s policies and proposals) and “for the purposes of explaining or 
illustrating the proposals in the plan…contain or be accompanied by – (a) such maps, 
diagrams, illustrations and descriptive matter as may be prescribed, and (b) such other 
diagrams, illustrations and descriptive matter (if any) as the planning authority think 
appropriate”. 
 
20.  The Town and Country Planning (Development Planning)(Scotland) 
Regulations 2008 require at regulation 8 that “(1) a development plan is to contain a map 
or maps, (to be known as “the Proposals Map”), describing the policies and proposals set 
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out in the local development plan, so far as practicable to illustrate such policies or 
proposals spatially”; and that “(2) The Proposals Map is to be sufficiently detailed so as to 
enable the location of proposals for the development and use of land to be identified”.  
This is further emphasised in Scottish Government Circular 6/2013 on ‘Development 
Planning’ which advises that “the proposals map may constitute a number of different 
sheets, thus allowing for the use of insets and the use of different scales for different parts 
of the plan.  Scottish Ministers also expect local development plans to contain a map 
(single map or set of maps) which show the policies which have a spatial dimension”. 
 
21.  Mr Thomson raises issues with the spatial strategy map (summarised under the 
spatial policy section but responded to by the council under the placemaking policy 
heading).  The spatial strategy map (on page 8 of the proposed plan) is simply 
diagrammatic and not intended to be definitive or detailed.  I consider that it follows the 
requirement in the Act to allow the planning authority to provide any maps, diagrams or 
illustrations thought appropriate as it gives a geographical overview of the area covered 
by the plan.  Consequently, I agree with the council that it is not necessary to show every 
transport route or connection within the authority area or show links outside the authority 
area.  However, I note that the council concedes that the spatial strategy map 
inaccurately shows a rail link north of Largs.  The proposed plan should be modified to 
remove this. 
 
22.  I recognise the concerns of Scottish Natural Heritage in relation to interpretation of 
the mapping within the proposed plan.  However, I also recognise that the document is 
primarily a spatial expression of the polices and proposals of the plan and that while there 
is some prescription within the Act, Regulations and Circular with respect to what 
diagrams, illustrations and maps should contain there is also a great deal of discretion 
afforded to the council.  I sought further information from the council and Scottish Natural 
Heritage on this matter to further understand the council’s intention regarding online 
publication of the mapping and whether this approach would satisfy the concerns of 
Scottish Natural Heritage.  The council confirmed that it would produce an interactive 
online version of the proposals map (as it has for other plans) to improve functionality and 
definition with all designations and allocations (including historical) included.  Scottish 
Natural Heritage suggest that an online version of the proposals map, showing historical 
allocations and specific boundaries of allocations/designations and settlement boundaries 
including all constraints, would satisfy its concerns. 
 
23.  I note that Scottish Government Planning Advice Note 70 on ‘electronic planning 
service delivery’ suggests that digitising proposals maps can provide a high level of 
definition.  I further note that the proposed plan shows all of the allocations and 
designations (albeit at different scales) and that extant allocations are shown in the 
currently adopted local development plan (all of which is in the public domain).  I am 
satisfied that the provision of an online proposals map would be appropriate and 
reasonable and would enable stakeholders, including Scottish Natural Heritage, to identify 
boundaries and constraints.  I would expect that the online version would show all 
proposals (including extant proposals), designations and constraints.  I find that the 
provision of an online proposals map would align with the Act in providing a plan that 
accompanies the local development plan.  What the proposed plan omits is any reference 
to the online version of the proposals map.  To rectify this I recommend reference to the 
online version within the ‘using the plan’ page and on the spatial strategy map.  The 
council and Scottish Natural Heritage agree to this approach. 
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Development requirements 
 
24.  Potential site mitigation is provided for housing allocations; long-term housing 
allocations; and regeneration opportunities in schedules at the rear of the proposed plan.  
The proposed supporting development objective: infrastructure and services on page 16 
of the plan also provides a mechanism to secure developer contributions on sites where 
necessary.  In addition, the introduction to the strategic development areas section of the 
proposed plan refers to the council’s Capital Investment Strategy and Action Programme 
which aim to deliver essential infrastructure in tandem with proposed development.  I find 
these provisions sufficient to ensure that infrastructure needs and impacts on services are 
met in the context of development proposals.  Therefore, I do not agree with Scottish 
Natural Heritage that a set of developer requirements is needed for all allocations. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Modify the local development plan by: 
 
1. Replacing criterion d) within the towns and villages objective on page 11 with: 
 
“d) Recognise the value of our built and natural environment by embedding placemaking 
into our decision-making.”. 
 
2. Replacing the first sentence of the coast objective on page 15 with: 
 
“Development proposals should avoid damage to our coastline, particularly undeveloped 
or isolated coastal areas, unless economic benefits arising from the proposal outweighs 
the environmental impact.”. 
 
3. Replacing the final sentence of the second paragraph of Strategic Policy 3: Strategic 
Development Areas on page 21 with: 
 
“Proposals may require to be the subject of an environmental impact assessment.” 
 
4. Inserting a new final sentence to the fourth paragraph of Strategic Policy 3: Strategic 
Development Areas on page 21 as follows: 
 
“Masterplans prepared by, or on behalf of North Ayrshire Council, may be subject to 
strategic environmental assessment.”. 
 
5. Removing the rail link north of Largs shown on the spatial strategy map on page 8. 
 
6. Adding the following text at the end of the paragraph within the dark blue box at the 
bottom right on page 4 under the heading ‘Using the plan’: 
 
“Those using the plan should interpret the provisions of the plan together with the detailed 
online version of the proposals map.”. 
 
7. Revising the explanatory text in the spatial strategy map on page 8 to read as follows: 
 
“The LDP shows a series of maps that should be read alongside the Spatial Strategy.  
Detailed mapping showing all proposals, designations, constraints and settlement 
boundaries are provided within our online proposals map.”. 
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Issue 3  
 

Detailed Policies Chapter 1: A Successful, Sustainable North 
Ayrshire – housing matters contained within Issue 1 

Development plan 
reference: 

Policy 7 Business and Industry Employment 
Locations (page 70) 

Reporter: 
Alasdair Edwards 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Persimmon Homes (113) 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Policy 7 Business and Industry Employment Locations (page 70) 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Policy 7: Business and Industry Employment Locations 
 
Persimmon Homes (113) - there is provision to support other employment generating 
uses.  There must also be an allowance for non-employment related development, such 
as housing, on land zoned for employment. Subject to meeting criteria, this will ensure that 
brownfield land could contribute to housing supply in North Ayrshire in certain 
circumstances; for example where there is an over-supply of industrial land or it has been 
proven to be unattractive to business or industrial uses after a reasonable period of 
marketing.  The provisions of both the Scottish Planning Policy (CD02) and National 
Planning Framework 3 (CD11) (paragraphs 103 and 2.10 respectively) allow for flexibility 
when considering the use of employment land and need for housing.  
  
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Policy 7: Business and Industry Employment Locations 
 
Persimmon Homes (113) - Amend the following paragraph on page 70 to include the last 
sentence: 
 
“We will monitor the location, size, planning status, existing use, neighbouring land uses 
and any significant land use issues (e.g. underused, vacant, derelict) within the business 
land supply. The monitoring of the business land supply will assist the Council in 
considering alternative uses within business and industrial areas.” 
 
At the end of the existing text on page 70 insert the following:   “Proposals for non-
employment generating development including housing on the safeguarded business and 
employment areas will not be supported, except where:  
 

• there is no current or likely future demand for employment uses on the land; 
• it can be demonstrated that the site or premises have been suitably 
marketed for business use for a minimum period of 12 months without success 
and are not reasonably capable of being used or redeveloped for employment 
purposes; 
• the existing use harms the character of the area; or where development 
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would bring wider economic, environmental, community or amenity benefits.” 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
Policy 7 Business and Industry Employment Locations  
 
The Council considers the policy sufficient and fit for purpose. The Council does not 
accept the suggested modifications to Policy 7. 
 
In considering the proposals in the modification, the representation references paragraph 
103 of Scottish Planning Policy (CD02) to support its sought modification to support 
vacant industrial sites to be reallocated.  In preparing the LDP, the Council’s Employment 
Land Audit (CD27) informed the content of the Plan. For a number of small scale industrial 
sites, the Proposed Plan has subsumed those sites within the general urban area, while 
some are located in town centre boundaries. This recognises that in those instances, the 
sites were of a sufficiently small scale that they were not providing a strategic contribution 
to the employment land supply, in their own right, and to reflect that should those site 
become vacant during the Plan period, policies for managing the general urban area 
would apply – and this supports the principle of residential. The remainder of the sites 
shown as employment land are retained as designated employment land in the Proposed 
Plan (CD04). Those sites are categorised in the Employment Land Audit to show what 
their contribution to the employment land supply is – i.e. whether they are marketable or 
strategically important, or serving only more localised demand. The LDP preparation 
process has, therefore met the terms of paragraph 103 of SPP in reviewing whether sites 
no longer in use (or which the authority has considered of a scale they do not need a 
specific designation); and the remainder of the sites are shown in the PLDP. For some 
sites in particular they make a clear strategic contribution to North Ayrshire’s economic 
strategy and are, accordingly, referenced within the strategic policies of the LDP, including 
Strategic Development Areas. 
 
Notwithstanding, the Council recognises that it has a challenging market and a substantial 
volume of employment land, and in some instances, vacant and derelict sites that were 
formerly occupied for business and industry. The Plan, at Strategic Policy 1 – Spatial 
Strategy, Policy 2 – Regeneration Opportunities and Policy 3 – Town Centres and Retail 
all provide a strong framework for promoting development on brownfield and vacant sites 
in preference to greenfield sites in meeting development needs; and in embedding a 
sequential approach to development, which guides development to existing opportunity 
sites. In particular, SPP embeds the principle in favour of development that contributes to 
sustainable development by ensuring that the terms of SPP will be given increased weight 
in decision making, if the LDP is found to be out of date (either in age or policy content). 
When Policy 7 is considered alongside the other policies in the LDP, the Council considers 
that a suitably flexible policy framework is in place to protect employment land from 
development that would damage its functional operation, but recognises that ongoing 
natural market-led restructuring will occur and that from time to time it will be appropriate 
to permit non-industrial development in industrial locations. 
 
On the basis of the above, the Council considers that the policy framework it has proposed 
in the LDP is sufficient and in line with national policy and strategy. The Council also 
considers that this policy framework will operate in largely the same way as they would if 
the proposed modifications are included in the LDP. Accordingly, the Council would 
highlight that while it considers Policy 7 sufficient and rejects the modification; it also has 
no fundamental objection to the inclusion of the text suggested, should it be deemed 
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appropriate to ensure the policy is fit for purpose. 
 

Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.  In preparing the proposed plan the council considered the findings of its employment 
land audit for the period 2016-2017.  This resulted in various smaller employment sites 
being subsumed into the general urban area and retention of other employment sites 
which were considered to make a valuable contribution to the employment supply. 
 
2.  The methodical approach of the council in relation to employment land reflects the 
advice contained within Scottish Planning Policy (paragraph 103) to consider reallocation 
or alternative uses on underused employment sites in the preparation of a local 
development plan. 
 
3.  Proposed policy 7 (business and industry employment locations) seeks to support and 
promote business and industry on allocated sites.  There is no provision within the policy 
to allow for the consideration of alternative non-employment uses.  However, Scottish 
Planning Policy contains no direction that local development plans should include policy 
provision for alternative uses on employment land.  Similarly, paragraph 2.10 of the 
Scottish Government’s statutory National Planning Framework 3 endorses flexibility in 
delivering housing but does not specifically refer to utilising underused/vacant 
employment land for this purpose. 
 
4.  Within the general urban area residential proposals are supported by the proposed 
plan in principle (subject to assessment against the relevant policies of the plan).  This 
means that previously allocated employment sites now identified as being within the 
general urban area could potentially be utilised for residential use where justified.  In 
addition, the proposed plan supports the re-use of brownfield land including the 
regeneration of vacant and derelict land which could, depending on circumstances, 
include currently developed but underutilised employment land.  Proposed policy 1 (new 
homes and maintaining an effective housing land supply) also suggests that innovative 
approaches to enable residential development would be considered where a shortfall in 
the 5-year effective housing land supply was identified.  The proposed plan also refers 
within its spatial strategy (page 10) to utilising Scottish Planning Policy’s presumption in 
favour of sustainable development should proposals not be supported by the spatial 
strategy.  Therefore, I find that there is sufficient policy provision within the local 
development plan to allow consideration of non-employment uses, particularly residential, 
on employment sites without the need to include a criteria-based assessment as 
suggested by Persimmon Homes. 
 
5.  In any event, I note that the criteria suggested by Persimmon Homes does not include 
reference to the maintenance of a 5-year effective housing land supply so the policy, as 
suggested, could potentially be used to promote sites in competition with sites already 
allocated for housing.  Furthermore, I note from the findings contained in Issue 1 above 
that there is a generous supply of housing land, meaning that it would be unlikely that 
additional housing land would be required to come forward on employment sites. 
 
6.  I find that there is no need for proposed policy 7 to refer to the employment land audit 
as a means of considering alternative uses for employment land; or a requirement to 
include a set of criteria to specifically assess proposals for non-employment uses.  The 
employment land audit would be a material consideration in relation to any proposals on 
employment sites and the proposed plan provides sufficient provision to allow the 
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assessment of non-employment uses on employment sites. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
No modifications. 
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Issue 4  
 

Detailed Policies: Chapter 2 

Development plan 
reference: 

Detailed Policies: Chapter 2 (Page 76-90) 
Reporter: 
Alasdair Edwards 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Scottish Wildlife Trust (145) 
Scottish Government (168) 
RSPB Scotland (176) 
RSPB Scotland (177) 
RSPB Scotland (181) 
RSPB Scotland (185) 
Forest Enterprise Scotland (193) 
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency 
(216) 
Scottish Water (233) 
Scottish Water (235) 
Woodland Trust Scotland (245) 
Woodland Trust Scotland (246) 
Woodland Trust Scotland (247) 
 

 
Woodland Trust Scotland (248) 
Woodland Trust Scotland (249) 
Woodland Trust Scotland (250) 
Strathclyde Geoconservation Group (322) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (376) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (377) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (378) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (379) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (380) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (381) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (382) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (383) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (384) 
Strathclyde Passenger Transport (404) 
 

Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Policy 14: Green and Blue Infrastructure (page 78) 
Policy 15: Landscape and Seascape (page 80) 
Policy 16 Designated Sites (page 82) 
Policy 18: Forestry woodland, trees and Hedgerows (page 84) 
Policy 21: Cemetery Sites (page 81) 
Policy 22: Water Environment Quality (page 87) 
Policy 23: Flood Risk Management (page 88) 
Policy 25: Supporting Aquaculture (page 90) 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Policy 14: Green and Blue Infrastructure 
 
RSPB Scotland (185) - support for the temporary greening of undeveloped sites.  Also 
shows support for new development having regard for biodiversity.  Responder also 
highlights typo in first line of Policy 14.   
 
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (216) - support the policy but note that a word 
is missing from the first sentence. This should read ‘All proposals must seek to.  
 
Woodland Trust Scotland (245) - support for policies which seek to enhance biodiversity. 
 
Scottish Water (233) – support the use of rainwater harvesting and SUDS. Requests that 
the Council works with Scottish Water in management of implementation of new 
developments. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (376) - welcome the inclusion of the Green and Blue 
Infrastructure policy. Greater emphasis could be made to ensure that proposals take a 
design-led approach to green networks by seeking to create high quality, multifunctional 
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places rather than simply seeking to “enlarge” spaces. The policy should also set out the 
requirement for proposals to provide links to the wider green network. The policy could 
highlight that developer contributions could be sought from the Council if required. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (377) - note that North Ayrshire is located within the Central 
Scotland Green Network (CSGN) area therefore proposals should align with the CSGN 
vision and outcomes. The policy should also take the Garnock Connections project into 
consideration. 
 
Policy 15: Landscape and Seascape 
 
Woodland Trust Scotland (246) - supports policies which seek to protect and enhance wild 
land and its setting amongst other landscape features.   
 
Scottish Government (168) - seeks a change to policy 15 (b) to include the factors that will 
be taken into account in the development management process.  Responder also seeks 
clarity that the wild land referred to in policy is that which is included in the 2014 SNH Map 
(RD01).   
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (378) - The policies on page 92 and the map on page 93 do not 
constitute a coherent approach to protecting and enhancing the special landscape 
qualities of North Ayrshire for the following reasons: 
 

• The boundaries of the various landscape designations are unclear and are not 
available in the virtual ‘storymap’; 
• The yellow 'local landscape character areas' do not relate to any policy in the 
plan and there is no explanation of the basis for their designation, their purpose, 
how these relate to the Landscape Character Assessment or how they should be 
taken into account with respect to specific development proposals; 
• Parts of the Special Landscape Areas are obscured by the yellow ‘local 
landscape areas, so it is not clear which policy applies in which areas; 
• The referenced ‘Ayrshire Landscape Character Assessment’ should inform the 
map, but does not appear to have done so; 
• The 'limit of development expansion' lines are ambiguous and do not seem to 
relate to settlement boundaries nor to Countryside designations or policies; and 
• The policies appear to give equivalent levels of protection to wild land and 
special landscape areas implying that they have an equivalent purpose. This is not 
in line with SPP with respect to wild land or with respect to local landscape 
designations. 
 

Scottish Natural Heritage (379) - support the reference made to the Ayrshire Landscape 
Character Assessment. The wording could be amended to ensure that any new or 
updated assessments are considered. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (380) - welcome the intention to protect and enhance landscape 
and seascape character and reference to the landscape character assessment. We 
suggest that the Council may wish to specifically include, as a category in the main text, 
the 'Special Landscape Areas' and to state that "Development will protect and enhance 
the special qualities and integrity of Special Landscape Areas and/or future Local 
Landscape Areas."  
 
Whilst we welcome the inclusion of policy on Wild Land Areas and Special Landscape 
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Areas, these should be distinct from one another as they do not have the same criteria for 
developments that affect them. Special Landscape Areas are a local designation and the 
level of protection is not as high as for international or national designations such as Wild 
Land Areas. 
 
We acknowledge that the North Arran National Scenic Area has been identified within the 
text, however, we would welcome the identification of the other landscape designations 
such as the Special Landscape Area of the Clyde Muirshiel Regional Park. 
 
The policy should highlight that if development proposals have the potential to have 
landscape and/or visual impacts, a landscape and visual assessment (LVIA) is required. 
A review of the local landscape designations could be carried out and we would be happy 
to advise on the process. 
 
Policy 16 Designated Sites 
 
Scottish Wildlife Trust (145) - suggests a change in wording to the opening paragraph of 
policy 16 to be more aligned with the tone of the Policy.   
 
Woodland Trust Scotland (247) - believes that sites that are designated for being of 
international importance should be given more protection by strengthening the provisions 
of the policy.  The representation argues that the policy should not allow any development 
on sites of international importance unless the development is required for the 
conservation management of the site.   
 
Scottish Government (168) - seek the modification of the policy include all the criteria 
listed in Scottish Planning Policy (CD02), namely include compensatory measures. 
Responder also requests that the Council amends policy 16 (b) to include environmental 
benefits in the criteria. 
 
RSPB Scotland (177) (181)- objects to the wording of Policy 16 as it fails to offer adequate 
protection for Nature Conservation Sites of Local Importance, stating that developments 
only need to demonstrate economic or social benefits of local importance.   
 
Strathclyde Geoconservation Group (322) - seeks the inclusion of reference to Geological 
sites in North Ayrshire as part of the Biodiversity Action Plan Habitats and Species.  The 
responder also listed sites of importance as a supporting document (RD02).  
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (381) - Whilst support the inclusion of a map in the policy to 
provide spatial context, it is difficult to make out the detail in relation to boundaries of the 
designations and there is no base map to provide context. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (382) - welcome the detail included in reference to Natura sites. 
It is important to note that should an assessment be unable to conclude that a 
development will not adversely affect the integrity of a Natura site, compensatory 
measures must also be put in place as well as demonstrating that there are no alternative 
solutions and there are imperative reasons of overriding interest. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (383) - Under part d ‘Marine Protected Areas’, we welcome the 
reference made to the Clyde Marine Planning Partnership (CMPP). The policy should also 
make reference to national and regional marine plans. Further detail could also be 
provided on the ‘Lamlash No Take Zone’ referenced in the map (page 83). 
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Policy 18 - Forestry woodland, trees and Hedgerows 
 
Forest Enterprise Scotland (193) - shows support for the forestry related policies in the 
Plan.   
 
Woodland Trust Scotland (248) - wishes to see the policy strengthened to not allow 
development that affects ancient woodland.  Responder also wishes to see Policy 18 
become more aligned with the provisions of Scottish Planning Policy by encouraging 
native woodland in developments.  Additionally, the Map does not explain what is being 
shown and reference should be made.   
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (384) - support the Council’s requirement for development 
proposals to avoid the loss or deterioration of woodland of importance such as ancient and 
semi-natural woodland. To align with SPP, the policy could provide more detail in relation 
to the Scottish Government’s Control of Woodland Removal Policy and compensatory 
measures. 
 
Policy 21: Cemetery Sites 
 
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (216) - highlights that the acceptability of new 
cemetery development can only be assessed following intrusive ground investigation.  In 
line with the Environmental Report (CD12), the responder recommends that the policy is 
expanded to require the proposals to avoid unacceptable environmental impacts and 
confirm the level of detail required within groundwater assessments to support relevant 
application. 
 
Policy 22: Water Environment Quality 
 
Woodland Trust Scotland (249) - highlights the positive impacts that native woodlands can 
have on water quality and that Local Authorities should aim to increase the amount of 
Native Woodland.   
 
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (216) - seeks that the policy supports 
connection to the public sewerage systems in the first instance over private treatment 
solutions as per their Policy and Supporting Guidance on Provision of Waste Water 
Drainage in Settlements (RD03). 
 
Policy 23: Flood Risk Management 
 
RSPB Scotland (176) - the flood risk policy should show support explicitly for natural flood 
management, managed coastal realignment, wetland or green infrastructure creation. 
 
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (216) - requests the reference to stilts be 
removed as they don’t believe that they should be acceptable in exceptional 
circumstances.  They also recommend that the policies refer to their land use vulnerability 
guidance (RD04).   
 
Scottish Water (235) - seeks that the Council will work with Scottish Water to ensure 
compliance with the Sewerage (Scotland) Act 1968 and agree to principles of joint SUDs 
maintenance arrangements. 
 
Woodland Trust Scotland (250) - seeks that the policy considers the use of tree planting 
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as a solution to flood risk management. 
 
Policy 25: Supporting Aquaculture 
 
Strathclyde Passenger Transport (404) - seek the inclusion of a bullet point to consider the 
potential transport network impacts of aquaculture development. 

 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Policy 14: Green and Blue Infrastructure 
 
RSPB Scotland (185) - change first sentence to read, "all proposals should" to first line of 
Policy 14.   
 
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (216) - change first sentence to read, “all 
proposals must” to first line of Policy 14. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (376) - text should be amended to ensure a design-led approach 
to green infrastructure, contributing to the wider green network. Text should also be added 
to allow the Council to seek developer contribution, where necessary.  We consider that 
the following amendment should be made, “Green infrastructure is integral to successful 
placemaking and should be considered from the outset of the planning process. All 
proposals must use a design-led approach to protect, enhance and create green and blue 
infrastructure, contributing to the wider green network and ensuring that there are no 
adverse environmental impacts...For example, Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems 
(SuDS) have the potential to play a key role in the delivery of multifunctional green and 
blue infrastructure…” 
 
In terms of developer contributions, text should be inserted such as “Where required, 
developer contributions may be sought by the Council where there is an identified need for 
green infrastructure provision.” 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (377) - additional text should be inserted into the policy to reflect 
the visions and outcomes/objectives of the Central Scotland Green Network (CSGN) and 
Garnock Connections.  For example, the following text could be inserted, “We will support 
development proposals that are in accordance with the vision and outcomes of the Central 
Scotland Green Network (CSGN) as well as those of the Garnock Connections project.” 
 
Policy 15: Landscape and Seascape 
 
Scottish Government (168) - seeks a change to policy 15(b) to include the factors that will 
be taken into account in the development management process.  Scottish Government 
(168) also seeks clarity that the wild land referred to in the wild land included in the 2014 
SNH Map.   
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (378) - the Landscape and Seascape section needs to be 
substantially re-written. We would be pleased to work with the Council to develop a more 
coherent approach to landscape policy should they agree to make such a modification, 
however, we understand that this is likely qualify as a modification that would require 
further public consultation. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (379) - the wording could be amended to ensure that any 



    PROPOSED NORTH AYRSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

53 

subsequent landscape assessments are taken into account.  We suggest amending the 
following, “The current Ayrshire Landscape Character Assessment, and any new or 
updated landscape assessments, will be a key consideration in determining whether 
development proposals would be acceptable within the landscape.” 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (380) advise creating separate sections for Wild Land Areas and 
Special Landscape Areas. Landscape and visual assessments should be prepared, where 
required. We also suggest carrying out a review of local landscape designations and 
producing a ‘Statement of Importance’, setting out the key qualities.  In terms of Wild Land 
Area, we suggest “In Wild Land Areas, including North Arran and Waterhead Moor – 
Muirshiel, development proposals will be required to be sympathetic to the special 
character, qualities and the setting, demonstrating that any significant effects on the 
qualities of these areas can be substantially overcome by siting, design or other mitigation. 
Proposals for renewable energy development must accord with Policy 29: Energy 
Infrastructure Development.” 
 
In relation to Special Landscape Areas, we suggest “We will support development 
proposals that will protect and enhance the special character, qualities, setting and 
integrity of Special Landscape Area and local landscape designations, including the Clyde 
Muirshiel Regional Park, ensuring that there are no adverse impacts. Development 
proposals should also meet either of the following criteria: 
 

• The development is an essential requirement of agriculture or horticulture; 
renewable energy development which accords with Policy 29: Energy Infrastructure 
Development; appropriate recreation and tourism activities; or forestry which 
conforms with the Forestry and Woodland Strategy; or 
• The development has a specific locational need and could not be located in a less 
sensitive location, and any adverse environmental impacts are clearly outweighed by 
social, environmental or economic benefits of local importance.” 
In the final paragraph of the policy, we suggest adding “Where there is potential for 
development to result in a significant adverse landscape/visual impact, a landscape 
and visual impact assessment (LVIA) will be required. 

 
Policy 16 Designated Sites 
 
Scottish Wildlife Trust (145) - change opening paragraph to...”We will not support 
development unless it is shown that there will be no unacceptable adverse effect on our 
valuable natural environment as defined by the following legislative and planning 
designations”. 
 
Woodland Trust Scotland (247) - amend the policy so that it only allows development on a 
Nature Conservation Site of International Importance if that development is necessary for 
the conservation of that site.  
 
Woodland Trust Scotland (247) - clarify at point a) in Policy 16 that only under a 
derogation of current requirements can development likely to adversely affect the integrity 
of a Natura site can be allowed and if provisions in clause 208 of Scottish Planning Policy 
(CD02) are met. 
 
Scottish Government (168) - change paragraph (a) to read, ‘Development likely to have a 
significant effect on Natura 2000 sites will be subject to an appropriate assessment. 
Applicants will be required to provide information to inform the appropriate assessment. 
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Where an assessment is unable to conclude that a development will not adversely affect 
the integrity of the site, development will only be permitted where there are no alternative 
solutions, and there are imperative reasons of overriding public interest and suitable 
compensatory measures have been identified and agreed.’   
 
Scottish Government (168) - change (b) to Development affecting Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest will not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that the overall 
objectives of the designation and the overall integrity of the designated area would not be 
compromised, or any adverse effects are clearly outweighed by social, environmental or 
economic benefits of national importance.’ 
 
Scottish Government (168) - add the following to criteria (b) Development may be 
appropriate in wild land areas in some circumstances.  Further consideration will be 
required to demonstrate that any significant effects on the quality of these areas can be 
substantially overcome by siting, design or other mitigation.  In addition to this, add a 
footnote to text or map stating that the wild land area is as per SNHs 2014 wild land map.   
 
RSPB Scotland (177) - add more protection to criteria (c). 
 
Strathclyde Geoconservation Group (332) - suggests that the wording in section (e) be 
“Development adversely affecting priority habitats or species or sites of geological 
significance set out ". 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (381) - suggest the detailed boundaries are made available in 
the online map/storymap. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (382) - recommend amending part a) ‘Nature Conservation Sites 
of International Importance’ in relation to Natura sites.  We recommend amending the 
following sentence: “Where an assessment is unable to conclude that a development will 
not adversely affect the integrity of a Natura site, development will only be permitted 
where: 
 

• There are no alternative solutions; and 
• There are imperative reasons of overriding interest; and 
• Compensatory measures will be put in place. 
 

Scottish Natural Heritage (383) - suggest updating the policy wording to reference national 
and regional marine plans. 
 
We also recommend providing detail on the ‘Lamlash No Take Zone’ to highlight the 
criteria in relation to development proposals. 
 
Policy 18: Forestry, Woodlands, Trees and Hedgerows 
 
Woodland Trust Scotland (248) - requests that policy 18 is strengthened, add an 
explanation to what the Forestry Strategy Map is and include a provision that all 
compensatory planting should be with native trees, as per clause 217 in Scottish Planning 
Policy '217 (CD02). 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (384) - suggest amending the second paragraph to detail the 
Scottish Government’s Control of Woodland Policy.  
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To align with the Scottish Government’s Control of Woodland Policy, the following could 
be amended, “The Scottish Government’s Control of Woodland Removal Policy includes a 
presumption in favour of protecting woodland. Removal will only be permitted where it 
would achieve significant and clearly-defined additional public benefits. Where 
development includes the removal of woodland, the following measures may be required 
on a case by case basis: 
 

• The Scottish Government’s Control of Woodland Removal Policy and the current 
Ayrshire and Arran Woodland Strategy including relevant compensatory planting 
requirements will be taken into account; 
• Replacement trees should be of a similar scale and massing to the loss or, if 
smaller, there should be additional tree planting to ensure a net gain is achieved; 
• Development proposals should also demonstrate that compensatory planting will be 
protected and manage. The siting and design of woodland should consider the 
natural environment, including green network opportunities, ensuring that new trees, 
hedgerows and woodlands are in keeping with the landscape character and, where 
possible, enhance and create new habitats. We will also expect developers to 
engage with Forestry Commission Scotland; and 
• Development proposals demonstrate that management agreements and/or legal 
agreements are put in place to ensure the positive management of forestry, 
woodland, trees and hedgerows on or adjacent to the development site.” 
 

Policy 21: Cemetery Sites 
 
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (216) - expand the policy to require proposals 
to avoid unacceptable environmental impacts and confirm the level of detail required with 
groundwater assessments to support relevant applications.   
 
Policy 22: Water Environment Quality 
 
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (216) – modify the policy to promote connection 
to the public sewerage system in the first instance.   
 
Policy 23 Flood Risk Management 
 
RSPB Scotland (176) - suggests that the following is added to the Policy, “We will support 
schemes to manage flood risk, for instance through natural flood management, managed 
coastal realignment, wetland or green infrastructure creation.” 
 
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (216) - requests that the policy is modified to 
include the following criteria under Development proposals should, “Be supported by an 
appropriate FRA where at risk of flooding from any source in medium to high risk areas 
and for developments in low to medium risk areas identified in the risk framework 
(Schedule 7).” SEPA also recommends the policy refers to their land use vulnerability 
guidance (RD04).   
 
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (216) - also requests the removal of the 
reference to stilts.  
 
Policy 25: Supporting Aquaculture 
 
Strathclyde Passenger Transport (404) add a bullet to policy with “The strategic transport 
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network”.  
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
Policy 14: Green and Blue Infrastructure 
 
The typo has been noted and was intended to read, “should”.  This is considered 
appropriate as the policy reflects the Council’s expectation of development proposals and 
not legislative provision. This same approach is highlighted in Scottish Planning Policy 
(CD02) paragraph v page 3 were “must” is only used when required under legislation.   
The council would have no objection should the Reporter wish add “should” to the policy.  
The Council welcomes Scottish Water support (233). Management and implementation 
matters will be addressed outwith the development plan, but will include through the 
Action Programme. 
 
(376) - The Council does not consider that there is any substantial difference between the 
suggested modification and the Proposed LDP and amounts to a minor editorial changes 
to the proposed text. The Council considers this of no particular value to the LDP process, 
and is content with the wording it has proposed, because it is fit for purpose. The Council 
does not support the modification to add criteria to the policy to capture the ability to 
secure green infrastructure. The Council would highlight that SNH was offered the 
opportunity to comment on a draft of the LDP and SNH's input to the infrastructure 
component of the spatial strategy has been taken on board. 
 
(377) - The Council does not consider the proposed modification necessary, or 
appropriate in the way it is suggested, but the Council has no concern with a modification 
to the text, in some form, to recognise the Garnock Connections project. 
 
Policy 15: Landscape and Seascape 
 
(168) – It is felt that part b) sets out that proposals will only be supported in Wild Land 
Areas wehere there would not have an unacceptable impact on the special character, 
qualities and settings of the Wild Land and Special Landscape.  There is no objection 
should it be made more clear on the map that the Wild Land is that is included in the SNH 
2014 Wild Land Map.   
 
(378) - It is assumed the representation relates to pages 82-83, as opposed to 92-93 as 
stated in the representation. The response is made on this basis. The Council's LDP map 
provides an overview of where key landscape assets are located. Detailed online mapping 
is available to view and has been throughout the LDP consultation period. In preparing 
development plans, it is difficult to produce maps to a scale which can be read and include 
all relevant designation as they can be cluttered and detract from the overall intention. The 
LDP map has been prepared with this in mind. If the examination process finds that the 
LDP should include a more detailed landscape policy map, it is has no overriding 
objection, other than the concern it may be counterproductive in terms of clarity. Should 
the examination find this requires modification, the Council considers this can be carried 
out as a non-notifiable modification. The final paragraph of the text is applicable to all 
designations, so there is sufficient text to ensure development management procedures 
give adequate consideration to Local Landscape Areas. This text also sets out that that 
the Ayrshire Landscape Character Assessment will be considered in determining 
applications affecting any landscape designation. The Ayrshire Landscape Character 
Assessment directly informed the local landscape areas, therefore, SNH's position on this 
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matter is inaccurate. Notwithstanding, the Council has no objection to including reference 
to this designation in the text to explain that it was generated from the Ayrshire Landscape 
Character Assessment. Likewise, the Council has no objection to the addition of a 
sentence to clarify that the landscape expansion line arise from the Council's landscape 
assessment (ENTEC). Those lines are, like all designations, available on online mapping. 
The Council considers the framing of the policy is in line with SPP, and it has not been 
implied that wild land and special landscape areas are the same thing or will be treated 
the same way. 
 
(379) - As above. The Council has no objection, should it be deemed necessary to modify 
the LDP in light of the representations related to clarity on the context for Ayrshire 
Landscape Character Assessment, including the suggested amendment. 
 
(380) As above. The Council has no objection, should it be deemed necessary to modify 
the LDP in light of the representations related to clarity on the context for Ayrshire 
Landscape Character Assessment, including the suggested amendment. 
 
Policy 16 Designated Sites 
 
It is not felt that the tone of the opening paragraph suggested by Scottish Wildlife Trust 
(145) is in line with the ethos of Scottish Planning Policy (CD02), highlighted in paragraph 
2) and the rest of the Proposed Plan (CD04).  The plan is designed to take a positive 
approach to enabling high quality development.  It is considered that the statement 
currently provides the same adequate protection as the responder suggests, while 
adopting a positive approach encouraged by Scottish Planning Policy.   
 
With regards to derogation, this omission was made as Article 6 of the Habitats Directive 
(CD13) explains due process should a site be deemed to have a negative effective from 
an appropriate assessment.  That being said, should the reporter wish to add the criteria 
from Scottish Planning Policy, “compensatory measures are provided to ensure that the 
overall coherence of the Natura Network is protected” at the end of criteria (a), the Council 
would not object. 
 
With regards to amending the policy to add further protection for Internally important sites, 
it is felt that this would be more restrictive than what is currently contained with both 
Scottish Planning Policy (CD02) and the Habitats Directive (CD13).   
 
With regards to criteria b) we would have no objections should the reporter see fit to 
include a reference to environmental benefits to allow the paragraph to read, 
‘Development affecting Sites of Special Scientific Interest will not be permitted unless it 
can be demonstrated that the overall objectives of the designation and the overall integrity 
of the designated area would not be compromised, or any adverse effects are clearly 
outweighed by social, environmental or economic benefits of national importance.’ 
With regards to paragraph (c), it is considered that it is clear that the benefits need to be 
outweighed by the social or economic benefits.  Therefore the current policy wording is 
considered proportionate.   
 
With regards to paragraph (e), the representee wishes to see geological features that are 
to be included in the Biodiversity Action Plan for North Ayrshire Protected.  It is felt that 
geological features are given appropriate protection as per their status as a site of either 
International, National or local importance.  These features where protected by 
designations are already listed on the map located on page 83 Natural Environment.  
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With regards to the map contained on page 83, it is considered a non-notifiable change to 
add a title to the map and footnote show the source of each designation (where 
appropriate)and the Council intends to include appropriate footnotes in the adopted plan 
(subject to the outcome of the examination process). 
 
(381) with regards to SNH’s comments, the requested boundaries are shown on online 
mapping, and all online mapping sources will include details of designations. Therefore no 
modification is considered necessary.   
 
(382) - this modification is considered unnecessary. Development management 
procedures, informed by appropriate assessments, are sufficient to manage the 
assessment of development proposals, including, where compensatory measures exists 
and can be implemented and are relevant to the proposal. 
 
(383) - The proposed modification is not supported on the basis that it is unnecessary. A 
separate policy exists to set out the LDP's position on marine planning. 
 
Policy 18: Forestry, Woodlands, Trees and Hedgerows 
 
The representee’s (248) concerns over the compensatory planting of native woodland 
(where appropriate) is noted.  However, it is felt that the requirement for compensatory 
planting to take into account both the Control of Woodland Policy (CD14) and the current 
Ayrshire and Arran Woodland Strategy (CD15) is considered appropriate to alleviate the 
Forestry Commissions concerns.  The Ayrshire and Arran Woodland strategy informs 
where native, mixed or any other types of woodland are appropriate through Ayrshire and 
Arran, therefore going into more detail at a local level than Scottish Planning Policy 
(CD02).  The policy also expects the developer to engage with Forestry Commission 
Scotland to protect against unsuitable development.   
 
With regards to the map, it is accepted that reference to the source of the legend would be 
more transparent to the reader.  This was an omission made in error during the design 
stage and will be rectified as a non-notifiable notification (subject to the outcome of the 
examination process).   
 
(384) - The Council does not support SNH’s proposed amendment, which it considers 
amounts to an editorial re-write of the policy contained in the LDP, and adds no value to 
the process. The policy is sufficient as it is currently drafted. 
 
Policy 21: Cemetery Sites 
 
The representation from Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (216) is noted.  The 
policy does not contain the caveat of avoiding unacceptable impact as it was deemed 
unnecessary due to the fact that cemeteries are part of the green and blue infrastructure, 
meaning proposals should ensure no unacceptable adverse impacts occur. Should the 
reporter wish to amend the policy, the Council would have no objection to the policy being 
changed to the following: 
 

“Proposals for additional cemetery provision to identified needs within our locality 
areas of Irvine, Kilwinning, Arran, North Coast, Three Towns and Garnock Valley 
providing no unacceptable environmental impacts occur.  Proposals may be required 
to provide groundwater assessments to support their application.  
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Policy 22: Water Environment Quality 
 
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (216) comments are noted.  The policy is 
intended to direct proposals to the public sewerage systems in the first instance.  While 
the Council does not consider the modification necessary, it would have no objections to 
make this assertion more clear should the reporter wish to amend the paragraph 
beginning, “We recognise that wastewater solutions must be affordable” to begin with, 
“While we support the use of public sewerage systems in the first instance….”   
 
Policy 23 Flood Risk 
 
With regards to (176) comments regarding tree planting,  the plan would support the use 
of green infrastructure as flood prevention and highlights the role that green infrastructure 
can play in natural flood prevention and creating an environment which is more resilient to 
climate change.  This assertion is also highlighted in the Placemaking policy of the 
Proposed Plan under the Resource Efficient heading (CD04). 
 
In response to SEPA’s (216) comments, it is felt that the policy points towards paragraph 
226 of Scottish Planning Policy (CD02) as the floodrisk management framework and the 
schedule 7 in the Proposed Plan (CD04, Page 119) which repeats Scottish Planning 
Policy.  It is considered that this aligns to the responders concerns as the framework 
implies that a management plan is required which would be sufficient with a flood risk 
assessment.  With regards to the reference to stilts, Scottish Planning Policy (CD02) 
paragraph 263 states that building on structures such as stilts are unlikely to be 
acceptable in medium to high risk areas. The Policy states that in any area from low-high 
risk that stilts would only be acceptable in exceptional circumstances which is considered 
similar, if not more protective than Scottish Planning Policy.   
 
Policy 25: Supporting Aquaculture 
 
It is considered that both the Placemaking Policy and Policy 27 Transport and Active 
Travel adds adequate consideration to the transport network should it be implicated 
through development.  However, the Council would have no objection should the reporter 
wish to add a bullet point to the policy stating, “The strategic transport network”.   

 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.  The council has listed above a number of matters raised in representations which are 
in support of the provisions of the proposed plan.  Examination of the plan is limited by 
regulations to addressing only the unresolved issues which have been raised in 
representations.  My conclusions below therefore address only the unresolved matters 
raised in representations, including relevant matters raised in further procedures. 
 
Policy 14: Green and Blue Infrastructure 
 
2.  I agree that there is a typographical error in the first sentence of proposed policy 14 
(green and blue infrastructure) which would be rectified by the insertion of the word 
“should” between “proposals” and “seek”. 
 
3.  Proposed policy 14 does not, as inferred by Scottish Natural Heritage, only seek 
enlargement of green/blue infrastructure but allows for enhancement and promotes 
infrastructure which is “multi-functional, accessible and integral to its surroundings” 
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together with the avoidance of fragmentation or isolation of habitats.  Informative 
examples are also provided of how green and blue infrastructure connects at different 
scales.  The proposed plan should also be read as a whole and other policies within the 
plan promote natural heritage as part of placemaking (the towns and villages objective of 
spatial policy 1) and reuse/rehabilitation of land for green/blue infrastructure (the 
countryside objective of spatial policy 1).  Therefore, I agree with the council that the 
policy provides a sufficient design-led approach to the creation of blue/green 
infrastructure and disagree with the suggested wording changes promoted by Scottish 
Natural Heritage. 
 
4.  In addition, the supporting development objective of the proposed plan relates to all 
proposals and requires, where justified, developer contributions towards (amongst other 
items) open space provision (including blue and green networks).  As the plan is to be 
read a whole, and to avoid duplication, I do not agree with Scottish Natural Heritage that 
reference to developer contributions is required in policy 14. 
 
5.  The Scottish Government’s statutory National Planning Framework 3 identifies North 
Ayrshire within the Central Scotland Green Network – a project which is identified as a 
national priority.  The framework notes that development on vacant and derelict land 
exceeding two hectares for sustainable drainage systems or allotments; or the 
construction of new walking and cycling routes exceeding eight kilometres within the 
Central Scotland Green Network is designated as a national development.  The Garnock 
Connections Project is mentioned in the council’s draft action and delivery programme 
(October 2018).  As a national priority related to green and blue infrastructure I consider it 
appropriate and reasonable that the proposed plan refers to, and promotes, the Central 
Scotland Green Network.  Furthermore, the council has no objection to the proposed plan 
mentioning the local Garnock Connections Project as promoted by Scottish Natural 
Heritage.  Consequently, I find that the promoted wording by Scottish Natural Heritage, 
with minor adjustment, referring to these projects is reasonable. 
 
Policy 15: Landscape and Seascape 
 
6.  I agree with changes promoted by Scottish Natural Heritage, as does the council, that 
proposed policy 15 (landscape and seascape) should refer to updates or any replacement 
of the Ayrshire Landscape Character Assessment and to the potential for certain 
developments to provide a landscape and visual impact assessment.  These 
amendments are appropriate to ensure continuity in assessing proposals against current 
landscape documentation and provide clarity for applicants of assessment requirements. 
 
7.  In relation to wild land, Scottish Planning Policy suggests that “plans identify and 
safeguard the character areas of wild land as identified on the 2014 SNH map of wild land 
areas” (paragraph 200); that development may be appropriate in some circumstances 
with further consideration “required to demonstrate that any significant effects on the 
qualities of these areas can be substantially overcome by siting, design or other 
mitigation” (paragraph 215); and that wild land is a “nationally important mapped 
environmental interest” (table 1: spatial frameworks). 
 
8.  In relation to local landscape designations, Scottish Planning Policy states that “locally 
designated areas should be identified and afforded the appropriate level of protection in 
development plans”; and that “the level of protection given to local designations should 
not be as high as that given to international or national designations” (paragraph 196).  
The purpose of local landscape designations includes, as expressed at paragraph 197 of 
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Scottish Planning Policy, safeguarding and enhancing the character and quality of a 
landscape and safeguarding and promoting important local settings for outdoor recreation 
and tourism. 
 
9.  Following the provisions of Scottish Planning Policy I agree with the Scottish 
Government that the proposed plan should specify that the areas of wild land attributed in 
the plan are derived from the 2014 SNH map of wild land areas. 
 
10.  There is only a slight differentiation in criterion b) of proposed policy 15 in relation to 
the assessment of applications relating to wild land and special landscape areas (the 
council’s term for local landscape designations) in that the criterion refers to “development 
in wild land areas or which would affect Special Landscape Areas”.  This terminology 
implies that the policy applies only to development within wild land areas as opposed to 
affecting special landscape areas (which could relate to development within or outwith a 
local landscape designation).  Apart from that distinction there is no difference in the 
policy criterion in relation to wild land and special landscape areas.  Therefore, I agree 
with Scottish Natural Heritage that the policy implies that the two would be treated 
similarly in policy assessment.  I further agree that this would be an inappropriate 
response in light of the provisions of Scottish Planning Policy which indicate a distinction 
between the two. 
 
11.  I note that the adopted North Ayrshire Local Development Plan policy ENV 7: Special 
Landscape Areas includes reference to both special landscape areas and wild land but 
this plan was adopted in May 2014 a month before the most recent Scottish Planning 
Policy was approved.  I further note that the areas of wild land identified in the proposed 
plan (on page 81) are wholly located within identified special landscape areas.  The North 
Arran wild land area is also fully within the North Arran National Scenic Area.  
Consequently, proposals within or affecting these areas could be subject to various policy 
tests with regard to national scenic areas, local landscape areas and wild land.  However, 
the policy “tests” for each is quite distinct and, therefore, I consider that for clarity it would 
be preferable to have the provisions for wild land and special landscape areas separated.  
I note that any development within wild land areas would also have to satisfy the 
provisions related to the special landscape areas as the constraints overlap. 
 
12.  I do not agree with Scottish Natural Heritage that it is necessary to name-check 
landscapes and wild land areas in the policy.  It is sufficient for these areas to be 
identified on the mapping which, as identified in Issue 2, will be shown definitively on the 
online version of the proposals map.  The Clyde Muirshiel Regional Park is also identified 
in proposed policy 17 (a dedicated policy for the park) so there is no need for it to be 
specifically referred to in policy 15. 
 
13.  Furthermore, I disagree that there is a need to refer to additional criteria in the 
assessment of development affecting special landscape areas (being related to 
agriculture or horticulture; energy development; appropriate recreation/tourism activities; 
or forestry) as these matters are addressed in other policies in the proposed plan and 
would apply to any proposals affecting local landscape designations.  Similarly, there is 
no need for policy 15 to refer to the provisions of policy 24 (energy infrastructure 
development) in relation to wild land as these provisions would apply to relevant 
proposals with the contents of the plan being applied as a whole.  In addition, I find that 
the plan does not need to include a provision, in relation to special landscape areas, 
weighing any adverse environmental impacts against social, environmental and economic 
benefits of local importance since this balancing would be carried out as part of the 
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decision-making process. 
 
14.  In relation to landscape boundaries, the council has identified some sources used to 
define the landscape designations on page 81 of the proposed plan.  In addition, the 
council has indicated that the designations would be clearly defined on the online 
proposals map to accompany the local development plan.  I find this satisfactory to allow 
identification of landscape boundaries.  No modification to the plan is required on this 
basis. 
 
15.  I sought further written submissions from parties in response to the concerns from 
Scottish Natural Heritage regarding the identification of the limit of development 
expansion and local landscape character areas on the landscape designation mapping 
without any reference to these items with the proposed plan.  The council reply suggests 
that the wording of policy 15 could be amended to refer to the items with specific mention 
of their sources - the ‘North Ayrshire Settlement Development Strategy: Landscape 
Assessment of Potential Development Areas’ (Entec, 2008) with material derived from 
Scottish Natural Heritage’s 1998 ‘Ayrshire Landscape Character Assessment’.  Scottish 
Natural Heritage suggest that reference to the items should remain in the plan but that the 
policy be modified to refer to the limit of development expansion (which it considers 
relates to settlement boundaries) and to the conservation and enhancement of landscape 
character with reference to the qualities/characteristics of local landscape character 
areas.  In response to these suggested amendments the council clarified that the limits of 
expansion do not relate to settlement boundaries but provide an indication of potential 
future expansion as required by Scottish Planning Policy; and, further argued that an 
additional entry could be added to policy 15 criterion c) on local landscape features to 
protect local landscape character areas.  The council also provided amended wording for 
the final paragraph in policy 15 as follows: 
 
“For all development with the potential to have an impact on either Landscape Character 
or Landscape features (including their setting), appropriate mitigation measures should be 
considered as part of any planning application.  The SNH Ayrshire Landscape Character 
Assessment and North Ayrshire Settlement Development Strategy (Entec Report) 
provides further information on designations such as Local Landscape Character Areas 
and the Potential Limit of Development Expansion areas as shown on the map on page 
XX and online at (insert link to online version of the LDP).  The current Ayrshire 
Landscape Character Assessment and current Landscape Assessment documents will be 
key considerations in determining whether development proposals would be acceptable 
within the Landscape”. 
 
16.  I find that it would be helpful and appropriate for policy 15 to refer to the items 
referred to in the mapping together with the source material being mentioned.  The 
introduction to the policy requires the protection/enhancement of the landscape and, 
therefore, there is no need to re-iterate this, as suggested by Scottish Natural Heritage, 
later in the policy.  I further consider that reference to ‘landscape character’ in the final 
paragraph of the policy would allow assessment of the key characteristics/qualities of 
local landscape character areas without explicit mention in the policy; this would also 
negate the requirement to make an additional entry in criterion c) as suggested by the 
council.  Consequently, I have recommended a change to the final paragraph of policy 15 
which contains the amendments stated in paragraph 6 above and provides appropriate 
sources. 
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Policy 16: Protection of our Designated Sites 
 
17.  I note that the council has included duplication of the Scottish Government’s 
suggested modification on wild land under the ‘modifications sought by those submitting 
representations’ heading in relation to proposed policy 16.  The modification sought is 
dealt with in my findings above on policy 15.  
 
18.  I agree with the council that the introductory paragraph of proposed policy 16 follows 
a positive approach to development consistent with other policies in the proposed plan.  
Consequently, there is no justification to amend the text as requested by the Scottish 
Wildlife Trust. 
 
Criterion a) Nature Conservation Sites of International Importance 
 
19.  I disagree with Woodland Trust Scotland that development should be restricted in 
internationally important sites to only that which is necessary for the conservation of those 
sites as such an approach would not align with the provisions of Scottish Planning Policy 
(paragraphs 207-210) which allow for development in set circumstances.  In support of 
this position, I further note that these provisions are derived from European regulations. 
 
20.  I agree with various representations that criterion a) should refer to all the 
requirements set out in paragraph 208 of Scottish Planning Policy.  A modification is, 
therefore, necessary for the criterion to refer to compensatory measures and this should 
follow the text set out in Scottish Planning Policy to ensure consistency. 
 
Criterion b) Nature Conservation Sites of National Importance 
 
21.  Scottish Planning Policy, at paragraph 212, refers to any significant adverse effects 
on national designations being outweighed by “social, environmental or economic benefits 
of national importance”.  Consequently, I agree (as does the council) that criterion b) 
should make reference to environmental benefits. 
 
Criterion c) Nature Conservation Sites of Local Importance 
 
22.  I disagree with the council that environmental benefits of local importance should not 
be considered where there are any predicted adverse effects from proposals on sites of 
local importance.  Omission of this potential benefit would be inconsistent with the 
approach taken in relation to sites of national importance, as referred to above.  
Consequently, I agree to the inclusion of consideration of environmental benefits as 
suggested by RSPB Scotland. 
 
Criterion d) Marine Protected Areas 
 
23.  Proposed policy 24 (alignment with marine planning) refers to Scotland’s National 
Marine Plan; the emerging Regional Marine Plan for Clyde Marine Region; and identifies 
the Lamlash Bay No Take Zone.  Consequently, I find no need to refer to these, as 
suggested by Scottish Natural Heritage, in criterion d) of policy 16. 
 
Criterion e) Biodiversity Action Plan Habitats and Species 
 
24.  The representation from the Strathclyde Geoconservation Group is identified on its 
representation form as a “neutral/general comment”.  The commentary from the group 
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simply acknowledges that it is working with the council on a new local biodiversity action 
plan and suggests that criterion c) of proposed policy 16 would likely cover sites of 
geodiversity value being linked mainly to local nature conservation sites.  However, the 
group do suggest that criterion e) of policy 16 could refer to “sites of geological 
significance” and provide a list of sites in North Ayrshire of interest.  I consider that it 
would be odd for sites of geological interest to be mentioned under criterion e) as this 
criterion relates to habitats and species.  I note that the council has suggested that sites 
of geological interest are protected by other designations which would include any sites of 
special scientific interest and, as referred to by the group, nature conservation sites of 
local importance.  Consequently, I find that there is no need to modify the policy as 
suggested. 
 
Mapping 
 
25.  In response to the concerns of Scottish Natural Heritage, the council has confirmed, 
as identified in my findings on Issue 2, that detailed mapping will be available online 
providing definitive boundaries of designations.  I note that the council has suggested 
insertion of titles and footnotes in diagrams – this is a matter for the council separate from 
the examination and could be suitably dealt with as a non-notifiable modification. 
 
Policy 18: Forestry, Woodland, Trees and Hedgerows 
 
26.  Scottish Planning Policy, at paragraph 194, states that the planning system should 
“protect and enhance ancient semi-natural woodland as an important and irreplaceable 
resource, together with other native or long-established woods, hedgerows and individual 
trees with high nature conservation or landscape value”.  Paragraph 201 states that “plans 
should identify woodlands of high nature conservation value and include policies for 
protecting them and enhancing their condition and resilience to climate change”.  
Paragraphs 216 to 2018 also provide details on the protection of woodland, trees and 
hedgerows including reference to the Scottish Government’s Control of Woodland 
Removal Policy. 
 
27.  I agree with the council that, as written, proposed policy 18 (forestry, woodland, trees 
and hedgerows) aligns with the provisions of Scottish Planning Policy.  It requires 
“relevant compensatory planting”; references the control of woodland removal policy and 
local woodland strategy; and consultation with the Forestry Commission Scotland.  These 
measures would ensure that trees were replaced with native trees where appropriate.  I 
further agree with the council that the revision proposed by Scottish Natural Heritage is not 
necessary.  The policy requires consideration of the control of woodland removal policy 
and so does not need to reiterate its content within policy 18.  Any requirement for legal 
agreements could be secured through the securing development objective in the proposed 
plan. 
 
28.  I note that the council proposes to provide sources in relation to the Forestry Strategy 
Map.  I agree that this matter could be addressed by the council prior to the adoption of 
the plan as a non-notifiable modification to aid clarity to users. 
 
Policy 21: Cemetery Sites 
 
29.  The suggestion from the Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) to amend 
proposed policy 21 (cemetery sites) to include reference to avoiding unacceptable 
environmental impact and inserting a requirement for groundwater investigation is 
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reasonable and appropriate.  The council suggest replacement wording but this does not 
fully respond to the matters raised by SEPA or correctly refer to the proposed plan’s 
strategic environmental assessment recommendations to refer to amenity and mitigation.  
Therefore, I have provided a modification which responds to these issues. 
 
Policy 22: Water Environment Quality 
 
30.  The proposed plan includes a policy on forestry, woodland and trees which would aid 
the retention and provision of native woodland in support of water quality improvement as 
highlighted by Woodland Trust Scotland.  No change to the plan is required to respond to 
this matter. 
 
31.  The council accepts that a minor addition could be made to proposed policy 22 (water 
environment quality) to promote connection to public water sewerage in the first instance.  
I find that a modification is appropriate to accord with SEPA’s position statement ‘Policy 
and Supporting Guidance on Provision of Waste Water Drainage in Settlements’. 
 
Policy 23: Flood Risk Management 
 
32.  While I agree with the council that green infrastructure is promoted in the proposed 
plan, including in strategic policy 2 on placemaking, there is no direct promotion of tree 
planting or other natural methods for the specific purpose of alleviating flood risk.  I 
consider the suggestion of RSPB Scotland to include support for such approaches is 
consistent with paragraph 262 of Scottish Planning Policy.  Consequently, I agree that 
proposed policy 23 (flood risk management) should be modified accordingly. 
 
33.  I don’t follow the council’s argument that proposed policy 23 aligns with Scottish 
Planning Policy or that it is implicit within the policy and schedule 7 (the flood risk 
framework) when flood risk assessment would be required.  The council’s reference to 
paragraph 226 of Scottish Planning Policy is likely in error as this relates to outdoor sports 
facilities.  Paragraph 266 refers to the flood risk framework to be applied to development 
management decisions.  I find that although the circumstances which require a flood risk 
assessment are stated in national policy it would be appropriate and reasonable for this, 
as requested by SEPA, to be reiterated in the proposed plan to provide certainty to 
applicants and interested parties.  A modification to policy 23 is justified on this basis.  I 
also consider that it would be reasonable for the policy to refer to relevant guidance from 
the national body responsible for providing flood risk advice.  A minor addition to refer to 
relevant guidance is therefore also justified. 
 
34.  Scottish Planning Policy refers to “stilts” in relation to the flood risk framework at 
paragraph 263, dismissing their use as being “unlikely to be acceptable” in medium to 
high risk areas.  Policy 23 suggests that elevated buildings (such as those on stilts) would 
only be supported in exceptional circumstances.  I understand that this could relate to low, 
medium or high flood risk areas but consider that there is no need for the policy to refer to 
stilts at all, particularly as they are not favoured by Scottish Planning Policy.  It would be 
simpler to omit reference to this potential solution and instead state that elevated 
buildings would only be supported in exceptional circumstances. 
 
Policy 25: supporting aquaculture 
 
35.  The council accepts the proposition from Strathclyde Passenger Transport to add a 
bullet point to avoid any adverse impacts to the strategic transport network arising from 
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aquaculture proposals.  I agree that this is a reasonable and appropriate addition. 
 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Modify the local development plan by: 
 
1. Inserting the word “should” between “proposals” and “seek” in first sentence of 
Policy 14: Green and Blue Infrastructure on page 78. 
 
2. Inserting the following new final sentence into the final paragraph of Policy 14: Green 
and Blue Infrastructure on page 78: 
 
“We will also support proposals that are in accordance with the vision and outcomes of 
the Central Scotland Green Network as well as those of the Garnock Connections 
Project.”. 
 
3. Replacing criterion b) Wild Land and Special Landscape Areas within Policy 15: 
Landscape and Seascape on page 80 with: 
 
“b) Special Landscape Areas 
 
We will only support development which affects Special Landscape Areas where it would 
not have an unacceptable impact on their special character, qualities and setting. 
 
c) Wild Land 
 
We will only support development within Wild Land areas where any significant effects on 
the qualities of these areas can be substantially overcome by siting, design or other 
mitigation.”. 
 
4. Changing criterion “c) Local Landscape Features” within Policy 15: Landscape and 
Seascape on page 80 to “d) Local Landscape Features”. 
 
5. Replacing the final paragraph within Policy 15: Landscape and Seascape on page 80 
with: 
 
“For all development with the potential to have an impact on either Landscape Character 
or Landscape features (including their setting), appropriate mitigation measures should be 
considered as part of any planning application.  Where there is potential for development 
to result in significant adverse landscape/visual impact, a landscape and visual impact 
assessment (LVIA) will be required.  The Ayrshire Landscape Character Assessment 
(SNH, 1998) and North Ayrshire Settlement Development Strategy (Entec, 2008) provide 
further information on designations such as Local Landscape Character Areas and the 
Potential Limit of Development Expansion areas as shown on the map on page XX and on 
our online proposals map.  These landscape assessment documents, and any new or 
updated landscape assessments, will be key considerations in determining whether 
development proposals would be acceptable within the landscape.”. 
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6. Replacing the second paragraph criterion a) Nature Conservation Sites of International 
Importance within Policy 16: Protection of our Designated Sites on page 82 with: 
 
“Where an assessment is unable to conclude that a development will not adversely affect 
the integrity of a site, development will only be permitted where there are no alternative 
solutions; there are imperative reasons of overriding public interest; and suitable 
compensatory measures are provided to ensure that the overall coherence of the Natura 
Network is protected.”. 
 
7. Inserting “, environmental” between “social” and “economic benefits” in criterion b) 
Nature Conservation Sites of National Importance within Policy 16: Protection of our 
Designated Sites on page 82. 
 
8. Inserting “, environmental” between “social” and “economic benefits” in criterion c) 
Nature Conservation Sites of Local Importance within Policy 16: Protection of our 
Designated Sites on page 82. 
 
9. Replacing the text of Policy 21: Cemetery Sites on page 87 with: 
 
“Proposals for additional cemetery provision to meet identified needs within our locality 
areas of Irvine, Kilwinning, Arran, North Coast, Three Towns and Garnock Valley will be 
supported where unacceptable environmental and amenity impacts are avoided.  
Groundwater assessments may be required to support proposals with mitigation 
measures identified and agreed where necessary.”. 
 
10. Replacing the first sentence of the third paragraph in Policy 22: Water Environment 
Quality starting “We recognise that…” on page 87 with: 
 
“We support connection to public sewerage systems in the first instance but recognise 
that wastewater solutions must be affordable and delivered at the most appropriate scale 
and that in many cases septic tank systems can be the most sensible solution for a 
household or small community (this also might be bespoke for our island communities).”. 
 
11. Adding the following text to the end of the first paragraph of Policy 23: Flood Risk 
Management on page 88: 
 
“We will also support schemes to manage flood risk, for instance through natural flood 
management, managed coastal realignment, wetland or green infrastructure creation.”. 
 
12. Inserting two new bullet points in Policy 23: Flood Risk Management on page 88 
under the heading ‘Development proposals should:’ as follows: 
 

 “Be supported by an appropriate flood risk assessment where at risk of flooding 
from any source in medium to high risk areas and for developments in low to 
medium risk areas identified in the risk framework (schedule 7). 

 Take account of SEPA’s flood risk and land use vulnerability guidance (2018) and 
any relevant updates to, or replacements of this guidance.”. 

 
13. Deleting “(such as those on stilts)” from Policy 23: Flood Risk Management on 
page 88. 
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14. Adding an additional bullet point to Policy 25: Supporting Aquaculture on page 90 as 
follows: 
 
“The strategic transport network.”. 
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Issue 5  
 

Detailed Policies: More Connected Chapter 

Development plan 
reference: 

Detailed Policies: Chapter 3: A More 
Connected Place. Page 91-96 

Reporter: 
Alasdair Edwards 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
Persimmon Homes (111) 
Network Rail (147) 
Network Rail (151) 
Network Rail (152) 
Transport Scotland (194) 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (216) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (386) 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Policy 27: Sustainable Transport and Active Travel (page 94) 
Policy 28: Transport as an Economic Driver (page 96) 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Policy 27: Sustainable Transport and Active Travel 
 
Persimmon Homes (111) - objects to the policy as it fails to highlight that heat networks 
are only viable when there is a large "anchor" use such as an airport.   
 
Network Rail (151) - requests a Supplementary Guidance Document is prepared and 
referenced to supplement this policy. 
 
Network Rail (152) - requests that impacts on development and level crossing sites are 
addressed. 
 
Transport Scotland (194) - seeks an amendment to the bullet point starting "considering 
new junctions" as it does not recognise that that new junctions to the trunk road are 
generally not acceptable.  The policy is also not required to have this wording as the Plan 
does not identify new junctions to the trunk road network.    
 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (216) - shows support for policies which 
encourage development that considers the potential of heat networks in their design.  
 
Network Rail (147) welcomes the improvement and supplementation of rail freight 
interchange and the safeguarding of opportunities for rail access to ports and freight 
access within North Ayrshire.  
 
Policy 28: Transport as an Economic Driver 
 
Transport Scotland (194) - Discussions between Transport Scotland and the Council 
during the preparation of the LDP suggested that the Council would include wording in the 
Proposed Plan referring to the Irvine Bay Protocol and the current position in relation to 
the ‘critical point’ where the identified improvements would be required. This is not 
referenced in this policy or elsewhere Proposed Plan.  
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Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Policy 27: Sustainable Transport and Active Travel 
 
Persimmon Homes (111) - request paragraph 6 is changed to consider the potential 
requirements of other infrastructure providers by incorporating additional ducts or 
channels underneath the road/infrastructure to enable pipe development with minimal 
disruption to the networks where viability is not compromised. 
 
Network Rail (151) - add the following to the end of the policy “Supplementary guidance 
on Developer Contributions will set out the mechanism for this to ensure a fair and 
consistent approach.” 
 
Network Rail (152) - add bullet point to the policy taking cognisance of the impact of 
development proposals affecting level crossings and seek to reduce the level crossing 
risk with reference to the level crossing sites at Ardrossan (x2), Stevenston and Gailes. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (386) - "Additional criteria could be added to provide more detail 
in relation to safeguarding and enhancing active travel provision.   The following criteria 
could be added: “We will support development proposals that: • “…supports a modal shift 
to active travel and sustainable transport by improving and creating new transport 
infrastructure; and • Provides new and improved links to existing and proposed active 
travel routes which are integrated with the wider strategic network, including the National 
Walking and Cycling Network (NWCN), core paths and the Ayrshire Coastal Path…” 
 
Policy 28: Transport as an Economic Driver 
 
Transport Scotland (194) - amend bullet point 7 under Policy 28 on page 96 to read… 
continuing engagement with Transport Scotland and implementing the interventions 
identified in the Irvine Bay Transport Model Protocol (CD16) at the appropriate time.” 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
Policy 27: Sustainable Transport and Active Travel 
 
The comments from Persimmon Homes (111) are noted, however the policy is considered 
to align with Scottish Planning Policy (CD02) paragraph 159.  The policy wording is 
considered sufficient in order to deal with sites where viability would be compromised.  It is 
considered reasonable to require proposals to consider district heating and potential heat 
networks given the potential carbon reduction benefits.  The support for this section of the 
policy from SEPA (216) is noted and welcomed.   
 
With regards to Network Rail (151), it is felt that the responders concerns have been 
addressed within Proposed Plan (CD04) on page 16, Supporting Development Objective: 
Infrastructure and Services. The objective highlights that proposals which there is 
sufficient road and transport provision will be supported, but where developer contributions 
will be required, they will be sought either through planning conditions or other legal 
agreements.   The Council has taken the decision to not produce any new statutory 
Supplementary Guidance to accompany the plan in line with the current recommendations 
of the Scottish Planning Review and because it foresees no emerging need to prepare 
such guidance, on the basis that there are little/no strategic scale development sites 
progressing. As such, it is more proportionate and appropriate to consider each case on 
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its merits through the development management process. This does not preclude the 
Council producing supplementary planning guidance (not statutorily linked to the LDP) 
should it be deemed appropriate.  
 
With regards to level crossings, the 5th paragraph of the policy was intended to ensure 
that development takes into consideration all modes of transport and that development 
can facilitate transport modes in a safe and convenient manner by working collaboratively 
with bodies such as Transport Scotland and Network Rail.  The modification is therefore 
considered unnecessary by the Council, however should the reporter wish to add specific 
wording relating to level crossings, the Council would have no objection.    
 
Policy 28: Transport as an Economic Driver 
 
The policy as worded is designed to highlight the circumstances where new junctions in 
the trunk road network may be acceptable and also highlighting that proposals will need to 
be considered in collaboration with Transport Scotland. The modification is therefore 
considered unnecessary by the Council, however should the reporter wish to modify the 
wording as suggested, the Council would have no objection. 

 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.  The council has listed above a number of matters raised in representations which are 
in support of the provisions of the proposed plan.  Examination of the plan is limited by 
regulations to addressing only the unresolved issues which have been raised in 
representations.  My conclusions below therefore address only the unresolved matters 
raised in representations, including relevant matters raised in further procedures. 
 
Policy 27: Sustainable Transport and Active Travel 
 
2.  I deal with the matter regarding supplementary guidance and developer contributions 
raised by Network Rail in paragraphs 11 and 12 in Issue 2 above.  In summary, there is 
no need to provide a statement related to supplementary guidance as the council has 
indicated that it will not produce any.  The provisions of the supporting development 
objective in the proposed plan would allow developer contributions to be secured.  I also 
note that the final paragraph of proposed policy 27 (sustainable transport and active 
travel) specifically relates to the delivery of new infrastructure and services with reference 
to developer contributions. 
 
3.  I note the points raised by Persimmon Homes in its full representation regarding the 
emergence of new building regulation stipulations for energy production; the reduction in 
grants for renewable heat infrastructure; and the cost of providing pipework links which 
may not be utilised and could impact upon the viability of housing schemes.  However, the 
provisions of proposed policy 27 do not require the incorporation of district heating 
provision but only consideration of “the potential requirements of other infrastructure 
providers” in relation to developing any district heat network.  Consequently, there are 
instances where an ‘anchor’ development would be sited near a housing scheme where 
links could be viably made.  Similarly, there may be instances where connections to a 
district heating network would be unviable.  Whether provision for heat networks should 
be made in any development could be suitably discussed and determined at the planning 
application stage with supporting information.  The key, in my opinion, is that an applicant 
shows consideration of provision (whether viable or not) in order to gain support from 
policy 27.  No change to the policy is required on this basis. 
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4.  I find it reasonable and appropriate for policy 27 to explicitly refer to the potential 
impact on level crossings as requested by Network Rail to ensure the safeguarding of 
essential infrastructure.  A new bullet point is recommended to address this matter. 
 
5.  The council failed to respond to the matters raised by Scottish Natural Heritage (386) 
in the summary of responses (including reasons) by the planning authority set out above.  
Consequently, I asked the council to respond to the matters raised in a further information 
request.  The council response suggests that the concerns of Scottish Natural Heritage 
are alleviated by reading proposed policy 27 as a whole.  In addition, policy 27 provides 
sufficient provision to encourage modal shift with a specific criterion on this matter; 
requires a design-led approach to street design; and requires an indication of how new 
infrastructure is to be achieved.  With respect to the provision of new and improved links, 
the council suggests that policy 27 also requires consideration of committed and 
proposed projects and the contents of the council’s transport strategy and core paths 
plan.  The council notes that not all of the Ayrshire Coastal Path is included within the 
core path plan and, therefore, has no objection to altering policy 27 to mention this 
specific route if deemed necessary – albeit that the coastal objective on page 15 of the 
proposed plan supports access to the coast. 
 
6.  I agree with the council that proposed policy 27 contains sufficient provision to ensure 
that proposals support modal shift to sustainable and active travel.  This requirement is 
further supported by strategic policy 2 (placemaking) and policy 28 (transport as an 
economic driver) which encourage improved sustainable transport and active travel 
provision and links.  A change, as promoted by Scottish Natural Heritage, to policy 27 is 
not required on this basis. 
 
7.  Again, in relation to linkages I find that the provisions of policy 27 are suitable to 
ensure that proposals include new/improved linkages.  The policy requires an “integrated 
transport network”; and a “design-led, collaborative approach to street design to provide 
safe and convenient opportunities for integrated sustainable transport”.  The policy also 
indicates that the council will take account of committed and proposed projects for the 
enhancement of North Ayrshire’s transport infrastructure; highlights the National Walking 
and Cycling Network; and refers to the provisions of the local transport strategy and core 
paths plan.  Furthermore, strategic policy 2 also encourages integration of active and 
sustainable transport choices.  However, the plan is not specific that proposals should 
provide links to particular routes, including the Ayrshire Coastal Path and the national 
walking and cycling network.  Therefore, I consider it appropriate to insert a new criterion 
into policy 27, as suggested by Scottish Natural Heritage, to address this matter. 
 
8.  Although not referred to in the sections above, the Scottish Government’s full 
representation (representation number 168) suggests that reference to NCN Route 7 
between Kilwinning and Kilbirnie as a national development on page 95 of the proposed 
plan should be deleted as the route is not identified in National Planning Framework 3.  In 
response to this unresolved matter, the council (through further written submissions) 
advised that it had no objection to removal of the reference but suggested insertion of a 
sentence to support off-road alignment of the route as follows: “While not explicitly 
referenced in NPF3, support will be given to development of an off road alignment for 
NCN Route 7 between Kilwinning and Kilbirnie.”.  I agree with the Scottish Government 
that, to be consistent with the provisions of National Planning Framework 3, reference to 
the route being a national development should be deleted.  However, I find that it would 
be appropriate and reasonable for the proposed plan to continue to support improvements 
to the route.  The text supplied by the council would suffice.   
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Policy 28: Transport as an Economic Driver 
 
9.  The commentary from Transport Scotland (194) related to new junctions appears 
under the heading for policy 27 in the planning authority’s summary of the representations 
above.  The council has confirmed that this is an error and that the representation relates 
to policy 28. 
 
10.  While there are no identified new junctions for trunk roads within North Ayrshire the 
need for a new junction may arise in the future.  I note that new junctions are not normally 
acceptable but there are circumstances where a case for a new junction could be 
considered as set out at paragraph 278 of Scottish Planning Policy.  Proposed policy 28 
(transport as an economic driver) aligns with the provisions of Scottish Planning Policy by 
stipulating the circumstances in which any new proposed junction would be considered.  
Therefore, I disagree with Transport Scotland that reference to new junctions should be 
removed from the proposed plan. 
 
11.  The council provided no response to the comment from Transport Scotland (194) in 
relation to the Irvine Bay Protocol.  I sought further written information on this matter.  The 
council response suggests that policy 28 would be sufficient to ensure collaboration with 
Transport Scotland over new junctions, including those for Irvine Bay.  However, the 
council would have no objection if a modification was recommended.  I note that the point 
made by Transport Scotland is that the proposed plan provides no indication of the 
‘critical point’ when transport interventions/improvements would be required.  The 
Transport Scotland submission considers that, in discussions with the council, this was 
agreed to be included in the local development plan.  In these circumstances, I find that 
there is justification to modify policy 28 to separately refer to the Irvine Bay Transport 
Model Protocol and the point where intervention may be required. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Modify the local development plan by: 
 
1. Adding the following bullet point to Policy 27: Sustainable Transport and Active Travel 
on page 94: 
 
“considers the impact on, and seeks to reduce risk to level crossings, including those 
located within Ardrossan, Stevenson and Gailes.”. 
 
2. Adding the following bullet point to Policy 27: Sustainable Transport and Active Travel 
on page 95 under the heading “We will take account of:”: 
 
“The provision of new and improved links to existing and proposed active travel routes 
which are integrated with the wider strategic network, including the National Walking and 
Cycling Network, core paths and the Ayrshire Coastal Path.”. 
 
3. Replacing the final bullet point referring to NCN Route 7 within the box entitled 
‘National Developments’ on page 95 with the following sentence: 
 
“While not explicitly referenced in NPF3, support will be given to development of an  
off-road alignment for NCN Route 7 between Kilwinning and Kilbirnie.”. 
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4. Adding the following bullet point to Policy 28: Transport as an Economic Driver on 
page 96: 
 
“continuing engagement with Transport Scotland and implementing the interventions 
identified in the Irvine Bay Transport Model Protocol at the appropriate time.”. 
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Issue 6  
 

Detailed Policies: A Low Carbon North Ayrshire Chapter 

Development plan 
reference: 

Detailed Policies: Chapter 4 : A Low Carbon 
North Ayrshire (pages 97-105) 

Reporter:  
Alasdair Edwards 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Persimmon Homes (110) 
Fairlie Community Council (160) 
Scottish Government (168) 
RSPB Scotland (178) 
RSPB Scotland (179) 
The Coal Authority (215) 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (216) 
Scottish Water (237) 
Chemring Energetics UK/Jones Lang LaSalle (255) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (385) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (387) 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Policy 29: Energy Infrastructure Development 
Policy 31: Future Proofing for Heat Networks 
Policy 32: Safeguarding Workable Mineral Resources  
Policy 33: Responsible Extraction of Mineral Resources 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Policy 29: Energy Infrastructure Development 
 
Scottish Water (237) - highlights Scottish Water would likely need to be consulted for any 
energy generating development.   
 
Chemring Energetics UK/Jones Lang LaSalle (255) - objects to the area of Ardeer 
Peninsula being classed as an area of significant protection.  Responder questions why 
the site is supported for renewable energy developments on Policy 7: Business and 
Industry Employment Locations then quoted as an area of significant protection under this 
policy.   
 
Scottish Government (168) - requests that wind energy developments do not need to 
"comply" with landscape guidance in order to align with Scottish Planning Policy (CD02).  
Suggests that development management could determine compliance and the document 
should be used for information only as suggested in another part of the policy.   
 
SEPA (216) - shows support for policy 29 as it aligns with their Guidance on Sustainable 
Resource Use and Energy. 
 
Fairlie Community Council (160) - object to any wind energy related developments without 
regulations being in place to eliminate the effects from infrasound. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (387) - support the reference to the current Landscape Capacity 
Study for Wind Farm Development in North Ayrshire, however, the final sentence of the 
policy could be strengthened to ensure the study is given material consideration. 
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Policy 31: Future Proofing for Heat Networks 
 
Persimmon Homes (110) - objects to the requirement for development to make provisions 
for retro-fitting district heating or renewable generation storage as it could undermine the 
viability of housing developments within North Ayrshire.  The responder further explains 
that retro-fitting houses would be challenging both from an implementation and legal 
perspective. 
 
SEPA (216) - supports the policy, but seeks clarification that part (i) of the policy is for 
significant developments which would not result in the creation or enhancement of district 
heat network should include provision for on-site heat recovery and re-use infrastructure.  
The responder is of the understanding that this part of the policy is only applicable to 
significant heat sources and not substantial development.    
 
Policy 32: Safeguarding Workable Mineral Resources  
 
The Coal Authority (215) - shows support for the Policy, however, suggests that the term 
"workable coal services" be changed to "shallow coal seams".   
 
Policy 33: Responsible Extraction of Mineral Resources 
 
The Coal Authority (215) - shows support for the inclusion of policy 33. 
 
RSPB Scotland (179) - objects to the inclusion of peat in the policy. The responder is of 
the view that any extraction of peat should be dealt with under policy 34.   
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (385) - support the Council’s requirement for development 
proposals to avoid the loss or deterioration of woodland of importance such as ancient and 
semi-natural woodland. To align with SPP, the policy could provide more detail in relation 
to the Scottish Government’s Control of Woodland Removal Policy and compensatory 
measures. 
 
Policy 34: Protecting Peatland and Carbon Rich Soils 
 
RSPB (178) supports the precautionary approach to development affecting peat or 
carbon-rich soils.  
 
Omission of policy 
 
The Coal Authority (215) - objects to the omission of an unstable land policy.  The 
responder highlights that areas of North Ayrshire have a history of mining activity and a 
policy should be in place to ensure that all development proposals within coalfield areas 
take account of any coal mining-related land stability and/or other public safety risks and, 
where necessary, incorporate suitable mitigation measures to address them.   
 
The Coal Authority (215) - seeks that each allocation be considered against their data for 
land that is a development risk with surface coal areas, and where sites are seen to be in 
those areas, appropriate mitigation is required. 
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Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Policy 29: Energy Infrastructure Development 
 
Chemring Energetics UK/Jones Lang LaSalle (255) - change the Ardeer Pennisula on the 
Windfarm Spatial Map to be categorised as "Group 3 Areas” with potential for wind farm 
development.  
 
Scottish Water (237) - none sought. 
 
Scottish Government (168) - remove the requirement to comply with the landscape 
capacity study.   
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (387) - Change the text of the Plan relating to the landscape 
capacity study to read “This study will be a material consideration for assessing all wind 
energy proposals including definitions of small to large scale wind turbines.” 
 
Fairlie Community Council (160) - Add criteria to ensure any wind energy related 
developments have regulations in place to eliminate the effects from infrasound.  
 
Policy 31: Future Proofing for Heat Networks 
 
Persimmon Homes (110) delete requirement to make provision for retro-fitting under 
criteria (iii) of the Policy.   
 
SEPA (216) - clarify part (i) of the policy. 
 
Policy 32: Safeguarding Workable Mineral Resources  
 
The Coal Authority (215) - suggests the term "workable coal services" is changed to 
"shallow coal seams".   
 
Policy 33: Responsible Extraction of Mineral Resources 
 
RSPB Scotland (179) - the extraction of peat should be dealt separately from other 
mineral types. Mention should be made of the requirement for appropriate financial 
guarantees to ensure restoration of sites following cessation of extraction. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (385) - suggest amending the second paragraph to detail the 
Scottish Government’s Control of Woodland Policy.  To align with the Scottish 
Government’s Control of Woodland Policy, the following could be amended, “The Scottish 
Government’s Control of Woodland Removal Policy includes a presumption in favour of 
protecting woodland. Removal will only be permitted where it would achieve significant 
and clearly-defined additional public benefits. Where development includes the removal of 
woodland, the following measures may be required on a case by case basis: 
 
• The Scottish Government’s Control of Woodland Removal Policy and the current 
Ayrshire and Arran Woodland Strategy including relevant compensatory planting 
requirements will be taken into account; 
• Replacement trees should be of a similar scale and massing to the loss or, if smaller, 
there should be additional tree planting to ensure a net gain is achieved; 
• Development proposals should also demonstrate that compensatory planting will be 
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protected and manage. The siting and design of woodland should consider the natural 
environment, including green network opportunities, ensuring that new trees, 
hedgerows and woodlands are in keeping with the landscape character and, where 
possible, enhance and create new habitats. We will also expect developers to engage 
with Forestry Commission Scotland; and 
• Development proposals demonstrate that management agreements and/or legal 
agreements are put in place to ensure the positive management of forestry, woodland, 
trees and hedgerows on or adjacent to the development site. 
 
Omission of policy 
 
The Coal Authority (215) - a policy should be included to ensure that all development 
proposals within coalfield areas take account of any coal mining-related land stability 
and/or other public safety risks and, where necessary, incorporate suitable mitigation 
measures to address them. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Policy 29: Energy Infrastructure Development 
 
It is considered inappropriate to alter the wind farm spatial framework as it currently 
conforms to table 1 in Scottish Planning Policy (CD02). The Ardeer peninsula is located 
within 2km of the defined boundaries of both Irvine and Stevenston.  Should any wind 
energy development be proposed for the site, then the proposal will be required to align 
with the criteria contained within the policy.  With regards to compliance with policy 7, 
policy 29 is not absolutely restrictive on renewable energy, development as other forms of 
renewable energy (or more sensitively designed wind energy development) may be 
appropriate for the site. 
 
The comments from Fairlie Community Council are noted.  However it is considered that 
the criteria listed in the policy adds sufficient protection against any unacceptable impacts 
to noise levels, or any other unacceptable environmental adverse impacts.   
With regards to SNH’s Comments, The Council does not consider the modification is 
required as the policy already states that proposals should take into account the study for 
wind proposals. The landscape study in and of itself is not a material consideration, but 
the content of the study will provide technical guidance on landscape impact, which is 
likely to be a material consideration in determining planning applications that have an 
impact on landscape. The terms of reference in the proposed modification are therefore 
not appropriate.  
 
Policy 31: Future Proofing for Heat Networks 
 
It is considered important that all significant development takes due consideration to future 
proofing for heat networks.  This is the Proposed Plan’s response to Scottish Planning 
Policy (CD02) para. 157-160.  Should this requirement mean that a development is 
unviable, then it would be up to the developer to show that for economic reasons, that 
provision for retro-fitting is not possible and will be in turn for the development 
management process to determine its suitability.         
 
In response to SEPA’s (216) comments, it is considered clear that criteria (i) relates to 
both significant heat sources and substantial developments.   
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Policy 32: Safeguarding Workable Mineral Resources 
 
The Council notes the comments from the Coal Authority.  The term workable coal 
services was considered to align with para.237 of Scottish Planning Policy (CD02).  It is 
considered that changing the term to “workable coal seams”, although not necessary, 
would not present a change in the policy position and thus, the Council would not object 
should the reporter be minded to change the term.   
 
Policy 33: Responsible Extraction of Mineral Resources 
 
It is accepted that peat has extra protection in the Proposed Plan, however it is also 
considered important that where extraction of peat is proposed, that there is policy 
considerations contained within the Plan.  It is accepted that the Proposed Plan could be 
more transparent and the Council would have no objection to the examination 
recommending a non-notifiable change to include a note to the policy to highlight that 
proposals relating to peat would also have to consider Policy 34: Protecting Peatland and 
Carbon Rich Soils. It is considered that this would alleviate the responders concerns.   
The Council does not support the proposed amendment from SNH, which it considers 
amounts to an editorial re-write of the policy contained in the LDP, and adds no value to 
the process. The policy is sufficient as it is currently drafted. 
 
Omission of policy 
 
The comments from the Coal Authority are noted.  Each site in which there has been an 
identified risk of unstable land due to historic mining activity has been highlighted in the 
Interim Environmental Report (CD22), which informed the Environmental Report, this has 
also been carried through into the updated Action and Delivery Programme.  The Council 
will continue to consult with the Coal Authority on the contents of the Action and Delivery 
Programme to ensure appropriate mitigation is kept up to date.  All proposals are also 
required to comply with Strategic Policy 2: Placemaking which includes all proposals are 
required to be safe and pleasant which would include ensuring that the site in question is 
safe to develop and then be safe for its proposed use. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.  The council has listed above a number of matters raised in representations which are 
in support of the provisions of the proposed plan.  Examination of the plan is limited by 
regulations to addressing only the unresolved issues which have been raised in 
representations.  My conclusions below therefore address only the unresolved matters 
raised in representations, including relevant matters raised in further procedures. 
 
Policy 29: Energy Infrastructure Development 
 
Ardeer Peninsula 
 
2.  The full representation from Chemring Energetics UK refers to the provisions of the 
currently adopted local development plan including allowances for renewable energy 
development in business and employment locations.  However, I note that the current 
plan was adopted in May 2014 prior to the approval of the most recent Scottish Planning 
Policy (June 2014).  Therefore, it was not subject to the requirements within Scottish 
Planning Policy for local development plans to provide a spatial framework for onshore 
wind farms. 
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3.  The proposed plan contains a spatial framework, in accordance with Scottish Planning 
Policy, which identifies the Ardeer Peninsula within an area of significant protection 
(group 2) because, as identified by the council, it would be within two kilometres of 
settlements.  I recognise that the landholding of Chemring Energetics UK are designated 
for employment use and that proposed plan policy 7 (business and industry employment 
locations) allows consideration of renewable proposals in employment locations.  I also 
note that Chemring Energetics UK is considering investment in renewable energy 
development on its landholding to secure a low carbon future.  However, these factors are 
insufficient to justify an amendment to show the Ardeer Peninsula as an area with 
potential for wind farm development (group 3).  It is a matter of fact that the land is within 
two kilometres of settlements.  In any event, the identification of the Ardeer Peninsula 
within a group 2 area would not prevent the consideration of wind energy development, 
particularly when the provisions of policy 7 are also considered.  The Ardeer Peninsula 
should continue to be shown as being within an area of significant protection within the 
windfarm spatial framework. 
 
Landscape capacity study 
 
4.  The council failed to respond to the Scottish Government’s suggestion to remove the 
requirement to comply with the current landscape capacity study for wind farm 
development in North Ayrshire.  I invited the council to respond to this matter and its 
response suggests that the wording was drafted to highlight that the technical guidance 
contained within the landscape capacity study was a material consideration in  
decision-making.  However, the council stated that it would have no objection to the word 
“comply” being changed to “consider” the content of the capacity study.  I consider that 
requiring proposals to “comply” with the landscape capacity study is at odds with the final 
sentence of proposed policy 29 which suggests that “this study will be used as a point of 
reference for assessing all wind energy proposals”.  It would be reasonable and 
appropriate for the text to simply require proposals to consider the findings of the 
landscape capacity study.  A change is justified on this basis. 
 
5.  The current, and any subsequent landscape capacity study, would inherently be a 
material consideration in the determination of any wind turbine development proposals.  
Therefore, I do not agree with the suggestion from Scottish Natural Heritage that the 
proposed plan explicitly states this fact. 
 
Infrasound 
 
6.  Proposed policy 29 requires the avoidance of unacceptable adverse environmental 
impacts including those on communities and individuals.  Impacts on noise and amenity, 
which could include infrasound, would be considered under the provisions of the policy.  
Therefore, I find that there is no need for the policy to specifically mention “infrasound” as 
suggested by Fairlie Community Council.   
 
Policy 31: Future Proofing for Heat Networks 
 
Criterion i) 
 
7.  I agree with the council that it is clear that criterion i) of proposed policy 31 (future 
proofing for heat networks) relates to proposals that constitute a significant heat source 
and/or are a substantial development (as defined in the policy).  No change to the policy 
is required to clarify this matter. 
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Criterion iii) 
 
8.  Criterion iii) of policy 31 allows a release from the provision/enhancement of district 
heat networks where there is sufficient evidence of infeasibility, including viability of 
proposals.  However, even where proposals satisfy this exemption they must continue to 
provide provision to allow for retro-fitting in the future.  Scottish Planning Policy, at 
paragraph 157, suggests that local development plans support “new build developments, 
infrastructure or retrofit projects which deliver energy efficiency and the recovery of 
energy that would otherwise be wasted both in the specific development and surrounding 
area”.  Paragraphs 158 to 160 also provide suggestions on what local development plans 
should contain with respect to heat.  Contrary to the council’s position I find that Scottish 
Planning Policy does not require, or specify, that developments should include provision 
to allow for retro-fitting in the future.  I note the perceived legal and landownership 
difficulties that may arise in attempting to secure new energy provision to developments, 
particularly homes, raised by Persimmon Homes.  Furthermore, there would likely be an 
associated cost to provide retro-fitting which could be at odds with a policy provision 
which allows for exemption in economic circumstances.  I find that the requirement for 
retro-fitting is not reasonable or appropriate and recommend removal of this part of 
criterion iii). 
 
District heat opportunities 
 
9.  The full representation from the Scottish Environment Protection Agency suggests that 
district heating opportunities are not simply shown on the plan accompanying policy 31 
but that sites are named or listed in a schedule.  This matter is not mentioned in the 
council’s summary of the representation above.  Therefore, I invited the council to 
comment and it responded by suggesting that it had no objection in principle to providing 
further details of district heating opportunities in a schedule.  However, the council noted 
specific information related to sites was omitted in the proposed plan as some 
opportunities had been raised by private users who may not wish to see such details in a 
public document. 
 
10.  It would be useful to name sites in a schedule.  However, I am unaware of the 
circumstances in which private individuals provided details of the “opportunities” for 
district heating and the council has not provided a list of names/details to be provided in a 
schedule.  Therefore, I consider it would not be appropriate in this case to require a 
schedule to be inserted into the plan showing specific site details.  However, I note that 
the actual boundaries of district heating opportunities would be shown in greater detail 
within the online version of the mapping than that shown in the proposed plan.  This 
would provide more definition and clarity over sites.  No change to the plan is required on 
this basis. 
 
Policy 32: Safeguarding Workable Mineral Resources 
 
11.  At paragraph 239 Scottish Planning Policy suggests that “where possible, plans 
should secure extraction prior to permanent development above workable coal reserves”.  
While I note the suggestion from the Coal Authority to change the term “workable coal 
services” in proposed policy 32 (safeguarding workable mineral resources) to “shallow 
coal seams” I find that the term should be modified to align with Scottish Planning Policy 
and refer to the term “workable coal reserves”. 
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Policy 33: Responsible Extraction of Mineral Resources 
 
Peat 
 
12.  I agree with the council that it is reasonable and appropriate for the proposed plan to 
contain a policy on extraction which includes peat as an extractable resource.  I note that 
there is a policy on peatland and carbon rich soil protection (policy 34) which provides a 
precautionary approach to development affecting these assets and sets out provisions to 
assess commercial peatland.  Although the plan should be read as a whole I find favour 
with the council’s suggestion that proposed policy 33 (responsible extraction of mineral 
resources) makes a cross-reference to policy 34.  I consider that this approach would 
address the matters raised by RSPB Scotland. 
 
Financial guarantees 
 
13.  The council’s response above does not respond to the request from RSPB Scotland 
that the proposed plan includes a requirement for appropriate financial guarantees to 
ensure restoration of sites following cessation of extraction.  I sought further written 
information from the council on this matter.  In its reply the council promotes additional 
wording to be added to the end of proposed policy 33 as follows: “For new or extended 
proposals, a financial guarantee or bond may be required to ensure appropriate 
restoration, enhancement and aftercare following extraction of minerals”.  Reference to 
new or extended proposals is explicit to ensure that the review of existing minerals 
consents are not subject to these requirements. 
 
14.  Scottish Planning Policy, at paragraph 237, suggests that local development plans 
set out factors in relation to workable mineral resources including restoration and 
aftercare.  Then in relation to practicalities, at paragraph 247, the national policy refers to 
effective restoration including the use of financial guarantees (with particular emphasis on 
surface coal mining).  Proposed policy 33 provides support for proposals which provide 
restoration and aftercare arrangements.  However, there is no mention of financial 
guarantees.  This is at odds with proposed policy 29 (energy infrastructure development) 
which, when referring to decommissioning, suggests a potential requirement for financial 
bonds.  I find that in order to provide clarity to promoters of sites; to align with the 
provisions of Scottish Planning Policy; and to provide consistency in approach throughout 
the proposed plan that policy 33 should include reference to financial bonds.  This entry 
would also be consistent with the provisions of the currently adopted local development 
plan policy ENV 10 (mineral extraction).  The wording suggested by the council would be 
satisfactory. 
 
Control of woodland removal 
 
15.  I disagree with Scottish Natural Heritage that proposed policy 33 should refer to the 
Scottish Government’s control of woodland removal policy.  Any proposal involving the 
removal of forestry, including commercial activity, would be sufficiently dealt with under 
proposed policy 18 (forestry, woodland, trees and hedgerows).  This matter is further 
addressed in paragraphs 26-28 in Issue 4 above.  No change to the plan is required in 
relation to this matter. 
 
Omission of policy on ground stability 
 
16.  The council identify that sites allocated in the proposed plan have been subject to 
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investigation regarding historic mining activity which is reflected in the environmental 
report and accompanying action programme.  However, having reviewed these 
documents, I have found no obvious mention to ground stability and development.  
Furthermore, there is no mention in the proposed plan of this matter, which I agree with 
the Coal Authority, is a key consideration in an authority area with a legacy of mining 
activity.  I also note that the council’s response takes no account of unallocated or windfall 
sites (those coming forward which were not planned). 
 
17.  The wording in proposed strategic policy 2: placemaking refers to provision of a “safe 
and pleasant” environment but does not specially address ground stability.  Therefore, I 
do not agree with the council that this provision in the plan would be sufficient to ensure 
that this matter was dealt with satisfactorily at the decision-making stage. 
 
18.  To respond to this matter I invited the council and the Coal Authority to comment on 
an insertion into proposed strategic policy 2 referring to ground stability.  In response, the 
council agreed that reference to ground stability within policy 2 would be sufficient to 
ensure that development management processes for allocated and windfall sites gave 
due consideration to the matter.  The Coal Authority provided no response.  
Consequently, I find that the proposed plan should be modified to refer to this matter. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Modify the local development plan by: 
 
1. Replacing the words “comply with” with the word “consider” in the third sentence of the 
final paragraph in Policy 29: Energy Infrastructure Development on page 98. 
 
2. Removing the text “but that provision has been made to allow retro-fitting in the future.” 
from Policy 31: Future Proofing for Heat Networks on page 101. 
 
3. Replacing the text “workable coal services” with “workable coal reserves” in Policy 32: 
Safeguarding Workable Mineral Resources on page 102. 
 
4. Inserting the following text at the end of the final paragraph in Policy 33: Responsible 
Extraction of Mineral Resources on page 103: 
 
“For new or extended proposals, a financial guarantee or bond may be required to ensure 
appropriate restoration, enhancement and aftercare following extraction of minerals.  
Development proposals for the extraction of peat will also be subject to the provisions of 
Policy 34: Protecting Peatland and Carbon Rich Soils.”. 
 
5. Adding the following final sentence to the final paragraph in the box entitled ‘Safe and 
Pleasant’ in Strategic Policy 2: Placemaking on page 19: 
 
“The proposal sufficiently investigates and responds to any issues of ground instability.”. 
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Issue 7  
 

Arran 

Development plan 
reference: 

Strategic Policy 4: Delivering on Community 
Priorities, Settlement Maps: Arran Locality (pages 
46-49) 

Reporter: 
Karen Black 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference 
number): 
 
Carl Bush (004)  
John and Anne Craig (042)  
Alan Mitchell (045) 
Claire McDonald (049)  
Graeme Bald (050)  
Richard Barr Wright (052)  
Dr Krystyna Gruszecka (054)  
Archie Cumming (056)  
Julia Graham (057)  
Dr Stanley Mann (058)  
Moira Wilson (061)  
Richard Buster (062)  
Gerald Michaluk (064)  
Colin Finlayson (065)  
Kenneth Thorburn (066)  
John Pennycott (067)  
Duncan Thomson (076)  
Michael King (083)  
Malcolm Ritchie (084)  
Ian and Hilary Stubbs (085)  
Mr John V Ford (086)  
David B Macleod (088) 
Mr John V Ford (091)  
Mr John V Ford (092) 
Miss K Harvey (095)  
Maureen Cumming (096)  
Anita Ford (098)  
Ewa Gruszecka-Grant (099) 
Lorna Balfour (101) 
Dr Sally Campbell (107)  
Cathy Burnett (109)  
Andrew Allison (120)  
Mrs A S Ford (122)  
Paul and Pamela Owens (126)  
John M Campbell (129)  
Robert and Joy Swan (134)  
R S Morgan (135)  
Kenneth W Pritchard (137)  
Dr Sally Campbell (140)  
Mr. Jamie Stewart, Ms. Charlotte 
Karsemeijer (144)  
 
 

 
Karen Legge and Robert Maltas (159) 
Steve Waring (165)  
Mark Johnston (166) 
Nanette Waring (167)  
Iain Mackenzie (169)  
Eric Kay (170)  
David Baker (171)  
Sharon MacKenzie (195)  
Mrs Katharine Bailey (199)  
Fiona Park (200)  
Margaret Burns (202)  
Rhona and Neil Park (203)  
Shirley Pemberton (204)  
Mark Mackenzie (205)  
Helen & Martin Ross (207)  
Robert Cumming (208)  
Grace Gillespie (209)  
Captain Gavin Pritchard OBE AFNI (210) 
Kirsty Pritchard (211)  
Colin MacKenzie (213)  
Helen & Martin Ross (226)  
Stella Clarke (227)  
The National Trust for Scotland (261)  
Christine Anderson (277)  
Andrew Wilkinson (279)  
Jean Wilkinson (280)  
John Thomson Construction Ltd. (281)  
Ian Cook (284)  
F Bramble (291) 
Tommy Gilmore (298) 
Gretta Pritchard (299) 
John Alexander Kerr (307) 
Muriel Argo (308) 
Anna Baker (314) 
Dr Ros Lyall (326) 
Rod Short (327) 
Ethne Cumming (329)  
Rod Short (333)  
Frances Wormald (337)  
John Thomson Construction Ltd. (411) 
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Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Pages 46-49 of the Proposed Local Development Plan Showing 
Arran Settlement Boundaries (and related provisions within the 
PLDP) 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
The Proposed Plan (CD04) proposed no new allocations of land for specific purposes, 
including housing, on Arran for reasons set out in this Schedule (and Issue 1 relating to 
housing land supply matters). Therefore, the settlement boundaries and land use zone 
areas within the settlements remain unchanged from the Adopted LDP with the exception 
of that 1) the policy framework has been updated and some terms of reference may have 
changed and 2) that a number of changes have been made to the boundaries of 
settlements on Arran from the Adopted LDP (CD09). The summary sets out the 
representations received in relation to each of the settlements, under a separate heading 
for each relevant settlement. Call for sites references have been noted (where applicable) 
as they have been referenced by representees on a consistent basis, as follows. 
 
Lochranza – Newton Shore (CFS60) 
 
Alan Mitchell (045), Claire McDonald (049), Richard Barr Wright (052), Dr Krystyna 
Gruszecka (054), Archie Cumming (056), Julia Graham (057), Dr Stanley Mann (058), 
Richard Buster (062), Colin Finlayson (065), Kenneth Thorburn (066), Malcolm Ritchie 
(084), Mr John V Ford (086), David B Macleod (088), Mr John V Ford (091), Mr John V 
Ford (092), Maureen Cumming (096), Anita Ford (098), Ewa Gruszecka-Grant (099), Lorna 
Balfour (101), Cathy Burnett (109), Andrew Allison (120), Mrs A S Ford (122), Paul & 
Pamela Owens (126), R S Morgan (135), R S (136), Kenneth W Pritchard (Rep137), Steve 
Waring (Rep165), Nanette Waring (167), Iain Mackenzie (169), David Baker (171), Sharon 
MacKenzie (195), Mrs Katharine Bailey (199), Fiona Park (200), Margaret Burns (202), 
Rhona and Neil Park (203), Shirley Pemberton (204), Mark Mackenzie (205), Robert 
Cumming (208), Grace Gillespie (209), Captain Gavin Pritchard OBE AFNI (210), Kirsty 
Pritchard (211), Colin MacKenzie (213), Stella Clarke (227), Christine Anderson (277), 
Andrew Wilkinson (279), Jean Wilkinson (280), F Bramble (291), Gretta Pritchard (299), 
John Alexander Kerr (307), Anna Baker (314), Dr Ros Lyall (326), Rod Short (327), Ethne 
Cumming (329), Rod Short (333) - The alteration to the settlement boundary of Lochranza 
to include an area of land on Newton Shore has received a significant volume of 
opposition, generally on the basis that the site is an inappropriate location for new housing. 
The grounds of objection raised are as follows: - 
 
Road safety, transport and access issues - The road is single track with no passing 
place and bends, which reduce visibility. The site is also the end of the vehicle track, which 
is marked by parking spaces for residents and visitors. It also provides access to the Arran 
Coastal Path (Core Paths Plan Ref: AR01 – CD29) – on which, a notable geology site, 
“Hutton’s Unconformity” is located. The Core Path permeates the site from the shore in the 
west to the east via a right of way. Development would cause unacceptable congestion 
and is insufficient to accommodate a safe vehicular access to service the site for 
residential users, tourists and a range of service vehicles.  Development would also 
adversely impact on the ability for visitors and residents to enjoy the amenity of the Newton 
Shore area due to increased congestion, reduced parking and conflict between vehicle and 
other users. The site is also very remote from the nearest bus stop. The proposed site 
change, by decreasing access in the future, would possibly damage an established 
business - some of the customers to the Whins Craft workshop walk up the path from the 
Newton Shore to High Newton. 
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Landscape setting, settlement character and amenity value - The site is characterised 
as a countryside area, not an urban area and is therefore not appropriate for development.  
The terminology used in the Proposed Plan is inappropriate and should not describe the 
location as a general urban area. The site is within a National Scenic Area and is highly 
sensitive and valuable in landscape and visual amenity terms, and should not be 
developed, and contravenes Proposed Plan Policy 15 (CD04) relating to scenic areas. The 
development of the site would eliminate the amenity and recreation value the shore offers 
along the access road. Development disturbance to the area, including wildlife, through 
noise, cars and further residential development are not acceptable. 
 
Need and demand for housing - There is no demand for housing at this location. The site 
would be more suited for affordable housing rather than speculative private development, 
including for holiday homes. Development of residential properties to be occupied as 
second homes would not be appropriate. Housing on the site would not meet Arran’s 
demographic needs. Housing should be provided for younger families and to support local 
tourism and businesses. 
 
Impact on Wildlife - The site and the shore area is a rich habitat for a number of species 
(some – otters and pygmy shrew – having protected status) and vegetation. Development 
would unduly disturb wildlife in the area and can destroy ecological value of sites and 
should not be supported. 
 
Flooding, Services, infrastructure and environmental designations - Development of 
the site is unsuitable because the site floods; there are water pipes running through the 
sites; the site is very exposed the site is a SSSI; there is no broadband connectivity; it 
could restrict access to nearby fire hydrant; there is a lack of village amenities, employment 
opportunities and limited physical and digital infrastructure, which would be exacerbated by 
further development – particularly in emergency situations. Development would result in 
unacceptable waste discharge into the sea and any on site infrastructure to manage waste 
and sewage would be unsightly and unacceptable in visual terms and impact on wildlife.  
 
More suitable development locations - There are more appropriate locations for 
development, and, in particular there are more suitable development locations along the 
A841 between the Arran distillery and the junction of A841 and Newton Road area, which 
should have been considered for inclusion in the settlement boundary instead. 
 
Planning History - There is planning history to this site, namely that the Local Plan 
process resulted in the rejection of the site for inclusion in the settlement boundary due to 
concerns that development of the site would create ribbon development. 
 
Non-compliance with SEA - For a number of reasons, mainly set out in other objections, 
the site is identified as being contrary to the SEA findings. 
 
Alignment with LDP spatial strategy and Local Outcome Improvement Plan - The 
development of the site would conflict with the LOIP (CD18) and spatial strategy of the 
Proposed Plan (CD04). 
 
Consultation procedures related to LDP preparation - the consultation process has 
been inadequate in that: only properties immediately adjacent to the site were notified, the 
mapping and graphics information in the plan is inadequate and difficult for visually 
impaired people to review including because it has been published online, there is no text 
reference to the change in the Plan, and the consultation events run as part of the plan 
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preparation process were inadequate. 
 
Non-material impacts - The development of the site would have harmful psychological 
impacts on residents. Reassurances (from an unquoted source) were given that the site 
would never be developed. 
 
John Thomson Construction Ltd. (281) - support for the inclusion of the site in the 
settlement boundary was received from the site promoter, which considers the following. 
There is a growing demand for housing in Lochranza particularly for people working in the 
area. Building land is in very short supply in Lochranza and this is an effective site which 
could be developed quickly and could provide much needed housing for working families 
within the area. Housing demand on Arran tends to be very localised as people living in a 
specific village generally wish to stay there and if they decide to buy a new house, it would 
be in that village. Detailed development proposals would maintain the right of way and 
vehicle turning area, and ensure development is in keeping with surrounding properties, 
including through appropriate landscaping. The current site is a gap site and would be the 
last area to be developed in that area with the existing building beyond providing an 
appropriate end stop to development. 
 
Lochranza- Bridgend Cottage   
 
Frances Wormald (337) - the Lochranza plan shows a small area of open land to the north 
of Bridgend Cottage no 1, whereas there is in fact no open space between Bridgend 
Cottage (Lochranza) and the neighbouring house as the common gardens adjoin. 
 
Brodick – Ormidale (CFS31) 
 
Moira Wilson (061), Michael King (083), Tommy Gilmore (298), Muriel Argo (308) - Objects 
to the proposed alteration to the settlement boundary on the grounds that the re-
designation would be the first stage towards applying for planning permission to develop 
this area. The site should remain as countryside.  
 
Clearing of woodland in this location is not supported as the woodland provides shelter to 
the property on Knowe Road from onshore storm winds. Woodland also serves as a barrier 
to the noise coming from musical evenings which are more frequent at the Ormidale Hotel.  
Additionally, the woodland consists of many mature native varieties of trees half of which 
have been lost with the housing development on the opposite side of Knowe Road, 
concerns exist that the extension will lead to further housing development. The wooded 
area is also a habitat for wildlife and is a valuable aesthetic amenity for Brodick. 
 
The countryside designation established in LDP1 (CD09) should prevail. 
 
(61) One representee understood when buying their property that the wooded area was a 
Conservation Area.  
 
The proposed development will be contrary to Proposed Plan Policy 19 - Open Space 
Strategy (CD04), because it will result in the loss of open space by a development without 
providing significant compensating benefits to the wider community. 
 
Tommy Gilmore (298) - supports the alteration to the settlement boundary, but 
recommends the deletion of a strip of woodland within the area included in the settlement 
boundary, which should maintain its tree coverage (RD29).  
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Brodick - Merkland Bridge  
 
The National Trust for Scotland (261) - The site at Merkland Bridge is brownfield land that 
was previously used as a caravan site. The allocation of this site for residential use would 
bring a brownfield site back into use. As detailed above, the site is suitable for a mix of 
tenures and could provide housing for key workers on the island. It is recognised that the 
site does not directly join the settlement of Brodick, however it is a previously developed 
site that could be utilised to support the known housing need in Arran (particularly for 
affordable housing). The Representation was supported by a map (RD30). 
 
Lamlash - Mount Pleasant field (CFS42), 
  
Miss K Harvey (095), Robert and Joy Swan (0134) Dr Sally Campbell (140) - To change 
the Mount Pleasant Farm land to "urban" would have an adverse effect on the amenity of 
neighbouring property by way of introducing building(s) potentially out of keeping with the 
surrounding fields or could dominate the skyline and result in overlooking private space 
and property. 
 
Countryside Objective, page 12 of the Proposed Plan (CD04), supports proposals for "new 
housing in the countryside where it is a replacement or converted building or it is a house 
of exceptional design quality”, and, as such, the inclusion of the site in the settlement 
boundary is unnecessary. 
 
The ‘Urbanisation’ of rural properties will remove or reduce the diversity of types of 
accommodation which is such a feature of the Isle of Arran. There is no need to enclose 
the site within the settlement boundary, which will result in the loss of buildings on site and 
no economic enhancement to the locality. 
 
The site would be unlikely to be developed for affordable homes, whereas it is likely to 
provide second/holiday home accommodation. 
 
Development would be likely to be serviced by septic tanks, which would run off to 
neighbouring properties. 
 
There are transport and access difficulties at the locality currently, which will be 
exacerbated by further development. 
 
The addition of the site will lead to further similar development proposals to the detriment 
of the landscape setting of Lamlash. 
 
Lamlash - Laigh Letter (CFS50) 
 
Dr Sally Campbell (140) - Maps indicate the degree to which this site is separate from the 
settlement. Enclosing such sites in the settlement boundary will lead to further similar 
development proposals to the detriment of the landscape setting of Lamlash. 
The proposal may be seen as “in-fill”, however this quarter of Lamlash has recently, in the 
last 10 years accommodated an extra 60 homes or so along Benlister. Existing 
infrastructure is not supportive for more development at that end of the village with its mix 
of houses and varying business and industry as well as the back entrance to the High 
School. Heavy vehicles use the area during work hours. Access will become more difficult. 
The same applies to CFS943 West of Benlister Terrace. But more than that, there are 
some valued mature trees and open spaces for young people to roam and explore on 
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Laigh Letter. New development should enjoy generous space standards, unlike recent 
nearby development. 
 
Lamlash - Blair Farm (CFS40)  
 
Carl Bush (Rep4), Ian and Hilary Stubbs (Rep85), Dr Sally Campbell (107), John M 
Campbell (Rep129)  - The assessment criteria should not base an assessment on ‘tidying 
up’ boundaries, allowing building where nature has taken over and now a naturalised area. 
The site is now a habitat for flora and fauna which would be harmed by development and 
shouldn’t be included in the settlement boundary.  It is unsuitable for development due to 
poor drainage and poor, single track access with no opportunity to widen the access. 
Lamlash has adequate building land (some with permission) in the centre of the village, 
without extending the boundary, or allowing the building of ‘luxury homes’ just because the 
land has a view. 
 
Blairbeg Farm and cottages have been quite separate from the village if you look even at 
recent maps of Lamlash. Turning it from countryside to general urban area is undesirable 
as it would facilitate development on the site (via planning permission), which will set an 
undesirable precedent along the old Blairbeg Road (sometimes known on maps as Millhill 
Crescent) and damage the landscape setting in the locality. 
 
Action needs to be taken through long term planning initiatives to contain second home 
ownership, ensure proper funding by all the community of essential services and adopt 
positive intervention through local taxation and other means to stem the rise in costs of 
both buying and renting affordable property on Arran. 
 
Lamlash - Altocharvie (CFS87) 
 
Dr Sally Campbell (140) - Maps indicate the degree to which this site is separate from the 
settlement. Enclosing such sites in the settlement boundary will lead to further similar 
development proposals to the detriment of the landscape setting of Lamlash.   
 
The performance of the business operated from the site should not impact on the 
designation of the site. There are other examples of successful tourism accommodation 
businesses on Arran. The site should not be included in the settlement boundary because 
it will result in the removal of building of historic and aesthetic value for what would likely 
be high value, out of character, second homes, for profit of the site promoter, and offering 
no economic value to the locality. 
 
Whiting Bay - St Margarets (CFS02)  
 
John & Anne Craig (042), Graeme Bald (050), Gerald Michaluk (64), Duncan Thomson 
(076), Karen Legge and Robert Maltas (159), Eric Kay (170), Helen & Martin Ross (207), 
Helen & Martin Ross (226) – Object to the re-alignment of the settlement boundary on the 
following grounds: - 
 
The inclusion of the site is contrary to the findings of the SEA (CD12 & CD22)), which 
indicates that the development of the site would be more appropriately considered at 
planning application stage. 
 
The re-designation would support development on the site, and the site cannot sustain 
multiple dwellings or the wrong type of housing or poorly designed buildings. The site fails 
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to provide affordable housing. 
 
The driveway up to and alongside the field, is steep and narrow, has a sharp blind bend 
and it is single track. The driveway is therefore unsuitable for an increase in traffic that 
would be caused by future development of multiple houses, including service vehicles. 
 
The proposal would be contrary to the spatial strategy of the Plan which seeks to drive 
development to settlements, rather than locations outwith settlement boundaries and 
locality priorities of affordable housing and social isolation. 
 
Development could put pressure on biodiversity, including the loss and fragmentation of 
habitats and wildlife occupying the site (including protected species), while increases in 
traffic and noise could disturb sensitive species.  
 
Development will adversely impact on listed buildings along the A841 main road. 
Development will exacerbate flooding and landslip issues from the site to the properties 
along A841 which sit at a lower level.  
 
There would be servicing problems for development of the site as the water pressure at the 
top of the drive is low and it is not clear how any additional sewage would be managed 
from the site. 
 
Developed of the site for a number of houses would adversely impact on the residential 
amenity of properties on A841, which sit at a lower level.   
 
Development of the site could significantly affect the visual amenity of the view of Holy Isle 
in particular and the Firth of Clyde of the residents at the top of the driveway. Any new 
houses would be clearly visible from the beach in Whiting Bay above the existing height of 
that part of the village and would have an unacceptable landscape impact.  
 
An alternative proposal (to including the site in the settlement boundary) would be to bring 
that part of the land in to the urban boundary in order to build a suitable house for the site 
promoter to develop a single house, suitable for mobility needs, while leaving the 
remainder of the field as rural. 
 
The Proposed Plan (CD04) has rejected a number of other potential development locations 
that would be preferable to the proposed site. Including land alongside the north approach 
to Whiting Bay to locate a suitable area to include within the village to develop for social 
housing development on a scale similar to Fen Place or Montrose Terrace. 
 
The scale of the proposed change will impact on health, wellbeing and will increase 
noise/air pollution. 
 
The air ambulance approaches the Playing field by flying over this area before making a 
final approach into wind over North Bank. This flight path will need to be extended/ 
changed if there is developments in this area. It is also to be noted that the helicopters take 
of backwards initially for safety reasons and this may be restricted by development limiting 
the site for emergency helicopter operations. This needs to be investigated prior to any 
changes. 
 
(226) submits a supporting document relating to climate change. 
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John Pennycott (067) - the site promoter shows support for the site, which can be 
summarised as follows. The site would provide the opportunity to build a purpose built 
house for myself to meet my disabled needs. It also addresses the boundary inconsistency 
identified by North Ayrshire Council. The proposed boundary extension is different from the 
original proposal and extends up to include the land around Glenburn which is supported. 
It is unclear why the site also now includes a small steep strip to the south of the access 
road which was not in my original proposal. The addition is fully supported to include the 
whole field between Margareoch and Glenburn; and any reduction in the size of the area 
included in the settlement would be opposed as this may limit the site options for me to 
build an additional house at this location. 
 
Whiting Bay – Sandbraes (No call for sites reference) 
 
Mark Johnston (166) - It is proposed that the settlement boundary be amended to include 
the land at Sandbraes to reflect the functional boundary and the investment by private 
individuals in upgrading roads to Council standard that are available for public use. The 
proposed development provides the opportunity to provide for sustainable expansion of the 
settlement in a non-intrusive manner using an identifiable gap site adjacent to the existing 
settlement boundary. The adjustment is a logical and practical opportunity to bring both the 
proposed and existing houses on this road into the settlement. They are part of Whiting 
Bay at present, irrespective of the settlement boundary in the LDP. 
 
Whiting bay - North of Cat Burn (No call for sites reference) 
 
Mr. Jamie Stewart, Ms. Charlotte Karsemeijer (144) - Seek the inclusion of land to the 
north of Cat Burn - a location plan was included (RD57). The area is used as a part of a 
business selling locally grown cut flowers with a strong focus on a low carbon product. The 
responder does not retail from the site, they deliver the product to local shops and hotels, 
customers can order online and we supply to weddings, events and special occasions. 
Inclusion of the site in the plan it would support the business to operate more efficiently 
and enable us to lower the carbon footprint and offer more employment opportunities. A 
business plan is currently under preparation to support the proposal. 
 
Torbeg (No call for sites reference) 
 
Ian Cook (284) - seeks support within the emerging LDP for a proposal to develop two new 
houses at plots 3 & 5. Greenhill, Torbeg. The plots are the subject of planning applications 
but currently lie outwith a settlement boundary. A supporting document is submitted 
(RD52). 
 
Land at Ardmhor, Whiting Bay (CFS54) 
 
(411) Representation seeks the inclusion of land at Ardmhor, Whiting Bay on the basis that 
new houses are needed in Arran as the recovery from recession continues. Other sites in 
Whiting Bay are constrained by vehicle access and this would provide a valuable addition 
to the land supply or the promoter, without displacing demand from other sites. The 
promoter has sufficient land in their ownership at the lower part of the site to allow a new 
access road to be constructed and the recently constructed sewage treatment plant is 
directly below our site giving easy access to foul drainage. The promoter has capacity to 
develop the site early in the plan period, and completions will be dictated by market 
demand. 
 



    PROPOSED NORTH AYRSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

92 

Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Modifications sought are grouped under each settlement, and then by site. 
 
Lochranza – Newton Shore 
 
Alan Mitchell (045), Claire McDonald (049), Richard Barr Wright (052), Dr Krystyna 
Gruszecka (054), Archie Cumming (056), Julia Graham (057), Dr Stanley Mann (058), 
Richard Buster (062), Colin Finlayson (065), Kenneth Thorburn (066), Malcolm Ritchie 
(084), Mr John V Ford (086), David B Macleod (088), Mr John V Ford (091), Mr John V 
Ford (092), Maureen Cumming (096), Anita Ford (098), Ewa Gruszecka-Grant (099), Lorna 
Balfour (101), Cathy Burnett (109), Andrew Allison (120), Mrs A S Ford (122), Paul & 
Pamela Owens (126), R S Morgan (135), R S (136), Kenneth W Pritchard (137), Steve 
Waring (165), Nanette Waring (167), Iain Mackenzie (169), David Baker (171), Sharon 
MacKenzie (195), Mrs Katharine Bailey (199), Fiona Park (200), Margaret Burns (202), 
Rhona and Neil Park (203), Shirley Pemberton (204), Mark Mackenzie (205), Robert 
Cumming (208), Grace Gillespie (209), Captain Gavin Pritchard OBE AFNI (210), Kirsty 
Pritchard (211), Colin MacKenzie (213), Stella Clarke (227), Christine Anderson (277), 
Andrew Wilkinson (279), Jean Wilkinson (280), F Bramble (291), Gretta Pritchard (299), 
John Alexander Kerr (307), Anna Baker (314), Dr Ros Lyall (326), Rod Short (327), Ethne 
Cumming (329), Rod Short (333) - Delete the site and return the designation to 
countryside. 
 
Lochranza – Bridgend Cottage 
 
Frances Wormald (337) - Amend the plan to omit the small open space allocation north of 
Bridgend Cottage No 1, and replace with urban allocation. 
 
Brodick – Ormidale 
 
Moira Wilson (061), Michael King (083), Muriel Argo (308) -Delete/reduce the site and 
return the designation to countryside. 
 
Tommy Gilmore (298) – keep settlement adjustment, but remove shaded area in map 
submitted (RD29). 
 
Brodick - Merkland Bridge 
 
The National Trust for Scotland (261) - Include support for the site in the LDP, including 
through allocation or extension of settlement boundary. 
 
Lamlash – Mount Pleasant field 
 
Miss K Harvey (095), Robert and Joy Swan (134) Dr Sally Campbell (140) - Delete the site 
and return the designation to countryside 
 
Lamlash - Laigh Letter  
 
Dr Sally Campbell (140) - Delete the site and return the designation to countryside 
 
 
 



    PROPOSED NORTH AYRSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

93 

Lamlash - Blair Farm 
 
Carl Bush (004), Ian and Hilary Stubbs (085), Dr Sally Campbell (107), John M Campbell 
(129) - Delete the site and return the designation to countryside 
 
Lamlash – Altocharvie 
 
Dr Sally Campbell (140) - Delete the site and return the designation to countryside 
 
Whiting Bay - St Margarets 
 
John & Anne Craig (042), Graeme Bald (050), Gerald Michaluk (064), Duncan Thomson 
(076), Karen Legge and Robert Maltas (159), Eric Kay (170), Helen & Martin Ross (207), 
Helen & Martin Ross (226) - Delete the site (or part thereof) and return the designation to 
countryside. 
 
Whiting Bay – Sandbraes 
 
Mark Johnston (166) - Include support for the site in the LDP, through extension of 
settlement boundary. 
 
Whiting Bay - North of Cat Burn 
 
Mr. Jamie Stewart, Ms. Charlotte Karsemeijer (144) - Include support for the site in the 
LDP, through extension of settlement boundary 
 
Torbeg 
 
Ian Cook (284) - Include support for the site in the LDP, including through allocation, 
extension of settlement boundary or policy. 
 
Land at Ardmhor, Whiting Bay (CFS54) 
 
(411) Allocate land for residential purposes. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
The preparation of the Proposed Plan (CD04) led to a series of recommended alterations 
to existing settlement boundaries. While the LDP process has the scope to alter any 
settlement boundary, the premise for acting to alter boundaries was founded on that there 
would be an assumption that boundaries would remain unchanged.  This is the case 
unless there was any reason given, most likely through a representation received during an 
earlier consultation stage of the Plan, to instigate a review of the appropriateness of a 
settlement boundary at a particular location. It was recognised that in respect of Arran, 
particularly, there was specific challenges to meeting island housing need in the Main 
Issues Report (CD10), which identified that proposals for small scale housing development 
would be considered in a settlement boundary review process, where those sites were 
deemed inappropriate for allocation in the emerging LDP because of their small scale.  
 
In response to a call for sites process held during autumn 2016, a significant number of 
sites were promoted for development on Arran. Those sites generally fell into one of two 
categories: sites that were too small to be considered as specific housing allocations (i.e. 
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sites with approximately 5 or less units output); and sites which were of a larger scale, 
which the Plan would require to consider in terms of environmental and infrastructure 
capacity. 
 
The sites that were deemed too small to be appropriate for allocation were reviewed in 
terms of whether the context of the site, (i.e., primarily its landscape setting and fit with 
settlement pattern) warranted its inclusion in the settlement boundary. It is important to 
note the distinction between a housing allocation and an addition to a settlement boundary. 
Where settlement boundaries have been altered, and those sites have been included as 
general urban areas, this does not equate to a housing allocation as the site has not been 
the subject of detailed constraints identification, consultation with appropriate agencies or 
infrastructure capacity planning. Therefore while the general urban area may support the 
principle of residential development, in fact, should the extended area be the subject of a 
planning application, matters of detail, such as design, access, environmental impact and 
servicing capacity will be the determining factors guiding whether or not development is 
appropriate. The inclusion of new areas within settlement boundaries has, in general, 
therefore, only sought to include areas within the settlement boundary where there is a 
clear fit with the existing settlement pattern.  
 
The Council would draw attention to that prior to the Main Issues Report (CD10), a 
consultation process with a range of agencies took place to provide a baseline assessment 
of all call for sites submissions, For the extended settlement boundary sites, no additional 
assessment work took place post Main Issues Report to identify site constraints and 
development capacity because the emerging LDP was not testing the principle of a specific 
development proposal as it had rejected sites of this scale as potential housing allocations. 
However, because of earlier processes related to the MIR and call for sites, some of the 
proposed altered settlement boundaries will have some information on the views of 
technical consultees, which will be referred to as appropriate, further in this Schedule.  
 
Where some representations raise objection to the terminology general urban area, 
because it is inappropriate as a description of settlement areas in Arran, it should be noted 
that this is a general term of reference for large areas within settlement boundaries 
generally occupied by residential dwellings. The term is applied throughout North Ayrshire 
Council area, for consistency and to relate to the relevant provision of the spatial strategy, 
which provides guidance on the acceptability of development in those areas. Although it is 
recognised that Arran settlements have a distinct character, the coverage of those areas 
by this policy is not inappropriate, and this does not alter the implementation of the policy. 
The Council does not support a modification to this term. 
 
It should also be noted that the spatial strategy policy, at the Countryside Objective 
section, includes provision for small scale housing proposals to extend settlements, 
irrespective of the decision to include those areas in the settlement boundary (or not), and 
therefore gives greater potential for development at the fringes of settlements in any case. 
The application of this policy would be subject to the detail of that policy provision, and 
standard development management procedures which would only permit sites that are 
suitable in landscape, settlement setting, access, design, environmental matters and 
servicing capacity.  
 
Further comments are provided to respond to each of the points challenging the 
recommended additions as well as those proposals not included within the settlements. 
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Lochranza – Newton Shore (CFS60) 
 
Alan Mitchell (045), Claire McDonald (049), Richard Barr Wright (052), Dr Krystyna 
Gruszecka (054), Archie Cumming (056), Julia Graham (057), Dr Stanley Mann (058), 
Richard Buster (062), Colin Finlayson (065), Kenneth Thorburn (066), Malcolm Ritchie 
(084), Mr John V Ford (086), David B Macleod (088), Mr John V Ford (091), Mr John V 
Ford (092), Maureen Cumming (096), Anita Ford (098), Ewa Gruszecka-Grant (099), Lorna 
Balfour (101), Cathy Burnett (109), Andrew Allison (120), Mrs A S Ford (122), Paul & 
Pamela Owens (126), R S Morgan (135), R S (136), Kenneth W Pritchard (137), Steve 
Waring (165), Nanette Waring (167), Iain Mackenzie (169), David Baker (171), Sharon 
MacKenzie (195), Mrs Katharine Bailey (199), Fiona Park (200), Margaret Burns (202), 
Rhona and Neil Park (203), Shirley Pemberton (204), Mark Mackenzie (205), Robert 
Cumming (208), Grace Gillespie (209), Captain Gavin Pritchard OBE AFNI (210), Kirsty 
Pritchard (211), Colin MacKenzie (213), Stella Clarke (227), Christine Anderson (277), 
Andrew Wilkinson (279), Jean Wilkinson (280), F Bramble (291), Gretta Pritchard (299), 
John Alexander Kerr (307), Anna Baker (314), Dr Ros Lyall (326), Rod Short (327), Ethne 
Cumming (329), Rod Short (333) - The issues raised in relation to the alteration to the 
settlement boundary are predicated on that the LDP will directly result in the development 
of the site for housing. As above, this is not the case.  
 
The site was rejected as a housing allocation because its scale did not warrant the extent 
of analysis required for a housing allocation. The number of units the site would be capable 
of delivering would not make a strategic contribution to the housing land supply. As such, 
although the principle of development at the site for uses suitable for its location is 
accepted through the change to include the site in the settlement boundary, there is no 
acceptance that infrastructure capacity or environmental assets of the site are also 
accepted. The assessment of the impact of development on the site would be determined 
through development management procedures, whereby any application for development 
of the site would be able to be tested against design, environmental impact and 
infrastructure capacity. Those considerations would be the primary method of testing the 
acceptability of any development proposal.  
 
Landscape setting, settlement character and amenity value: The settlement boundary 
review process reviewed the landscape setting and settlement pattern of the site and 
locality, to reach a conclusion as to whether the site represented an appropriate extension 
to the settlement boundary. In this instance, it was considered that the site (and the 
neighbouring property to the north) should both be included in the settlement boundary.  
 
The setting of the site, when viewed from any vantage point in Lochranza reflects the 
established development pattern in the settlement, and indeed, on Arran. Settlements on 
Arran are mainly coastal, and typically have grown over time in a linear fashion along the 
coast. Lochranza is no different and its physical characteristics are that development 
stretches, in a linear pattern, along the bay, and fronting the primary landscape feature of 
Lochranza Castle. The linear development pattern means that buildings are visible to the 
edge of the Bay on both east and western edges of the Bay. It is considered that the 
existing buildings on the east and west extremes of the Bay provide the clearest 
demarcation of where the settlement ends; and southwards of those properties, towards 
the centre of Lochranza, the majority of the land is developed in a linear fashion. It is 
considered that further development beyond those outermost properties would be harmful 
to the landscape setting of the settlement and create a precedent for unsustainable 
ribboning of the settlement; and in fact, there are no features beyond those properties that 
currently exists that could be interpreted as being the edge of Lochranza – even if 



    PROPOSED NORTH AYRSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

96 

undeveloped. 
 
The backcloth to this linear pattern of development is, again, typical of Arran, in rocky 
terrain rises steeply to the rear of the coastal fronted development. There are no features 
of the proposed settlement addition that highlight the site as being different to others.  The 
current settlement boundary ends at the northern edge of the curtilage of Kiloran, 
whereupon the land proposed to be added to the settlement lies. Immediately north of the 
site the Seastones property is located. Neither boundary to the residential properties to the 
site is marked by any particular feature that would provide a clear visual separation 
between the site and the adjacent residential property, so there is no natural visual feature 
to mark the end of the settlement and the countryside other than the buildings.  
 
Further, because of the lack of boundary definition at the north and south edges of the site 
and the neighbouring properties, and due to the fact that the ground coverage is low level 
vegetation, there is a clear interconnectivity between the two buildings, which can be 
perceived at both east and western vantage points on the bay. While the gap between 
Seastones and Kiloran is larger than other gaps along Newton Shore road, this stretch of 
development is typified by extensive gardens and open space areas, as well as generous 
(and varying) spacing standards between properties, which characterises the area. The 
addition of Seastones and the land at Newton Shore is considered to be in character with 
the development pattern along Newton Shore and, in fact, it is considered that Seastones 
provides the clearest and most natural end point for the settlement, as it currently does. 
 
On the approach to Lochranza from the west, naturally, the Seastones property becomes 
visible, first, however, because Seastones does not become visible until a bend in the 
A841, the property Kiloran almost immediately also becomes visible, and is thereafter 
views of the developed area along Newton Shore are in the context of the two end 
properties being the end point of the linear development pattern. While the gap between 
the two is large, it is not considered significant enough for Seastones to be viewed as 
entirely separate from the settlement. 
 
In addition to the landscape setting consideration, a factor well acknowledged in the 
representations and observed on visits to the site is that the Newton Shore track is well 
used by vehicle (both serving the residential properties and tourists) and pedestrian traffic.. 
The activity along this stretch and beyond the current settlement boundary supports that 
the existing landscape features, building pattern and road does not provide a natural end 
to the settlement at the existing settlement boundary. 
 
Supporting the views of the Council, a Seascape/Landscape Assessment (CD19) of the 
Firth of Clyde was carried out by landscape architects for the Firth of Clyde Forum (a 
consortium of the local authorities bordering the Firth of Clyde, Marine Scotland, Scottish 
Natural Heritage and other agencies). This provides a character profile of Lochranza and 
its surrounding sea and landscape. This reflects the Council’s assessment of the site as 
being in keeping with the character of the settlement. Some representations, as well as 
planning history of the site indicate that the particular location of the addition to the 
settlement boundary is isolated coast and its development would adversely impact on the 
isolated nature of the immediate locale and on the contribution the site makes to the 
National Scenic Area. However, the seascape assessment, as per the Council’s current 
assessment of the site, recognises that the site in question is not isolated, commenting: 
“there is no experience of isolated or even secluded coast” in relation to Lochranza.  
 
The Assessment also comments on the character of the National Scenic Area at 
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Lochranza. It states that the special quality of the NSA is the striking contrast between the 
developed land and linear pattern of houses at coast level between the backdrop to 
Lochranza, which emphasise the vertical scale of the hills. While the proposed addition of 
the site to the settlement boundary is not tantamount to a housing allocation, and therefore, 
there is no change to the status of the site, were development to occur, subject to sensitive 
design (which could be addressed through development management) would not be likely 
to damage the character of the NSA, but, in fact, is just as likely to reinforce its 
characteristics. 
 
Road safety, transport and access issues: Following the call for sites process, agencies 
and technical consultees responded to each site. The Council’s Active Travel and 
Transport Team raised no concerns with the call for sites proposal, but commented that 
development may require additional passing places. This can be achieved through 
development management procedures (subject to a planning application), and is not 
considered to be sufficient grounds for deleting the site from the settlement boundary. 
 
It is noted that a pathway (whether formal or not) exists and permeates the site. The 
inclusion of the site in the settlement boundary has no impact on the status or existence of 
this path. A planning application for the site would require to ensure access routes are 
maintained; and the site promoter has also confirmed that any development aspirations for 
the site would maintain the access. In terms of servicing requirement for fire safety, the 
inclusion of the site in the settlement boundary is not prejudicing, or altering, existing 
arrangements. Impact on servicing arrangements for all service vehicle would be assessed 
at the point of assessing an application for development of the site – through consultation 
with the Council as roads authority. Building warrants would ensure compliance with fire 
safety and all other regulatory standards for development.  
 
While it is recognised that the site is, in walking terms, over 1km from the village centre, it 
is confirmed through representations and site visits that the Newton Shore road is well 
used as both a residential street and for pedestrians visiting the location. Pedestrian and 
vehicle activity at the site is considered to be commensurate with other parts of the 
settlement area in Lochranza. It is speculative to assume that the site will be developed, 
that it will result in decreased access to the Newton High Road and properties to the rear of 
Newton Shore and that as a consequence it will also damage trade to the Whins Craft 
workshop, particularly given the Council’s transport comments. This is not a material 
planning consideration. Overall it is not considered that there are sufficient road safety, 
traffic and access concerns to oppose the addition of the site to the settlement boundary. 
Even assuming development of the site were to take place, there are no matters of 
principle in terms of road safety and access that conflict with any such proposal, at this 
stage. 
 
Need and demand for housing: Representations opposing the alteration to the 
settlement boundary on the assumption that it will result in housing development also 
consider that the houses occupying the site will be for second homes, holiday homes or 
‘expensive’ residential properties. This assumption should carry no weight in judging the 
merits of the alteration to the settlement boundary because the site has not been included 
in the Proposed Local Development Plan as a housing allocation, but as an addition to the 
settlement boundary. Additionally, there is no indication that the site promoter would intend 
to develop the site for any particular tenure. In any case, the principal driver for identifying 
housing need and demand is the housing need and demand assessment. This matter is 
addressed in Schedule 4 form Issue 1. While this sets out that there is a negligible 
need/demand for new houses overall in North Ayrshire, the LDP process is entitled to take 
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account of other factors that influence how it might devise a strategic approach to housing. 
On Arran, of particular relevance, is a bespoke study into the condition of the housing 
market on Arran, carried out to support the local development plan and local housing 
strategy processes. This confirms much of the assumptions made in representations in 
terms of the needs and requirements of the island and recommends some actions to deal 
with housing market challenges. While many of the solutions are outwith scope of the 
planning process, the LDP provides a strategic response to housing market challenges on 
Arran through the components of the Spatial Strategy including those referenced above. It 
is not considered that there are adequate grounds to modify the Plan to remove this 
settlement alteration on the basis of the issues raised in representations relating to 
housing. 
 
Impact on wildlife: The inclusion of the site in the settlement boundary will, in itself, not 
result directly in development, and, therefore, the modified settlement boundary will have 
no impact on the wildlife and habitats that may be present on site. Any impact on the 
ecological value of the site will be dealt with as part of a planning application, if a detailed 
development proposal comes forward. The Council would highlight that there are no 
wildlife or habitat related designations affecting the site at present and Scottish Natural 
Heritage have offered no objection to the LDP process in this regard; or at earlier Plan 
stages, in relation to the call for sites proposal. It is not considered that the matters raised 
in representations are sufficient to modify the Proposed LDP to remove the site from the 
modified settlement boundary. 
 
Flooding, services, infrastructure and environmental designations: The inclusion of 
the site in the settlement boundary is not tantamount to planning permission for 
development or a specific allocation for development. The matters raised in the 
representations are all predicated on the impact of development. Notwithstanding, it should 
be noted that the site is not identified in SEPA’s flood map as being at medium or high risk 
of flooding – and SEPA has not objected to any element of the Plan relating to this 
location. Relocation of water pipes and other services (should development take place) is 
not a material planning consideration. Exposure of any prospective development to 
weather conditions is not a material planning consideration. The site is not an SSSI. 
Whether or not the site is well served by a broadband connection is not a material 
consideration; and in any case, a matter likely to be subject to change as internet 
technology continues to advance. Although further development would increase impact on 
local services, the scale of development capable from this site would have a negligible 
impact on services and employment related matters. While the site is not accepted as a 
residential allocation, as a matter of principle, additional housing stock on Arran is 
supported to support businesses and employment opportunities. That the development of 
this site would have such a detrimental impact on services is not accepted. Waste disposal 
arrangements for any development would require to be in line with regulatory standards, 
not set by the planning process. 
 
More suitable development location: The basis of the settlement boundary review was, 
as set out in the Main Issues Report (CD10), guided by proposals for changes. The 
Council is of the view that unless consultation raised the need for change, settlement 
boundaries would remain unaltered. No other locations were presented as part of the LDP 
process.  
 
Notwithstanding, some of the locations suggested are already available for development or 
in the settlement boundary; and this is a pattern replicated over Arran, with over 450 units 
worth of development land available. Additionally, the Spatial Strategy Policy, at its 
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Countryside component, also outlines instances where development may take place at 
settlement edges. This context does not alter the judgement that the proposed settlement 
boundary alteration is appropriate. 
 
Planning history: Planning history of the site, generally refers to Local Plan and Local 
Development Plan examinations; and predominantly concerns the landscape impact of the 
proposed development of the site. This has already been addressed in this Schedule 4.  
 
Non-compliance with SEA: the Environmental Report was prepared in tandem with the 
Proposed Local Development Plan (and Main Issues Report). It recognised that the plan 
process rejected the settlement alterations as housing sites, on the basis that the impact of 
development on those sites would be better assessed by a planning application. In any 
case, it should be noted that the Environmental Report is a process that informs the LDP 
and its output informed the LDP in this regard. 
 
Alignment with the LDP spatial strategy and Local Outcome Improvement Plan: It is 
not considered that the proposed settlement boundary alteration will have any impact on 
the spatial strategy of LOIP because it is not, in itself, allocating the site for development; 
and because the scale of any development capable on the site will have no strategic 
implications for the spatial strategy of LOIP. 
 
Consultation procedures related to the LDP preparation: The report of conformity 
(CD30) with the participation statement (Within the Development Plan Scheme) (CD31) 
outlines that the consultation processes related to the LDP exceeded statutory 
requirements. In respect of the alteration to the settlement boundary, although the site is 
not a specific proposal for development (i.e. an allocation) the Council took a precautionary 
approach and followed neighbour notification procedures that exist for development 
allocations, to allow properties immediately adjacent to the site to be notified of the 
potential change. This process was carried out purely to inform neighbouring properties; 
and is not intended to suggest that the site is included as an allocation. It does not carry 
that status in the Proposed Plan. This process exceeds statutory requirements. All 
consultation stages and consultation events were advertised online and in press circulating 
in the area. The mapping information contained in the Proposed Plan is considered to be 
commensurate with the scale and nature of the proposed alteration to the LDP. Some 
representations take issue with there being no supporting text to explain the change. The 
scale of change to settlement boundaries would not typically warrant additional text in the 
LDP to explain that change; however, the Council has no objection to altering 
mapping/graphics and supporting text (perhaps through an appendix) should the reporter 
consider it appropriate, subject to the Proposed LDP not being modified. 
 
Non-material impacts: The psychological impacts of development and historic 
assurances the site would not be developed are not material planning considerations; 
notwithstanding the fact that the site is not allocated for development. 
 
Brodick – Ormidale (CFS31) 
 
Moira Wilson (061), Michael King (083), Tommy Gilmore (298), Muriel Argo (308) -
Representations express concern that the proposal would facilitate planning permission for 
development of the site, which is undesirable. As outlined, in this Schedule, the process is 
to create more appropriately defined settlement areas. This adjustment to the settlement 
boundary is to reflect the operational curtilage of the listed Ormidale Hotel, and its grounds 
and subservient properties (namely Ormidale Lodge). The proposal is not acceptance of, 
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or consent to remove trees. It is noted that the area is heavily wooded. A tree preservation 
order exists to protect trees within the existing settlement area, and the inclusion in the 
settlement boundary does not diminish this protection.  
 
The site promoter has submitted a representation supporting the addition of the site in the 
settlement boundary but seeking that the western portion of the site (outlined in the 
representation should remain wooded). The Council agrees that this should remain 
wooded, and, on the basis that the site is promoted for inclusion in the settlement 
boundary, and that the portion of the wooded area in the current settlement boundary is 
protected, will seek to undertake a review of the tree preservation order to review whether 
that portion also merits coverage by the order. The Council has no opposition to 
modification to either delete this portion of the site from the settlement boundary, however 
does not promote this approach as the inclusion in the settlement boundary does not 
amount to a permission to develop. 
 
The Council would highlight that the subject land is not a Conservation Area; however 
Ormidale Hotel and grounds are listed, which would be considered should any application 
for development permission come forward. 
 
Brodick - Merkland Bridge 
 
The National Trust for Scotland (261) - Arran has a land supply that could accommodate in 
excess of 450 new houses. Compared with the need and demand for new houses, this 
supply significantly exceeds requirements. In line with the approach to housing in North 
Ayrshire, the Council has pursued a strategy which sought only to allocate land for housing 
where a strong case was presented to demonstrate the deliverability of the site. No 
proposals on Arran met this standard, and no allocations were made. It would not be 
appropriate to include this site within the settlement boundary for Brodick, as it is too 
remote to be connected to the settlement boundary. It is considered that there are 
adequate policies in the Proposed Plan (CD04) to allow development outwith rural 
circumstances, and the proposal would be more appropriately tested at planning 
application stage. The Council does not support the modification to include this site. 
 
Lamlash – Mount Pleasant field (CFS42) 
 
Miss K Harvey (095), Robert and Joy Swan (134) Dr Sally Campbell (140) - The settlement 
boundary review process reviewed the landscape setting and settlement pattern of the site 
and locality, to reach a conclusion as to whether the site represented an appropriate 
extension to the settlement boundary. In this instance, it was considered that the site 
should be included in the settlement boundary. Settlements on Arran are mainly coastal, 
and typically have grown over time in a linear fashion along the coast. Lamlash is no 
different and its physical characteristics are that development stretches, in a linear pattern, 
along the shore area. Lamlash is the largest settlement on Arran, and as such, the 
established development pattern also includes development to the rear of the linear 
development along the coastal area, on steeper, hilly terrain. This takes a variety of forms 
including formal residential estates to single track access to a small number of, or even 
single properties. In some instances while those properties are well screened, and 
therefore, development impact may be minimised, they, in any case, maintain a strong 
functional relationship with the settlement, taking access of the main access roads along 
the coast. The site at Mount Pleasant field is occupied by a vacant farm house and 
agricultural structures, which do not present an attractive environment on visiting the site. It 
is considered that the existence of buildings, the landscape characteristics set out and the 
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functional relationship of the site to the settlement (predominantly due to the access 
arrangements) make the site appropriate to be considered as part of the settlement 
boundary. Because of these characteristics, it is not considered that the inclusion of the 
site in the settlement boundary will set a precedent for additional land being included in the 
settlement. 
 
Representations opposing the alteration to the settlement boundary on the assumption that 
it will result in housing development also consider that the houses occupying the site will 
be for second homes, holiday homes or ‘expensive’ residential properties. This assumption 
should carry no weight in judging the merits of the alteration to the settlement boundary 
because the site has not been included in the Proposed Plan as a housing allocation, but 
as an addition to the settlement boundary. Additionally, there is no indication that the site 
promoter would intend to develop the site for any particular tenure. In any case, the 
principal driver for identifying housing need and demand is the housing need and demand 
assessment. This matter is addressed in Schedule 1. While this sets out that there is a 
negligible need/demand for new houses overall in North Ayrshire, the LDP process is 
entitled to take account of other factors that influence how it might devise a strategic 
approach to housing. On Arran, of particular relevance, is a bespoke study into the 
condition of the housing market on Arran, carried out to support the local development plan 
and local housing strategy processes (North Star Housing & the Economy on Arran 
(CD45)). This confirms much of the assumptions made in representations in terms of the 
needs and requirements of the island and recommends some actions to deal with housing 
market challenges. While many of the solutions are outwith scope of the planning process, 
the Proposed Plan (CD04) provides a strategic response to housing market challenges on 
Arran through the components of the Spatial Strategy including those referenced above. It 
is not considered that there are adequate grounds to modify the Plan to remove this 
settlement alteration on the basis of the issues raised in representations relating to 
housing. 
 
Servicing arrangements for septic tanks is a matter for other statutory consents for 
development to consider. Notwithstanding, the site is not included in the Proposed Plan 
(CD04) as a development allocation; and the site is currently occupied by buildings, which 
presumably have existing drainage arrangements – or, in any case, could be brought back 
into use without planning controls. 
 
Following the call for sites process, agencies and technical consultees responded to each 
site. The Council’s Active Travel and Transport Team raised no objection to the call for 
sites proposal, but commented that development may local road improvements. This can 
be addressed through development management procedures (subject to a planning 
application), and is not considered to be sufficient grounds for deleting the site from the 
settlement boundary. Overall it is not considered that there are sufficient road safety, traffic 
and access concerns to oppose the addition of the site to the settlement boundary. Even 
assuming development of the site were to take place, there are no matters of principle in 
terms of road safety and access that conflict with any such proposal, at this stage. 
 
Lamlash - Laigh Letter (CFS50) 
 
Dr Sally Campbell (140) - The settlement boundary review process reviewed the landscape 
setting and settlement pattern of the site and locality, to reach a conclusion as to whether 
the site represented an appropriate extension to the settlement boundary. In this instance, 
it was considered that the site should be included in the settlement boundary. Settlements 
on Arran are mainly coastal, and typically have grown over time in a linear fashion along 
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the coast. Lamlash is no different and its physical characteristics are that development 
stretches, in a linear pattern, along the shore area. Lamlash is the largest settlement on 
Arran, and as such, the established development pattern also includes development to the 
rear of the linear development along the coastal area, on steeper, hilly terrain. This takes a 
variety of forms including formal residential estates to single track access to a small 
number of, or even single properties. In some instances while those properties are well 
screened, and therefore, development impact may be minimised, they, in any case, 
maintain a strong functional relationship with the settlement, taking access of the main 
access roads along the coast. The site at Laigh Letter, while currently agricultural, is 
reasonably self-contained, both by topography, and existing vegetation which provides a 
delineation of the edge of the site/settlement. Neighbouring development on Hillside 
Terrace to the west also provides a visual marker of the rear of the settlement. It is 
considered that the landscape characteristics set out and the functional relationship of the 
site to the settlement (predominantly due to the access arrangements) make the site 
appropriate to be considered as part of the settlement boundary. Because of these 
characteristics, it is not considered that the inclusion of the site in the settlement boundary 
will set a precedent for additional land being included in the settlement. 
 
Traffic and transport concerns are raised, however in consultation with the roads service 
no concerns or other comments were raised relating to this site.  
 
Although further development would increase impact on local services, the scale of 
development capable from this site – even were it to be developed following inclusion in 
the settlement boundary - would have a negligible impact on services and employment 
related matters. 
 
There are no tree protection measures affecting the site. Notwithstanding, the inclusion in 
the settlement boundary is not tantamount to a housing allocation, and, in any case, it is 
envisaged that any development that were to take place on the site would not necessarily 
result in the removal of any substantial volume of vegetation, including trees. 
 
As set out, any subsequent application for development would provide clarity on matters of 
detail, including open space. 
 
Overall, it is considered that the site is appropriate to be included in the settlement 
boundary, and the matters raised in representation are not considered sufficient to modify 
the Plan to delete the site. 
 
Lamlash - Blair Farm (CFS40) 
 
Carl Bush (004), Ian and Hilary Stubbs (085), Dr Sally Campbell (107), John M Campbell 
(129) - The settlement boundary review process reviewed the landscape setting and 
settlement pattern of the site and locality, to reach a conclusion as to whether the site 
represented an appropriate extension to the settlement boundary. In this instance, it was 
considered that the site (and the neighbouring property to the south) should both be 
included in the settlement boundary. It is considered that the existing buildings on Blairbeg 
Lane adjacent to the site and opposite provide a context that makes it appropriate to 
include Blair Farm Cottages and the gap site between the dwellings on Blairbeg Lane and 
this would provide a rounding of the settlement. 
 
Traffic and transport concerns are raised, however in consultation with the roads service 
no concerns or other comments were raised relating to this site.  
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There are no wildlife or other environmental designations affecting the site that would give 
rise to any objection to the inclusion of the site in the settlement boundary.  
 
The basis of the settlement boundary review was, as set out in the Main Issues Report 
(CD10), guided by proposals for changes. Notwithstanding, it is recognised that there is an 
availability of land for development in Lamlash; and this is a pattern replicated over Arran, 
with over 450 units worth of development land available. This context does not alter the 
judgement that the proposed settlement boundary alteration is appropriate, because it is a 
judgement on the suitability to define the area as being part of the settlement, rather than 
an identification that the site is allocated, and expected to be delivered, for development 
purposes. 
 
Lamlash – Altocharvie (CFS87) 
 
Dr Sally Campbell (140) - The settlement boundary review process reviewed the landscape 
setting and settlement pattern of the site and locality, to reach a conclusion as to whether 
the site represented an appropriate extension to the settlement boundary. In this instance, 
it was considered that the site should be included in the settlement boundary. Settlements 
on Arran are mainly coastal, and typically have grown over time in a linear fashion along 
the coast. Lamlash is no different and its physical characteristics are that development 
stretches, in a linear pattern, along the shore area. Lamlash is the largest settlement on 
Arran, and as such, the established development pattern also includes development to the 
rear of the linear development along the coastal area, on steeper, hilly terrain. This takes a 
variety of forms including formal residential estates to single track access to a small 
number of, or even single properties. In some instances while those properties are well 
screened, and therefore, development impact may be minimised, they, in any case, 
maintain a strong functional relationship with the settlement, taking access of the main 
access roads along the coast. The site at Altocharvie is occupied by a traditional 
sandstones house with views to the Holy Isle; and contains a series of holiday 
accommodation structures to the rear. It is considered that the existence of buildings, the 
landscape characteristics set out and the functional relationship of the site to the 
settlement (predominantly due to the access arrangements) make the site appropriate to 
be considered as part of the settlement boundary. Because of these characteristics, it is 
not considered that the inclusion of the site in the settlement boundary will set a precedent 
for additional land being included in the settlement. 
 
The representation expressing views that the way in which the existing business on site is 
run should not be sufficient to include the site in the settlement boundary is noted.  The 
Council agrees that this is not a material planning consideration and would highlight that 
this has not informed the decision of the authority to include the site in the settlement 
boundary. The material planning grounds for inclusion are set out in the preceding 
paragraph. 
 
Whiting Bay - St Margarets (CFS02) 
 
John & Anne Craig (042), Graeme Bald (050), Gerald Michaluk (064), Duncan Thomson 
(076), Karen Legge and Robert Maltas (159), Eric Kay (170), Helen & Martin Ross (207), 
Helen & Martin Ross (226) - The Environmental Report (CD12) was prepared in tandem 
with the Proposed Local Development Plan (and Main Issues Report). It recognised that 
the plan process rejected the settlement alterations as housing sites, on the basis that the 
impact of development on those sites would be better assessed by a planning application. 
In any case, it should be noted that the Environmental Report is a process that informs the 
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LDP and its output informed the Proposed Plan in this regard. 
 
Representations opposing the alteration to the settlement boundary on the assumption that 
it will result in housing development also consider that the houses occupying the site will 
be for second homes, holiday homes or ‘expensive’ residential properties. This assumption 
should carry no weight in judging the merits of the alteration to the settlement boundary 
because the site has not been included in the Proposed Local Development Plan as a 
housing allocation, but as an addition to the settlement boundary. Additionally, there is no 
indication that the site promoter would intend to develop the site for any particular tenure. 
In any case, the principal driver for identifying housing need and demand is the housing 
need and demand assessment. This matter is addressed in Schedule 1. It is not 
considered that there are adequate grounds to modify the Plan to remove this settlement 
alteration on the basis of the issues raised in representations relating to housing. 
 
Following the call for sites process, agencies and technical consultees responded to each 
site. The Council’s Active Travel and Transport Team raised concerns with the call for sites 
proposal. The proposal from the site promoter is primarily to facilitate a second property 
being developed adjacent to the donor property. This was rejected as an allocation, 
because of the scale of the proposal, and that the ability of the site to accommodate 
development would be better tested at application stage, upon consideration of a detailed 
proposal. This does not change the view that the location is suitable to be classed as part 
of the settlement – as it already serves residential properties that form part of the 
settlement. Should an application for development be pursued, following the adoption of 
the emerging LDP (and assuming the additional area is not removed through the 
examination process), essentially, the developability, in terms of being able to access the 
site to serve a single dwelling will be explored.  
 
Notwithstanding, based on technical considerations, it would seem inconceivable that, 
subject to inclusion of the area in the settlement boundary, the site could accommodate 
multiple dwellings, per concerns raised in representations.  
 
It is not considered that the proposed settlement boundary alteration will have any impact 
on the strategy or locality objectives of the Proposed Plan because it is not, in itself, 
allocating the site for development; and because the scale of any development capable on 
the site will have no strategic implications for the spatial strategy of LOIP (CD18). 
 
The inclusion of the site in the settlement boundary will, in itself, not result directly in 
development, and, therefore, the modified settlement boundary will have no impact on the 
wildlife and habitats that may be present on site. Any impact on the ecological value of the 
site will be dealt with as part of a planning application, if a detailed development proposal 
comes forward. The Council would highlight that there are no wildlife or habitat related 
designations affecting the site at present and Scottish Natural Heritage have offered no 
objection to the LDP process in this regard; or at earlier Plan stages, in relation to the call 
for sites proposal. It is not considered that the matters raised in representations are 
sufficient to modify the Proposed Plan to remove the site from the modified settlement 
boundary. 
 
Representation are concerned about the impact of the development of the site on listed 
buildings. As outlined in the road traffic issues related to this site, the site is unlikely to be 
developed extensively, or, at all. In any case, the impact of any development proposal 
would be included at the time a planning application was being considered. 
 



    PROPOSED NORTH AYRSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

105 

The inclusion of the site in the settlement boundary is not tantamount to planning 
permission for development or a specific allocation for development. Many of the matters 
raised in the representations are all predicated on the impact of development. 
Notwithstanding, it should be noted that the site is not identified in SEPA’s flood map as 
being at medium or high risk of flooding – and SEPA has not objected to any element of 
the Plan relating to this location. Relocation of water pipes and other services (should 
development take place) is not a material planning consideration. Waste disposal 
arrangements for any development would require to be in line with regulatory standards, 
not set by the planning process. 
 
Development of the site is not specifically proposed through the Proposed Plan; but would 
be assessed at planning application stage, in terms of impact on neighbouring residential 
amenity, if a proposal were forthcoming. Notwithstanding, it is unlikely the site would be 
able to accommodate a significant volume of development, due to access constraints.  
 
The settlement boundary review process reviewed the landscape setting and settlement 
pattern of the site and locality, to reach a conclusion as to whether the site represented an 
appropriate extension to the settlement boundary. In this instance, it was considered that 
the site should both be included in the settlement boundary. Settlements on Arran are 
mainly coastal, and typically have grown over time in a linear fashion along the coast. 
Whiting Bay is no different and its physical characteristics are that development stretches, 
in a linear pattern, along the shore area. The established development pattern also 
includes development to the rear of the linear development along the coastal area, on 
steeper, hilly terrain. This takes a variety of forms including formal residential estates to 
single track access to a small number of, or even single properties. In some instances 
while those properties are well screened, and therefore, development impact may be 
minimised, they, in any case, maintain a strong functional relationship with the settlement, 
taking access of the main access roads along the coast. The site at St Margarets is an 
agricultural field bounded by residential properties along the coastal main road, the donor 
property and Glenburn. There are no views of the site from public elevations. It is 
considered that the existence of buildings, the landscape characteristics set out and the 
functional relationship of the site to the settlement (predominantly due to the access 
arrangements) make the site appropriate to be considered as part of the settlement 
boundary. Because of these characteristics, it is not considered that the inclusion of the 
site in the settlement boundary will set a precedent for additional land being included in the 
settlement. Indeed, due to access constraints, development capacity of the site is likely to 
be minimal. 
 
The basis of the settlement boundary review was, as set out in the Main Issues Report, 
guided by proposals for changes. The Council is of the view that unless consultation raised 
the need for change, settlement boundaries would remain unaltered. Other locations 
presented have been assessed on their own merits, without prejudice to this site. 
 
The change to the settlement boundary will not necessarily result in development, and, in 
any case, were development to occur it would likely be limited by access constraints. Any 
pollution resulting from development would likely be negligible.  
 
Whiting Bay – Sandbraes (No call for sites reference) 
 
Mark Johnston (166) - The site was not promoted at call for sites stage and has not been 
the subject of any prior consultation stage for updating the LDP. DP Circular 6/2013 
(CD20), at paragraph 80, states that the Proposed Local Development Plan should not 
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include proposals that have not been tested through previous stages of the LDP and been 
subject to associated consultation without prejudice to the merits of the site, it is not 
considered appropriate to modify the Proposed LDP at this stage to include the site, as this 
would require further consultation procedures and would, in the Council’s view, be a 
notifiable modification, which would unduly delay the progress of the LDP. 
 
Whiting bay - North of Cat Burn, (No call for sites reference) 
 
Mr. Jamie Stewart, Ms. Charlotte Karsemeijer (144) - The site was not promoted at call for 
sites stage and has not been the subject of any prior consultation stage for the LDP. DP 
Circular 6/2013 (CD20), at paragraph 80, states that the Proposed Local Development 
Plan should not include proposals that have not been tested through previous stages of the 
LDP and been subject to associated consultation Without prejudice to the merits of the site, 
it is not considered appropriate to modify the Proposed LDP at this stage to include the 
site, as this would require further consultation procedures and would, in the Council’s view, 
be a notifiable modification, which would unduly delay the progress of the LDP. 
 
Torbeg (No call for sites reference) 
 
Ian Cook (284) - The site was not promoted at call for sites stage and has not been the 
subject of any prior consultation stage for the LDP. DP Circular 6/2013 (CD20) at 
paragraph 80, states that the Proposed Local Development Plan should not include 
proposals that have not been tested through previous stages of the LDP and been subject 
to associated consultation Without prejudice to the merits of the site, it is not considered 
appropriate to modify the Proposed LDP at this stage to include the site, as this would 
require further consultation procedures and would, in the Council’s view, be a notifiable 
modification, which would unduly delay the progress of the LDP. 
 
Land at Ardmhor, Whiting Bay (CFS54) 
 
(411) Compared with the need and demand for new houses, this supply significantly 
exceeds requirements. In line with the approach to housing in North Ayrshire, the Council 
has pursued a strategy which sought only to allocate land for housing where a strong case 
was presented to demonstrate the deliverability of the site. No proposals on Arran met this 
standard, and no allocations were made. In general, in making new housing allocations, 
the Council sought clear information on delivery of the site, including who controlled the 
site (to be able to ensure the site was in control of a party capable of ensuring delivery), 
and additional supporting information, such as site plan and information of physical 
features that would be expected to be addressed to be able to deem the site effective. It is 
accepted that the promoter is capable of delivering the site, and some information is 
presented on how physically, the site can be serviced. However, the promoter has a vast 
supply of land on Arran, as set out in the representation. It is not clear why additional land 
is required to enable the delivery of new homes. It is typical on Arran for housing sites to 
take a longer period of time to deliver once started; this appears to be confirmed by the 
representation. However this, in itself, also appears to be confirmation that insufficient 
demand exists at this stage to allow to promoter to confirm that demand is sufficient to 
actually confirm a development programme. In light of that there is no need for the 
allocation of further sites on Arran, that the promoter has a healthy supply of development 
land on Arran, and that there appears to be insufficient evidence that the is any demand for 
housing at this site, the Council cannot be convinced at this time that the site is effective. 
Accordingly, the Council does not support the modification to include this site. 
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Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.  The council has listed above a number of matters raised in representations which are 
in support of the provisions of the proposed plan.  Examination of the plan is limited by 
regulations to addressing only the unresolved issues which have been raised in 
representations.  My conclusions below therefore address only the unresolved matters 
raised in representations, including relevant matters raised in further procedures. 
 
2.  Some representations also highlight concerns about the overall strategy for future 
development on Arran.  As addressed under Issue 1, we find that there is no reason to 
take issue with the council’s underlying strategy for the provision of new homes in North 
Ayrshire.  The council also highlights that Arran has a land supply that could accommodate 
in excess of 450 new houses and the strategy seeks only to allocate land for housing 
where evidence has been presented to demonstrate the deliverability of residential 
development of land.  The council also advises that no proposals on Arran met this 
standard, and no specific housing allocations were therefore made.   
 
3.  I also note that where sites were considered too small (sites with the potential for 5 or 
less houses) to be considered as a specific housing allocation by the council, the 
assessment of sites on Arran and their suitability for inclusion within a settlement boundary 
was undertaken in the context of a settlement review process.  Landscape impacts and the 
existing settlement pattern were key considerations in such cases.  Where settlement 
boundaries have been altered, the respective site would be included within the “general 
urban area”, and consequently within the relevant settlement boundary.  In such cases, the 
council also state that inclusion within a general urban area does not equate to a housing 
allocation as the site has not been subject to detailed constraints identification, consultation 
with appropriate agencies or infrastructure capacity planning.  I therefore confine my 
consideration of representations on this issue to matters which relate directly to the 
appropriateness, or otherwise, of the settlement boundary changes in this context. 
 
Lochranza – Newton Shore (CFS60) 
 
4.  The representation from John Thomson Construction Ltd seeks inclusion of the site at 
Newton Shore in the Lochranza settlement boundary.  The representation includes 
reference to the potential for the development of housing on the site. 
 
5.  The map on page 47 of the proposed plan identifies the site together with the 
neighbouring property at Seastones to the north to be within the general urban area and 
settlement boundary at Lochranza. 
 
6.  Following my inspection of the site, I concur with the views of the council that the village 
of Lochranza is predominantly characterised by linear development along both the north-
east and south-west shorelines of Lochranza Bay.  The existing houses along the Newton 
Road frontage are predominantly semi-detached and detached houses of varying age and 
design.  The area of land subject to representation is an unmanaged area of grassland 
located between two substantial detached properties with vehicle passing places on the 
road frontage.  Signs on the site point to a “trail to North Newton” and to the Whins 
Workshop located up the steep embankment to the east of the site.   
 
7.  I also viewed the site from the A841 on the south - western shores of Lochranza across 
the bay.  Although the large detached property at Seastones on the northern extremity of 
Newton Road is separated from the nearest house at Kiloran to the south, both properties, 
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and the site which is subject to representation can be viewed together.  I am satisfied that 
although the site forms a gap in the overall view from the south-west shore, the site has a 
visual relationship with these two adjacent properties.  I also agree with the council that 
they are not viewed entirely separate from all the other houses along the shoreline at 
Newton Road.  Seastones also provides the clearest and most natural end point for the 
settlement.  Consequently, I find that an extension of the settlement boundary to include 
the site and the existing property at Seastones reflects the existing characteristics and 
general linear pattern of development along this part of the shoreline in Lochranza.  No 
change to the plan is therefore required in relation to this matter. 
 
8.  Local residents are also concerned about the zoning of the site as a general urban 
area.  As I note above, the council contends that this does not equate to a housing 
allocation.  However, strategic policy 1 (spatial strategy) under the towns and villages 
objective of the proposed plan on page 10, outlines that proposals for residential 
development within the general urban area, will accord with the development plan in 
principle, and applications will be assessed against the policies of the plan.  In this case 
the site, is located within the North Arran National Scenic Area, and the existing path 
running across the site, forms part of the core path network.  Other matters highlighted by 
local residents, including housing need, traffic, access, wildlife and flooding would all be 
matters that would be assessed on a case by case basis against the provisions of the 
relevant policies of the local development plan and as part of any future application for 
planning permission.   
 
9.  Some representations from residents in Lochranza also refer to the consultation 
process.  Before proceeding with the examination of the proposed plan, we examined the 
council’s Report of Conformity with the Participation Statement.  In doing so, we concluded 
that the council has successfully published and promoted the proposed plan providing an 
extended period for representations beyond that required by statute.  The council has also 
met the statutory obligations in relation to the period for representations, neighbour 
notification and newspaper notification.  In response to the specific concerns about the 
consultation process and matters related to mapping and the settlement boundary change 
at Newton Shore we acknowledge that the council took a precautionary approach and 
notified neighbours of the boundary change and provided reasonable mapping and 
graphics in accordance with its participation statement.  Overall, we find that the council 
has fulfilled its obligations under the terms of section 18(4)(a)(i) of the Town and Country 
Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) and consulted on the proposed plan and 
involved the public in the way it said it would in its participation statement. 
 
Lochranza- Bridgend Cottage   
 
10.  The council did not provide a response to representation 337 in relation to the zoning 
of land adjacent to Bridgend Cottage.  I therefore sought further information from the 
council on this matter.  The council acknowledges that the area is currently utilised as 
private garden ground.  The alteration to the settlement boundary would provide 
consistency with the remainder of the plan in identifying established private garden areas 
in settlements as being within the general urban area.  Following my site inspection, I 
agree that the area of land between Bridgend Cottage and Lodge Farm is currently in use 
as private garden ground.  Consequently, I find that the proposed plan should be modified 
to reflect that position. 
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Brodick – Ormidale (CFS31)  
 
11.  I note that the examination of the current adopted local development plan in 2014 
included consideration of land at the Ormidale Hotel (CD24, issue 7, page 60 paragraph 
27).  At my site inspection, it was evident that the area of land within the proposed 
settlement boundary contains a substantial number of mature trees within the grounds of 
this listed hotel.  I concur with the previous reporter’s view in that the site can be 
described as a “well wooded undeveloped piece of land”.  The garden grounds on the 
northern side of the hotel are covered by a tree preservation order.  This protection 
however does not extend to the trees within the area of land which is subject to 
representation.  I also note that the previous reporter considered the land to be at the 
settlement edge and that a countryside designation was appropriate at that time.  I did 
note at my site inspection however that a number of residential properties are located just 
beyond the boundaries of the woodlands around the hotel to the south, however my 
perception of this area of land is that it forms an established and attractive buffer 
between the built up area of Brodick to the north and the wider countryside area to the 
south. 
 
12.  The council in carrying out the settlement boundary review propose the adjustment 
to the settlement boundary to reflect the operational curtilage of the hotel.  Having viewed 
the proposed boundary on site however I could not determine the physical boundary 
markers which would define such a boundary.  The council also consider that an 
adjustment to the settlement boundary does not in itself lend support to the removal of 
the existing trees and does not diminish their protection.  The council comment that a 
review of the tree preservation order could be undertaken in the event that the land is 
included within the settlement boundary.   
 
13.  The site promoter suggests the retention of the strip of woodland to the west of the 
hotel.  In practice that would require either the promotion of a tree preservation order by 
the council to ensure the protection of the trees if the land was considered appropriate for 
inclusion within the settlement boundary or adjusting the boundary to include only that 
part of the land immediately to the west of the bungalow to the south east of the hotel.  
As it stands at the moment however that protection does not currently exist and the 
inclusion of only a small part of the grounds of the hotel within the settlement boundary 
would, in my view, be an inappropriate and piecemeal proposition. 
 
14.  Local residents are concerned that the adjustment to the settlement boundary would 
be the first step to developing the site.  However, consistent with strategic policy 1 
(spatial strategy), any future proposals for the hotel and its surroundings would be 
subject to a requirement for planning permission and would be assessed against the 
terms of the local development plan policies at that particular time.  The listed status of 
the property and any tree preservation order would be material considerations in an 
assessment of any such future development proposal.  In addition, policy 4 (leisure, retail, 
and other tourism related development on Arran) and policy 6 (supporting sustainable 
tourism) of the proposed plan provide support for tourism proposals. 
 
15.  Overall, taking all these matters into account, I find no justification for modifying the 
settlement boundary in relation to this site.  
 
Brodick - Merkland Bridge  
 
16.  I note the council’s comments on the land supply position on Arran and the reasons for 
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not allocating the site for housing.  In response to my request for further information on this 
matter, the council provided details of the sites which would contribute to the land supply 
that could accommodate in excess of 450 new houses.  We also concluded in Issues 1 and 
2 that the provisions of the proposed plan are appropriate and sufficient to allow housing to 
be delivered, including a substantial allocation exceeding the housing land requirement; 
support for housing in countryside areas in certain circumstances, including small scale 
expansion of settlements on Arran and Cumbrae; all through application of the provisions 
of strategic policy 1 (spatial strategy) and the countryside objective of the proposed plan.  
The proposed plan also provides support under policy 2 (regeneration opportunities) for 
development of brownfield land, but only within settlements. 
 
17.  In this case I agree with the council that the proposed site, being located more than 
three kilometres outside, and to the north of Brodick, is remote from the town.  At my site 
inspection it was apparent that the site is surrounded by mature trees and has a 
substantially overgrown and neglected appearance with self-seeded trees and shrubs on 
the site itself.  I could see no visual evidence of a previous use on the site.  The site is 
located within the boundary of the Garden and Designed Landscape associated with 
Brodick Castle.  I have also noted that the site is not within a location identified as being 
marketable by the house–building industry.  In addition no evidence has been submitted to 
suggest that the proposal is being promoted by a party that is capable of developing the 
site within the plan period. 
 
18.  Overall, I agree with the council that the site is remote from local services, is rural in 
character and more appropriately categorised as a countryside area.  I also consider that 
development of the site is likely to result in the loss of a significant number of trees with 
potential adverse impacts on the garden and designed landscape and the character of the 
area in general.  Consequently I do not support the allocation of the site for housing and no 
modification to the proposed plan is required. 
 
Lamlash - Mount Pleasant field (CFS42), 
 
19.  The settlement boundary in the proposed plan includes the existing access track and 
the now derelict farm buildings at the former Mount Pleasant farm.  The examination of the 
current adopted local development plan in 2014 included consideration of the same site, 
together with a number of others along this stretch of the coastal road in Lamlash (CD24, 
issue 63, page 387 paragraph 14).  At that time the site was considered in the context of 
the redevelopment of the existing steading as opposed to an amendment to the settlement 
boundary as proposed at the present time.  No modification was made to the plan in 2014. 
 
20.  At my site inspection it was apparent that the former farm house and associated 
agricultural buildings are in a dilapidated and deteriorating condition.  Access is gained 
from a steep single width access track and the site sits on a shelf of land set back behind, 
and elevated above the existing linear pattern of housing on the single track coastal road.  
The site is fairly self-contained , surrounded by trees and shrubs.  From the site itself there 
is no visual sense of place and association with the village itself.  Similarly there is very 
limited visibility of the site from the coastal road below.  Overall, I tend to agree with the 
local residents who submitted representations that the site and surrounding land to the 
east and west have the characteristics of an area within the countryside.  
 
21.  I agree with the council that the site and associated buildings do not present an 
attractive environment.  I cannot agree however that the established development pattern, 
particularly at this northern part of the village is characterised by development on the 
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steeper hilly terrain.  That may be the case elsewhere in the village but is not the case in 
the immediate and wider area around the Mount Pleasant site.  Although taking access 
from the coastal road, the site does not in my view have a strong functional and visual 
relationship with the village.  I therefore conclude that the farm buildings and access track 
at Mount Pleasant field should not be included within the settlement boundary nor 
designated as a “general urban area” in the proposed plan. 
 
22.  Strategic policy 1 (spatial strategy) and the countryside objective of the proposed plan 
provide support for housing in countryside areas in certain circumstances.  I consider that 
this policy guidance already provides an appropriate framework to assess the merits of any 
future proposals to develop the site.  Matters related to the drainage and access 
arrangements which local residents are concerned about would be assessed against the 
relevant policies of the local development plan as part of any future planning application. 
 
Lamlash - Laigh Letter (CFS50) 
 
23.  The settlement boundary in the proposed plan includes part of the fields known as 
Laigh Letter to the rear of Park Terrace.  Pedestrian access to the site is gained from a gap 
in the trees from the road serving the housing on Hillside Terrace.  The site is located 
behind, and is elevated above the existing linear pattern of housing on Park Terrace and 
Benlister Road.  It is fairly self-contained, with a well-defined landscape buffer of mature 
trees on its southern boundary with the housing at Park Terrace, and trees and shrubs on 
the boundary with Hillside Terrace to the west.  The council state that the neighbouring 
development on Hillside Terrace to the west provides a visual marker of the rear of the 
settlement.  From my site inspection it was apparent that the boundary as shown does not 
reflect any physical features such as a fence line or tree belt on the site and appears a 
rather arbitrary boundary.  I agree with the local residents who submitted representations 
that the site has the characteristics of an area within the countryside.  There is also very 
limited visibility, if any, of the site from Benlister Road below as a result of the intervening 
buffer of mature trees.  Overall, I consider that the extension to the settlement boundary, 
and hence the general urban area as identified in the proposed plan would result in an 
incongruous addition to the settlement boundary at this location.  I therefore find that the 
site is not appropriate for inclusion within the settlement boundary. 
 
Lamlash - Blair Farm (CFS40)  
 
24.  At my site inspection I noted that a substantial new house has been constructed to the 
rear of the original farm cottage.  The north-eastern part of the site, lying adjacent to the 
modern bungalows on The Avenues and the caravan park, comprises agricultural land.  
More traditional houses lie along the southern side of Millhill Crescent.  The proposed 
extension to the current settlement boundary extends the existing built up area at the 
Avenues, and includes the two properties at Blairbeg Farm and the intervening field to the 
north-east.  
 
25.  From within the site itself there is a clear visual integration with the housing around the 
boundaries.  I agree with the council that the existing buildings on Millhill Crescent adjacent 
to, and opposite the site, provide a context that makes it appropriate to include Blair Farm 
Cottages and the gap site between the houses on The Avenues and that this would be a 
logical extension of the existing built up area.  I therefore consider the settlement boundary 
as shown in the proposed plan to be appropriate in these circumstances and I do not 
consider any modification to the proposed plan is required. 
 



    PROPOSED NORTH AYRSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

112 

26.  Local residents are concerned that the zoning of the site as a general urban area and 
a change in the settlement boundary would facilitate further development along Millhill 
Crescent. However, as I note above, the council contends that this does not equate to a 
housing allocation.  Strategic policy 1 (spatial strategy) under the towns and villages 
objective of the proposed plan on page 10, outlines that proposals for residential 
development within the general urban area, will accord with the development plan in 
principle, and applications will be assessed against the policies of the plan.  Matters 
highlighted by local residents, including traffic and access, impacts on wildlife and flooding 
would need be assessed on a case by case basis and as part of any future application for 
planning permission.   
 
Lamlash - Altocharvie (CFS87) 
 
27.  The site which is included in the settlement boundary and designated as a “general 
urban area” in the proposed plan is occupied by a large detached sandstone property 
known as The Arran Lodge which is used as self-catering holiday accommodation.  There 
are more modern extensions to the side and rear.  The property sits within well maintained 
landscaped gardens affording views of Holy Isle in the distance.  A number of single storey 
chalet sleep huts are located to the rear of the main building.  The adjoining hospital 
buildings to the east are also just visible from within the site.  Access is gained from a 
single width access track from the coastal road below.  The site is fairly self-contained, 
surrounded by mature trees and shrubs and sits on an elevated position behind the 
existing linear pattern of housing on the coastal road.  Small parts of the site can be seen 
from the coastal road below.   
 
28.  In this case, I cannot agree that the site sits separately from the village.  The current 
extent of the built up area on the steeper hilly terrain, including the hospital, adjoins the 
boundary to the east.  From the site itself my perception is that the site has a visual and 
functional relationship with the village as highlighted by the council.  Overall, I find that the 
settlement boundary as shown in the proposed plan to be appropriate in these 
circumstances, and I do not consider any modification to the proposed plan is required. 
 
29.  Residents are concerned that the zoning of the site as an urban area and a change in 
the settlement boundary would result in the potential for a planning application to build on 
the site.  Strategic policy 1 (spatial strategy) under the towns and villages objective of the 
proposed plan on page 10, outlines that proposals for residential development within the 
general urban area, will accord with the development plan in principle, and applications will 
be assessed against the policies of the plan.  Policies 4 (leisure, retail, and other tourism 
related development on Arran) and 6 (supporting sustainable tourism) of the proposed plan 
also provide support for tourism proposals.  Site specific matters including the suitability of 
the access, and landscape and visual impacts would need be assessed on a case by case 
basis and as part of any future application for planning permission.   
 
30.  Matters raised in representation related to the operational activities of the holiday 
accommodation lie outwith the remit of the examination of the proposed plan. 
 
Whiting Bay - St Margarets (CFS02)  
 
31.  The proposed settlement boundary includes the substantial detached residential 
property at Glenburn together with its surrounding garden ground, the mature tree belt and 
Cat Burn to the west of the single width access road.  The field to the east of this property 
is also included.  A narrower tree belt exists between the site and the established housing 
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on the A841 coastal road below.  
 
32.  The council point out that in the context of the settlement review process noted above, 
the characteristics of Whiting Bay are similar to other coastal settlements on Arran in that 
there is a linear pattern of development along the shore area, with development to the rear 
on the steeper hilly terrain.  From my inspection of the site and surroundings, it was 
apparent that the land within the proposed boundary can best be described as such.  I also 
noted that most of the built up area to the south of the site includes development on land to 
the rear of the properties on the shore area. 
 
33.  From within the field area, the roof tops of some of the properties located along the 
A841 coastal road were visible, as were views of the playing fields and church to the north.  
Properties to the east, with the exception of the cottage on the access track were obscured 
by the tree belt along the Cat Burn.  In addition, and contrary to the comments made by the 
council, the site can be seen from the public beach area and the built up area around the 
playing fields and church to the north.  My perception overall is that the site identified within 
the settlement boundary in the proposed plan has a visual and functional relationship with 
the village as highlighted by the council.   
 
34.  Residents are concerned that a change in the settlement boundary would result in the 
potential for a planning application to build on the site.  Strategic policy 1 (spatial strategy) 
under the towns and villages objective of the proposed plan on page 10, outlines that 
proposals for residential development within the general urban area, will accord with the 
development plan in principle, and applications will be assessed against the policies of the 
plan.  Site specific matters raised by local residents, including the density and design of 
buildings, narrow and steep access to the site, ecology, residential and visual amenity 
impacts would need be assessed on a case by case basis and as part of any future 
application for planning permission.  In this context I also share the concerns of both the 
council and local residents about the capacity and constraints of the current access track 
serving the existing properties. 
 
35.  Overall, I conclude that an extension to the settlement boundary at St Margarets is 
appropriate.  However, I consider that the existing mature tree belt and the Cat Burn to the 
south-west of the single width access road which currently form an attractive landscape 
buffer, should be excluded from the settlement boundary and remain outwith the general 
urban area.  A slight modification to the proposed plan is therefore justified. 
 
Whiting Bay - Sandbraes (No call for sites reference) 
 
36.  As the council point out, the proposed change to the boundary was not promoted at 
the call for sites stage of the local development plan process.  Although the representation 
from the site promoter seeks amendment to the settlement boundary, it is clear from the 
submission and details provided regarding the outcomes of a previous planning 
application, that the intention is to develop the site for a house.  The proposal has not been 
subject to any formal public consultation or strategic environmental assessment as part of 
the local development plan process.  Paragraph 64 of Planning Circular 6/2013: 
Development Planning identifies the difficulties of including a site within a local 
development plan where these statutory procedures have not been undertaken.  All of 
which is set in the context of a generous housing land supply as we highlight in Issue 1.   
 
37.  The site promoter rightly highlights that the local development plan provides support 
for housing in countryside areas in certain circumstances.  I agree that strategic policy 1 
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(spatial strategy) and the countryside objective of the proposed plan provide appropriate 
policy guidance to assess the merits of any future proposals to develop the site.  Matters 
related to the upgrading of the access are outwith the remit of the examination of the 
proposed plan and would be more appropriately addressed as part of any future planning 
application. 
 
38.  For these reasons I do not consider it appropriate to modify the proposed plan to 
identify this site for development at the present time.  
 
Whiting Bay - North of Cat Burn (No call for sites reference) 
 
39.  As the council point out, the site was not promoted at the call for sites stage of the 
local development plan.  Consequently the proposed site has not been subject to any 
formal public consultation or strategic environmental assessment.  Paragraph 64 of 
Planning Circular 6/2013: Development Planning identifies the difficulties of including a site 
within a local development plan where these statutory procedures have not been 
undertaken.  The promoter of the site has not provided an assessment of potential 
environmental impacts or of any consultation.  All of which is set in the context of a 
generous housing land supply as we highlight in Issue 1.  For these reasons I do not 
consider it appropriate to modify the plan to identify this site for development at this time.  
 
Whiting Bay - Land at Ardmhor (CFS54) 
 
40.  I note that the examination of the current adopted local development plan in 2014, and 
the local plan prior to that in 2003 included consideration of land at Ardmhor (with the 
exception of the land at the frontage of the site which has since been developed as a 
waste water treatment works).  In both cases the site was not included within the 
settlement boundary, nor was it allocated for development (CD24, issue 67, pages 415-
417).  
 
41.  The site proposer comments on the growing demand for housing and the lack of 
available land in Whiting Bay.  I note the council’s comments on the land supply position on 
Arran and the reasons for not allocating the site for housing.  In response to my request for 
further information on this matter, the council provided details of the sites which would 
contribute to the land supply that could accommodate in excess of 450 new houses.  We 
also concluded in Issues 1 and 2 that the provisions of the proposed plan are appropriate 
and sufficient to allow housing to be delivered, including a substantial allocation exceeding 
the housing land requirement; support for housing in countryside areas in certain 
circumstances, including small scale expansion of settlements on Arran and Cumbrae; all 
included in the countryside objective of the proposed plan.   
 
42.  Although the council acknowledge that the promoter has a track record of delivery, I 
cannot agree with the council’s contention that as a result of the developer already having 
a sufficient land supply on the island that this would undermine the effectiveness of the 
site.  In this context there is no evidence to suggest that this factor would necessarily 
influence the likelihood of the site promoter developing the site within the plan period. 
 
43.  Notwithstanding these considerations, I also find that there are particular site specific 
matters to consider.  In this case the proposed site is located more than a kilometre from 
local facilities, on the southern extremities of the built up area of Whiting Bay.  The 
proposed boundary of the site as submitted would adjoin the bungalows on the frontage of 
the A841 coastal road.  It includes the existing field area with trees and bushes on the 
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western elevated section of the site, together with the lower lying land at the eastern side 
of the site, adjacent to the main A841.  At the time of my site inspection it appeared that 
some of the trees and bushes on the slopes were being removed.  The proposed boundary 
excludes the waste water treatment works on the road frontage. 
 
44.  Approaching the site from the south on the A841, unobstructed views of Holy Isle are 
available.  The site itself, has a rather untidy appearance, and includes a rough and 
informal parking area.  It is surrounded by low density housing set in large gardens and 
small fields and paddocks, with the predominantly undeveloped coastal road adjacent.  I 
agree with the previous reporter in that the character of the site is predominantly one of 
being semi-rural.  I find that extension of the settlement boundary and development of the 
site, which could accommodate a substantial number of houses on the edge of Whiting 
Bay, would constitute a significant extension into the countryside, which is not well related 
to the existing built up area of Whiting Bay.   
 
45.  Overall, I consider that there would be little visual and functional relationship between 
the site and the built up area of Whiting Bay.  All of which is set in the context of a 
generous housing land supply as we highlight in Issue 1.  Taking all these considerations 
into account I therefore find that the site is not appropriate for development and no 
modification to the proposed plan is required.  
 
Torbeg (No call for sites reference) 
 
46.  From my inspection of the land at Torbeg I noted that both plots, although as yet 
undeveloped had been cleared of vegetation with various construction materials deposited 
in and around both sites.  The existing grouping of houses around the plots are of modern 
construction.  Both plots and the neighbouring houses are located more than half a 
kilometre from the existing settlement boundary and local facilities in Blackwaterfoot.  
Development along this part of the A841 is generally linear and dispersed in character.  
Overall, my perception is that the character of the area is predominantly one of being semi 
–rural. 
 
47.  I am satisfied that the existing settlement boundary at Blackwaterfoot is the logical 
extent of built development.  I do not therefore consider it appropriate in these 
circumstances to include a settlement boundary at Torbeg.  In addition, given that the sites 
already benefit from planning permission I see little benefit in amending the settlement 
boundary. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Modify the local development plan by: 
 
1. Altering the settlement boundary at Lochranza to include the existing garden ground 
between Bridgend Cottage and Lodge Farm on the Lochranza settlement map on page 47 
of the proposed plan and changing the designation from “open space” to “general urban 
area”, together with any consequential modifications as may be necessary elsewhere in 
the proposed plan. 
 
2. Altering the settlement boundary at the Ormidale Hotel, Brodick to exclude land to the 
south and west of the hotel and remove the designation “general urban area” on the 
Brodick settlement map on page 46 of the proposed plan, together with any consequential 
modifications as may be necessary elsewhere in the proposed plan.  The settlement 
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boundary should revert to that identified in inset map 1, as it relates to the hotel and 
grounds, in the current adopted local development plan (CD09).  
 
3. Altering the settlement boundary at Mount Pleasant field, Lamlash to exclude the 
existing farm house, buildings, farmyard associated gardens, and access track and remove 
the designation as “general urban area” on the Lamlash settlement map on page 48 of the 
proposed plan together with any consequential modifications as may be necessary 
elsewhere in the proposed plan.  The settlement boundary should revert to that identified in 
inset map 2, as it relates to land and buildings at Mount Pleasant field, in the current 
adopted local development plan (CD09). 
 
4. Altering the settlement boundary to exclude the field at Laigh Letter, Lamlash and 
remove the designation as “general urban area” on the Lamlash settlement map on page 
48 of the proposed plan, together with any consequential modifications as may be 
necessary elsewhere in the proposed plan.  The settlement boundary should revert to that 
identified in inset map 2, as it relates to land at Laigh Letter, in the current adopted local 
development plan (CD09). 
 
5. Altering the settlement boundary to exclude the existing mature tree belt and the Cat 
Burn to the west of the single track access road at St Margarets, Whiting Bay from the 
settlement boundary and remove the designation of that area as “general urban area” on 
the Whiting Bay settlement map on page 49 of the proposed plan, together with any 
consequential modifications as may be necessary elsewhere in the proposed plan.  The 
modified boundary and ‘general urban area’ would include the garden ground of the 
property at Glenburn and the field to the east as identified in the proposed plan.  
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Issue 8  
 

Beith 

Development plan 
reference: 

Strategic Policy 4: Delivering on Community 
Priorities : Settlement Maps Beith Locality 
(page 56) 
Schedule 2 Housing Sites page (107 -111) 

Reporter: 
Karen Black 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference 
number): 
 
Thompson Pegs Ltd (156) 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Settlement Maps (Beith) – page 56; 
Schedule 2a – Proposed LDP Housing Allocations – page 107) 
Schedule 2b – Housing Land expected to be effective during the 
Plan period (page 108s – 110) 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Thompson Pegs Ltd (156) - supports that the Housing Supply Target in the Proposed Plan 
(CD04) has been formed to be higher than HNDA (CD01) output. 
The representation supports setting a generosity allowance for housing land requirement at 
20%. 
 
The representation considers that the Proposed Plan (CD04) fails to provide sufficient 
evidence of the assumptions made about effectiveness of the established housing land 
supply and the proposed additional housing allocations to deliver the level of development 
required by the Housing Land Requirement. Accordingly, the representation seeks the 
deletion of sites deemed by the author to be non-effective; as well as requisite 
modifications to the Proposed Plan to allocate land at Willowyard Road, Beith as a housing 
allocation. 
 
The representation considers that the site at Willowyard Road, Beith is effective, and 
asserts that a volume housebuilder has now committed to the site by taking a controlling 
interest in the land. The representation asserts that in taking a controlling interest in the 
land, the volume builder supports the allocation of the site in the emerging LDP (NB: while 
the volume builder has submitted representations relating to other sites in the Proposed 
Plan, this does not reference support for this site). The representation considers that there 
sufficient transport and access arrangements can be achieved to service the site.  
 
The representation considers that the expansion of Beith in a westerly direction would be 
logical in planning terms and would extend an existing use. The site would allow for the 
creation of a housing development within an attractive landscape setting which can be 
enhanced through detailed design at the appropriate stage in the process and create 
strong settlement boundary on the western edge of Beith. 
 
The site can provide a range and choice in terms of the type of housing available to the 
local area. 
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Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Thompson Pegs Ltd (156) 
 

• Further evidence should be presented to allow parties to fully assess the 
land delivery through the 2024-2029 period. 
• A review of the sites considered to be effective through the plan period 
(up to 2024) and beyond (up to 2029) and the effectiveness of the sites to 
be evidenced. 
• Delete, if found to be non-effective, the sites listed in this objection. 
• Add site CFS43 land to the north of Willowyard Road/West of Morrishill 
Drive to schedule 2a as an effective housing site with an indicative capacity 
of 100-125 units. 
• Identify site CFS43 land to the north of Willowyard Road/West of 
Morrishill Drive as an additional housing allocation on the maps on pages 
56 and 63. 

 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
Thompson Pegs Ltd (156) 
 
The support for the formulation of the housing supply target and subsequent appliance of a 
generosity margin of 20% is noted. The representation primarily focuses on a perceived 
lack of ability of the Council to maintain an effective supply of housing land throughout the 
Plan period. As a consequence, the representation seeks the deletion of sites it considers 
to be non-effective, to create sufficient capacity for additional land to be allocated; and, in 
particular, recommends the allocation of land at Willowyard Road, Beith to respond to the 
deficit in effective housing land. 
 
The representation lists the following 16 sites as non-effective components of the Council’s 
established housing land supply (and, in particular, effective housing land supply), as part 
of the case to support the inclusion of land at Willowyard Road, Beith. 
 

 NA0343 Springbank (20 units through to 2024) 
 NA1127 Brathwic Terrace (26 units through to 2024) 
 NA1117 Auldlea Road (100 units through to 2024) 
 NA0883 Blair Road (25 units through to 2024) 
 NA1166 Watt Court (33 units through to 2024) 
 NA0525 Montgomerie Park West Private (115 units through to 2024) 
 NA0649 Tarryholme Phase 1 (86 units through to 2024) 
 NA1122 Irvine Harbourside (80 units through to 2024) 
 NA0869A South West of Melvin House (40 units through to 2024) 
 NA0969 East of Fairlie and South of Keppenburn (70 units through to 2024) 
 NA1143 Brisbane Glen Road (60 units through to 2024) 
 NA1168 Former Largs Schools cluster Flatt road (52 units through to 2024) 
 NA1096 Sharphill East (100 units through to 2024) 
 NA1154 Canal Court (36 units through to 2024) 
 NA0786 Ardoch Crescent 2 (26 units through to 2024) 
 NA1153 Glencairn House, New Street (28 units through to 2024) 

Of those sites 11 are included in the Council housebuilding programme, as is shown in the 
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Council Strategic Housing Investment Plan 2018-2023 (CD08). Only sites underlined 
above are not contained in the Council’s SHIP (CD08). All sites are shown in the 2017 
Housing Land Audit (CD21). 
 
The Council strongly disputes the argument that sites contained within its SHIP (CD08) are 
non-effective, and would strongly oppose the deletion of those sites from Schedule 2B of 
the Proposed Plan (CD04). The sites contained in the SHIP (CD08) meet all tests of 
effective sites set out in Paragraph 55 of Scottish Government’s Planning Advice Note 
2/2010: Affordable Housing and Housing Land Audits (CD03). The status of the sites was 
examined in preparing the 2017 Housing Land Audit (CD21), which was agreed, without 
dispute, by Homes for Scotland. In addition, the Council’s planning team works closely with 
the SHIP team in preparing the SHIP (CD08), and sites brought forward are, therefore, 
known to be in the Council’s control as landowner, with sufficient funding through the 
Government grant support and a scheme of borrowing, and otherwise free from 
constraints. The Council is making good progress with its programme of Council house 
building, and, indeed, would highlight that the site at Glencairn House, Stevenston, referred 
to above, and considered non-effective by the representation was actually constructed, 
occupied and advertised before the closure of consultation on the Proposed LDP (CD04). 
The representation makes no reference to the fact that the majority of the sites it has 
specifically identified as being non-effective are part of the Council’s SHIP programme; and 
it is assumed the representee was unaware that this was the case since it references the 
lack of builder being attached to the sites listed. Notwithstanding, had the representee 
engaged with the Council prior to the submission of the representation, or undertaken 
basic research this matter would have been clarified. The Council considers that with the 
strength of committed funding from the Council and Scottish Government behind the SHIP 
programme, that the consideration that sites within the SHIP (CD08) are not effective 
should be given no weight, particularly since, in some instances, it is a matter of fact that it 
is inaccurate, rather than assumption. 
 
The Council would comment on the remaining sites within the list identified (underlined) by 
the representee as being non-effective, as follows. 
 
NA1117 Auldlea Road (100 units through to 2024)  
 
The representation considers that the site is not effective; however the Council can confirm 
construction of the site is underway and is currently being marketed by Laurel Homes. The 
programming for the site was agreed by Homes for Scotland in the 2017 Housing Land 
Audit. This splits the programming of the 200 unit capacity of the site between 100 effective 
and 100 non-effective; however this is only due to the scale of the site, and taking a 
precautionary approach on the site given a lack of recent completions in the SHMA to base 
programming on. Early indication on the sales performance of the site suggests that a 
faster programme of delivery is likely, and this will be considered in future Housing Land 
Audits. The Council considers it a matter of fact that the site is effective rather than 
assumptions because construction is underway, and no weight should be attributed to the 
representation. 
 
NA0883 Blair Road (25 units through to 2024) 
 
The Council would highlight that although the site does not have an active planning 
consent, a permission lapsed in April 2018. The Council recognises that the SHMA has 
historically performed less well than others and has reflected its programme accordingly, to 
show no completions within the early years of the audit period. The audit and programming 
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was agreed by Homes for Scotland without dispute. Fundamentally, however, the Council 
does not support the assertion that the site is not capable of making a contribution to the 
land supply within the lifetime of the LDP. As part of the audit process, the Council worked 
with Homes for Scotland and its members to review the Established Housing Land Supply 
as part of the information base for the LDP. This resulted in the removal of land sufficient to 
provide around 2000 homes from the Established Housing Land Supply, on the basis that 
Homes for Scotland, its members and the Council considered those sites unlikely to be 
brought forward for housing at any foreseeable time. As a consequence, the remaining 
sites within the Established Housing Land Supply were either considered effective within a 
5 year period; likely to become effective over a 7 year period, or non-effective. Therefore, 
irrespective of whether the programming of the site may change (and this is likely to be the 
case with the lapsed consent), there are no other grounds to support the removal of the 
site from the established supply. 
 
NA0525 Montgomerie Park West Private (115 units through to 2024):  
 
Montgomerie Park is one of the Council’s most successful housing development locations 
over the last 15 years. The site is owned by the Council and has been developed by 
Robertson Homes, Persimmon and David Wilson Homes to supply around 450 new homes 
over a period of circa15 years. The Council is currently preparing a marketing strategy to 
attract new development to the site, and has held meetings with a number of prominent 
local and national builders to this end, with a number of parties having expressed informal 
interest in the site; and a formal bid from one builder. As part of the package of measures 
to attract development, the Council is working with the Scottish Government to establish a 
simplified planning zone for development, and the Council’s capital programme (CD49), in 
March 2018, secured £4.6m to invest in infrastructure to support the development of the 
site. It is considered that the site is effective (as per agreement with Homes for Scotland 
through 2017 Housing Land Audit), and no significant weight is attached to the 
representation. 
 
NA0969 East of Fairlie and South of Keppenburn (70 units through to 2024):  
 
The representation considers that the site is not effective; however the Council can confirm 
that construction of the site is underway and is currently being marketed by Dawn Homes – 
with a number of units on the site having been constructed. The programming for the site 
was agreed by Homes for Scotland in the 2017 Housing Land Audit. The Council considers 
it a matter of fact that the site is effective rather than assumption because construction is 
underway and a number of units are occupied. Therefore no weight should be attributed to 
the representation. 
 
NA1143 Brisbane Glen Road (60 units through to 2024):  
 
The Council would highlight that this site meets all requirements of the tests of Paragraph 
55 of Scottish Government’s Planning Advice Note 2/2010: Affordable Housing and 
Housing Land Audits (CD03). In particular, referencing the marketability of the site, the 
Council would refer to the Main Issues Report (CD10) indication of marketability of 
settlements across North Ayrshire. This highlights that Largs is one of the most marketable 
locations in North Ayrshire, which would be capable of 3 concurrent private developments 
occurring because the settlement is of significant interest to Homes for Scotland members. 
Reviewing the choice and variety of available land in Largs shows that there are limited 
options for further development. Considering demand and supply of land, it is appropriate 
to deem the site as capable of being effective within a 5 year period. This is reflected in 
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that the audit (CD21) and programming was agreed by Homes for Scotland without 
dispute. Fundamentally, however, the Council does not support the assertion that the site 
is not capable of making a contribution to the land supply within the lifetime of the LDP. As 
part of the audit process, the Council worked with Homes for Scotland and its members to 
review the Established Housing Land Supply as part of the information base for the 
emerging LDP. This resulted in the removal of land sufficient to provide around 2000 
homes from the Established Housing Land Supply, on the basis that Homes for Scotland, 
its members and the Council considered those sites unlikely to be brought forward for 
housing at any foreseeable time. As a consequence, the remaining sites within the 
Established Housing Land Supply were either considered effective within a 5 year period; 
likely to become effective over a 7 year period, or non-effective. Therefore, irrespective of 
whether the programming of the site may change (and this is likely to be the case with the 
lapsed consent), there are no other grounds to support the removal of the site from the 
established supply. 
 
CFS43 Willowyard Road, Beith 
 
The representation supports the allocation of the site submitted through the call for sites 
process on the basis that it is deliverable and has a committed builder with a controlling 
interest in the land, that it is suitable for allocation in landscape and settlement setting 
terms, and because suitable access arrangements can be achieved.  
 
In relation to access arrangements, consultation was carried out with the Council’s roads 
service as part of the work undertaken to inform the Main Issues Report (CD10). This 
highlights that the road adjacent to the site does not form part of the adopted public road 
network. It was recommended that, should the site be included, it would require to be 
served by a road built to an adoptable standard. No further technical assessment has been 
undertaken to understand whether any physical works to ensure an adoptable standard 
can be achieved can be accommodated and whether there are any impacts on the viability 
of the site. It is noted that the representation asserts that the site promoter has acted to 
ensure appropriate access to the site can be achieved. Should the examination process 
result in the addition of the site, it should be subject to the provision that an adoptable 
standard road is created to service the site. 
 
In terms of landscape setting, the site does not contain any landscape designations and it 
is recognised that it is adjacent to the existing settlement area, with a well-established 
landscape buffer at the most prominent southern edge of the site and the un-adopted 
Willowyard Road both provide some defensibility of the site boundaries. However, this is 
secondary to the main considerations in determining whether the site was an appropriate 
allocations, which are the deliverability of the site and the requirement to identify additional 
land. In this instance, the requirement for the LDP to add additional allocations was met by 
sites that were equal to the site, or better than it, in terms of landscape impact and 
demonstrably more marketable and deliverable than the proposal, and there was already a 
sufficient supply of more appropriate sites in Beith within the land supply, and which were 
more suitable in landscape terms. The site was therefore not favoured.  
 
It should be noted that in reaching this view the Council based its decision on submissions 
to support the allocation of the site, none of which confirmed through submission of 
evidence that the land was in the control of a party that was capable of development. In 
reaching a view on the deliverability of sites, the Council’s call for sites form included a 
specific section on delivery, because it was keen not to exacerbate the situation of having 
a vast land supply of allocated development sites that were undeveloped; and instead 
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chose to focus on qualitative additions to the land supply that could be relied upon to 
deliver in the early part of the Plan period to stimulate market interest in North Ayrshire. 
The final selection of sites all provided demonstrably better evidence of delivery than the 
promoted site.  
 
Typically, this included a letter or some other form of commitment to the site from a 
recognised developer/housebuilder, and in most occasions an indicative site plan and a 
development programme. Some other sites also exhibited other supporting information 
such as land contracts and evidence of technical studies having been carried out. None of 
this information was presented in support of this site through the LDP process, and the 
Council therefore could not support the proposal. It is noted that the agent for the site 
promoter has indicated that a volume builder has now taken a controlling interest in the 
land. The Council welcomes that sites being promoted have a clear delivery mechanism, 
and the Council sought to endorse this approach to land promotion through the LDP 
process. The Council has been made aware that other unsuccessful sites have similarly 
looked to support their potential for future allocations by securing a development partner 
prior to allocation. The Council welcomes this approach and, subject to the prevailing 
strategy in a future LDP, would welcome the opportunity to consider any such site in a 
future LDP process. Notwithstanding, this evidence was not present for the Council to rely 
on in assessing sites for the currently emerging LDP, and, in any case, no information 
(such as the type other site promoters submitted to LDP, mentioned above) has been 
submitted to provide evidence of the asserted interest. Taking account of all 
circumstances, it is not considered that the site should be allocated by way of a 
modification to the LDP, because the argument made that the existing land supply is 
deficient is found to be inaccurate and therefore does not create the shortfall in the land 
supply to accommodate the site, and the site did not meet the terms of the Council’s site 
selection process in terms of proving itself to be an appropriate, deliverable development 
site. The Council would reference representation 048 from Homes for Scotland, which 
reviewed the Council’s methodology and site selection process. This commended the 
Council’s approach to marketability and viability considerations and recognised that no 
other site than the proposed allocations could be considered effective because they were 
not in a marketable location and/or did not contain sufficient supporting information for the 
Council to support the site. 
 
Housing Land Audit 2017 (CD 20) should be referred to for site plans of the above sites.   
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.  The council has listed above a number of matters raised in representations which are 
in support of the provisions of the proposed plan.  Examination of the plan is limited by 
regulations to addressing only the unresolved issues which have been raised in 
representations.  My conclusions below therefore address only the unresolved matters 
raised in representations, including relevant matters raised in further procedures. 
 
2.  Matters raised in the representation from Thompson Pegs Ltd relate to policy 1 (new 
homes and maintaining an effective housing land supply).  The housing supply target; 
housing need and demand assessment; generosity allowance; housing land requirement; 
and the effectiveness of the council’s housing land supply are referenced specifically, and 
all of which are considered in detail under Issue 1.  The representation also refers to 16 
sites which are stated to have no developer interest and uncertain potential to deliver the 
proposed additional land allocations.  The representation contends that the site at 
Willowyard Road/West of Morrishill Drive site (CFS43) in Beith is effective and deliverable 
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within the plan period. 
 
3.  In Issue 1 we agreed that the annual housing land audit provides evidence of the likely 
contribution of sites within the established land supply.  We noted that the outputs of the 
2017 audit were agreed with Homes for Scotland.  Furthermore, the council revisited its 
established supply in 2017 and removed sites with a capacity of around 2000 units which it 
considered were unlikely to deliver of the plan period.  We also considered this approach, 
as welcomed by Homes for Scotland, reflects that advocated in Scottish Planning Policy.  
We also agreed with the council that the programming in the audit as agreed with Homes 
for Scotland provides strong evidence that house-building is forecast to exceed the need 
expressed through the Housing Need and Demand Assessment.  It also demonstrates the 
expectation that the land supply should continue to deliver beyond 2021.   
 
4.  As to the status of the individual sites highlighted in the representation, the council’s 
response confirms that all but five of the sites highlighted in the representation are 
identified in the council’s Strategic Housing Investment Plan and meet all the tests of 
effectiveness set out in Planning Advice Note 2/2010.  Of the remaining five sites, three are 
currently under construction and the remaining two sites remain in the housing land audit 
as agreed by Homes for Scotland.  However, as the outputs of the 2017 audit were agreed 
with Homes for Scotland and as explained under Issue 1, it would be disproportionate to 
assess the potential effectiveness of all sites through this examination.  That is the role of 
the audit as time rolls forward through to the latter stages of the plan period.  It is 
inappropriate to rely on sites not currently programmed so long as there is a reasonable 
expectation they can become effective over the relevant period.  This conclusion is 
supported by paragraph 120 of Scottish Planning Policy.   
 
5.  We also accepted under Issue 1 that where sites have shown no movement historically 
or any likelihood of development even in an improving market context, it may become 
increasingly optimistic to continue to rely on them.  However there is nothing substantive to 
suggest any significant constraint to development or to rule out a reasonable expectation of 
delivery if demand for housing can be realised.  In this context, I therefore confine my 
consideration under this issue to matters which relate directly to the appropriateness, or 
otherwise, of identifying the Willowyard Road/West of Morrishill Drive site (CFS43) in Beith 
as an additional housing allocation in the proposed plan. 
 
6.  The environmental report prepared in April 2018 for consultation alongside the 
proposed local development concludes that the site “has potential to be made deliverable” 
and “could effectively contribute to the housing land requirement ….but may be 
constrained by significant environmental, infrastructural and/or other constraint”.  The 
council specifically refers to the requirement for an adopted road to provide access to the 
development. 
 
7.  In addition, the availability of the necessary infrastructure and services, and the scope 
for settlements to expand without unacceptable environmental consequences, are relevant 
matters to be addressed in identifying where additional land for housing development is to 
be allocated.  My examination of the representation relating to this site therefore focuses 
on these matters below.   
 
8.  As set out in the representation, the site could accommodate around 100-125 houses.  
Development of the site would extend Beith to the west of the current limit of development 
around Morrishill Drive and Spiers Place.  Access is proposed to be taken off Willowyard 
Road, an unadopted road which serves the industrial areas at Willowyard industrial estate.  
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These industrial estates are located immediately to the north-west and west of the 
proposed site.  Both are identified in the current adopted local development plan for 
business and industrial uses.  The site to the north west, a warehouse bonding complex is 
significant in scale (98.4 hectares).  The area immediately to the west comprises a mix of 
smaller industrial factories, warehouses and offices extending to 14.3 hectares.  
 
9.  The proposed site sits on a slope rising up in an easterly direction towards the existing 
housing around Morrishill Drive.  The site is not subject to any specific landscape 
designations nor is the site covered by any local, national or international nature 
conservation designations.  The landscape assessment undertaken by Entec for the 
council as part of its preparation of the proposed plan, identifies that expansion of Beith 
could be accommodated in the low lying rough pasture areas with new green space and 
woodland areas to buffer the existing industrial uses, whilst also providing an opportunity to 
improve the quality of the urban edge. 
 
10.  At my site inspection I could see parts of the proposed site only in distant views from 
roads around Kilbirnie and Kilbirnie Loch to the north of the site.  In general, and set 
against the existing limits of development and natural screening on the western side of 
Beith, when viewed in the context of the intervening industrial warehouses, I consider that 
any landscape and visual impacts are likely to be minimal.  I therefore find that residential 
development on the proposed site would not be unduly prominent so as to give rise to an 
unacceptable intrusion into open countryside. 
 
11.  I also note from the representation that the landowner has received positive interest 
from the house building industry and that Persimmon Homes have agreed heads of terms 
with the landowner on a legal contract.  The landowner has also concluded the purchase of 
further land, including a section of the verge and roadway along Willowyard Road which it 
submits would allow access options to the site and facilitate the construction of Willowyard 
Road to an adoptable standard.  The detail has however still to be assessed by a transport 
consultant and further studies would be required as part of the planning permission 
process.  The council also points out that further technical assessment would be required 
to ensure any physical works to ensure an adoptable standard can be achieved and 
accommodated, and whether there are any impacts on the viability of the site.   
 
12.  The town of Beith itself is a sustainable location for future housing development in 
terms of access to local facilities and public transport.  However, whilst I acknowledge that 
detailed matters related to access and landscaping provision could be assessed on 
submission of a planning application, that does not address my main concern which relates 
to the potential conflict arising from the proximity of the Willowyard industrial estates and 
the current use of Willowyard Road itself.  It is primarily used for access to these 
substantial industrial areas and the proximity of these industrial and commercial uses may 
also, in my view, give rise to the potential for adverse impacts on residential amenity.  I 
acknowledge that there may be potential mitigation by way of design and layout solutions 
and that the improvements to the road can be considered as part of a transport 
assessment as part of any future planning application process.  However at this stage in 
the process no details are provided, nor is there any detail of the proposed access. 
 
13.  In concluding, I acknowledge that some attributes of the site may point towards its 
potential suitability for residential development in principle.  However, in the absence of 
evidence of deliverability of a suitable access and mitigation of potential adverse residential 
amenity impacts I highlight above, at this stage and in the context of a generous supply of 
housing land for residential development (in Issue 1 above), I find that the proposed plan 
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should not be modified to include the Willowyard Road/West of Morrishill Drive site as an 
allocation in the proposed plan.  The potential appropriateness of identifying the site for 
residential development can be reviewed in the context of a future local development plan, 
at which time further attention could be given to the matters I raise above.  
 
14.  Consequently, I do not therefore propose to modify the proposed plan in this respect. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
No modifications. 
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Issue 9  
 

Burnhouse 

Development plan 
reference: 

Strategic Policy 4: Delivering on Community 
Priorities: Garnock Valley Settlement Map – 
Burnhouse Page 55 

Reporter: 
Karen Black 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference 
number): 
 
Janet Millar (039) 
Mr Andrew K Millar (069) 
Mr Andrew K Millar (070) 
Mr Andrew K Millar (071) 
Mr Andrew K Millar (072) 
Mr Andrew K Millar (073) 
Mr Andrew K Millar (074) 
Mr Andrew K Millar (075) 
Mr Andrew K Millar (077) 
Mr Andrew K Millar (078) 
Mr Andrew K Millar (079) 
Mr Andrew K Millar (080) 
Mr Andrew K Millar (081) 
Mr Andrew K Millar (082) 
Elma Mitchell (116) 
Elma Mitchell (117) 
Elma Mitchell (118) 
Elma Mitchell (119) 
Alan Neish Consulting Ltd (164) 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency 
(216) 
Fiona Black (224) 
Halo Hotels Ltd. (259) 

 
Janet M Millar (312) 
Christine Steel (330) 
Christine Steel (331) 
Christine Steel (332) 
Christine Steel (334) 
Christine Steel (335) 
Christine Steel (336) 
Christine Steel (338) 
Christine Steel (339) 
Christine Steel (340) 
Fiona Houston (343) 
James Houston (345) 
Ian Gray (346) 
Mr and Mrs J Matheson/Mr and Mrs P Howie 
(349) 
Mr and Mrs J Matheson/Mr and Mrs P Howie 
(350) 
Mr and Mrs J Matheson/Mr and Mrs P Howie 
(351) 
Mr and Mrs J Matheson/Mr and Mrs P Howie 
(352) 
Mr and Mrs J Matheson/Mr and Mrs P Howie 
(353) 

Provision of the  
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Burnhouse New Housing Land Allocation for approximately 55 new 
homes. Page 55. 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
(039) (069) (070) (071) (072) (073) (074) (075) (077) (078) (079) (080) (081) (116) (117) 
(118) (119) (224) (312) (331) (332)  (334) (335) (336) (340) (343) (345) (346) (349) (350) 
(351) (352) (353) - A number of objections to the site have taken the approach to assess 
the merits of the allocation against a number of policies within the Proposed Plan. For the 
purposes of summarising these representations the issues raised (for example transport 
concerns, flooding, active travel etc.) have been addressed by issue, given the 
representations broadly raise the same matters.  
 
Landscape, Character, Amenity and Setting 
 
The proposed housing allocation at Burnhouse will have an adverse impact on the 
community, the setting and the rural character of the area and this rural setting is not 
suitable for a large housing estate of the scale proposed.  Such an increase would change 
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the rural identity and historic character of Burnhouse. Burnhouse historically evolved as 
farm cottages along the roadside to the South of Barrmill Road; as such, the housing 
allocation represents a historic departure from the settlement boundary.  
 
The impact on the skyline and the view of the houses adjacent to the field have also been 
raised. Whilst others state that two storey properties and/or a housing estate will destroy 
the character of the rural area. Concerns have also been raised that the development of 
this site will have a detrimental impact on the amenity of existing residents in terms of 
noise, pollution and privacy and lack of services and other amenities. 
 
Environmental 
 
Concerns have been raised over the impact the development will have on wildlife species. 
Species include bats, owls, hawks, cuckoos and badgers; along with minks and stoat in the 
Bungle Burn. 
 
The area is within green belt and that the land is prime agricultural land which is currently 
used for cattle grazing and the production of hay and that brownfield sites should be 
considered first.  
 
Concerns have been raised in relation to car dependency and the knock on impact of 
increased Co2 emissions. 
 
Concerns have been raised over light pollution and noise from the development (335, 346).  
 
One representee (336) states that Burnhouse is a Local Nature Conservation site.  
 
Education Capacity 
 
Representees raise concerns that the proposed housing allocation in Burnhouse will place 
a strain on education provision within the area. Currently children within Burnhouse attend 
Dunlop Primary School and Stewarton Secondary School (within East Ayrshire). This has 
been a long standing arrangement with East Ayrshire Council who provide bus transport to 
the school. Concerns are raised as to whether this arrangement would be maintained, and, 
if not, what other arrangements will occur. Additional households in Burnhouse will create 
an additional financial burden for North Ayrshire Council in terms of both school places and 
transport costs.   
 
Infrastructure, Services and Amenities 
 
(259) - Burnhouse does not have sufficient capacity to accommodate the development 
impact on the following infrastructure types: water, electricity, gas and sewage 
infrastructure (there is no public sewer) (338), broadband.   
 
(224) - One representee states that the Burnhouse housing allocation does not comply with 
the Council's policy of directing development to areas where supporting infrastructure is 
already in place. New residents will have to drive to neighbouring areas to access services 
which is contrary to the proposed Spatial Strategy on Page 9 of the Proposed Plan. This 
will lead to increased vehicle traffic, road traffic noise and an increased road safety risk’ all 
of which will have a detrimental impact on the amenity of residents.  
 
(117) - Concerns are raised in relation to amenity space for the additional households as 
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there is no open/ safe outdoor spaces, country paths, playing fields or parks for children to 
play in Burnhouse.  One representee states that this lack of amenity space and community 
facilities along with poor public transport will result in social isolation, particularly for 
teenagers.  
 
Transport, Traffic and Active Travel 
 
(340) A number of concerns have been raised in relation to active travel and traffic within 
Burnhouse. Many representees state that the development will compromise safety 
particularly at the cross roads at Barmill Road/ Lochlibo Road (A736 and the B706). 
 
(345, 346) (349) (350) (351) - Public transport is limited in Burnhouse and people will 
therefore have to rely on their cars to commute to work as there in no employment 
opportunities within Burnhouse.  This will in turn increase traffic flow and congestion in an 
area which is not suited to heavy traffic and lead to an increased risk of road traffic 
accidents. The area has, on average, approximately one to two road traffic accidents per 
month; including serious road traffic accidents and fatalities. 
 
Representees believe that additional households travelling to other areas to get to work, 
shops and services will increase the likelihood of road traffic accidents occurring. This 
coupled with the lack of pavements and cycle routes makes the area dangerous for all road 
users.  
 
(349) - Another concern is that a lack of transport for new households will lead to social 
isolation and that people with mobility issues will struggle to get around independently.  
 
(346) - Construction dirt on the road may make the road slippery and raise road safety 
issues.  
 
Flooding 
 
(073) (339) - The proposed housing allocation will increase flood risk and surface water 
flood risk at the site and that increased flooding from surface run off water will lead to 
riverbank erosion, pasture damage and sewage overflow which will damage river species.  
 
Housing Need, Size and Tenure 
 
(312) - Housing in not required in the local area. (346) does not want rented/Council 
accommodation within the area and that the type of houses proposed have not been 
revealed (343). Comments have states that two storey houses are not suitable for the area. 
 
(259) - Concerns have also been raised that the application is speculative and that no 
consultation has taken place with Scottish Water, Scottish Power or BT. As such, the 
proposed allocation is ineffective and there is no evidence that it can be delivered within a 
3 - 4 year timescale. 
 
Policy & Proposed Plan Wording 
 
A number of representees state the proposed housing allocation at Burnhouse does not 
accord with the Proposed Local Development Plan and that the development will not 
deliver local economic outcomes or local community priorities.  
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(312) The housing allocation does not accord with Strategic Policies 1 – 4 and that housing 
allocations for Burnhouse should be on an individual plot by plot basis.  
 
(330), (116), (352) - the allocation does not prioritise the re-use of brownfield land.   
 
(082) - Burnhouse isn’t listed as a Strategic Development Area yet the PLDP proposes a 
development of 55 new houses in a rural hamlet.  (116) - The allocation is developer led 
and not one that meets the North Ayrshire Strategy as development will result in significant 
change to a rural area.  
 
(332) - also states that the development does not comply with Policy 7: Business and 
Industry Locations Page 70.  
 
(082), (116) - The use of the term ‘General Urban Area’ within the proposed plan on the 
settlement diagram on page 55 is not appropriate as Burnhouse is a rural area.   
 
(312) - Burnhouse should not be headed under Garnock Valley within the proposed plan 
as it is located within the Lugton Water Valley and it is a settlement in its own right.  
 
(071) - Burnhouse is not identified on the Landscape Designations diagram on page 81 of 
the proposed plan.  
 
Economic 
 
(079) - The applicant has stated that they would like to open a farm shop to complement 
the housing allocation. One representee states that a farm shop is not viable in Burnhouse 
as there is another farm shop located in Beith. Concerns have also been raised in relation 
to the impact that the housing development will have on Burnhouse Manor in terms of its 
tourism and leisure offer as this relies on an attractive rural setting.  
 
Miscellaneous 
 
(343) - The consultation process was not sufficient as the representee found out about the 
allocation through other sources Also, no reports or documents were provided to 
substantiate the allocation within the proposed LDP.  
 
Support for Allocation 
 
(164) - The agent for the land owner has submitted a representation in support of the 
allocation and supporting statement (RD41). The sets out the promoter’s consideration that 
the site is free from constraints, and an attractive suitable location for development, which 
will be able to capitalise in development interest in the Garnock Valley. The promoter 
considers that the site is well located to access a number of nearby settlements, and 
overall supports the Council’s approach. The promoter has indicated that development 
proposals will be advanced to meet the Council’s priority to achieve quality design through 
development management processes.  

 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
(039) (069) (070) (071) (072) (073) (074) (075) (077) (078) (079) (080) (081) (116) (117) 
(118) (224) (312) (331) (332) (334) (335) (336) (343) (349) (350) (351) (352) (353) - Delete 
site from Proposed Local Development Plan.  
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(345) - Less houses and larger homes on the site. 
 
(346) - Smaller development, if any. Reduce speed limit to 30mph.  
 
(119) - Remove Burnhouse from settlement status within the plan. Do not use the term 
‘General Urban Area’ page 55.  
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
(039) (069) (070) (071) (072) (073) (074) (075) (077) (078) (079) (080) (081) (116) (117) 
(118) (119) (224) (312) (331) (332)  (334) (335) (336) (343) (345) (346) (349) (350) (351) 
(352) (353) - The assessment prior to the allocation of the sites was an integral part of the 
preparation of the Proposed Plan. The assessment included detailed consideration of the 
planning, environmental and infrastructure constraints of the proposal (see the 
environmental report – Doc ref). The Council’s response to the specific matters raised in 
representations is set out under the follows headings.   
 
Landscape, Character, Amenity and Setting 
 
The development will increase homes within Burnhouse. However, the allocation of this 
site will create an opportunity to provide choice within the Garnock Valley. Any impacts 
relating to the rural character, development pattern and design can be effectively mitigated 
through design and the development raises no significant concerns in this regard. The 
allocation of the site does not necessarily imply that there will be unacceptable impacts on 
amenity as a result of a residential development and development management processes 
will ensure that the development and existing properties do not suffer unacceptable impact 
on their residential amenity. 
 
SNH - no comments in relation to impact on the landscape.  
 
There has been no allocation of housing land within Burnhouse and this allocation would 
result in an effective contribution to the housing land supply of North Ayrshire. A range of 
locations and land have to be allocated to allow new homes to be built.  
 
The development will not result in the loss of prime quality agricultural land.  
 
Environmental 
 
The development will increase car use and traffic flow within Burnhouse, however, given 
the scale of the development it is not considered that the increase in CO2 emissions will be 
of an extent that would cause an unacceptable impact on the environment or residential 
amenity. This is similar to the concerns raised over light pollution and noise that due to the 
residential nature of the development and the number of homes proposed it is considered 
unlikely that the development would have a significant unacceptable impact in this respect. 
If the site is allocated with the LDP then such matters can be addressed through the 
assessment of a planning application.  
 
In relation to wildlife SNH and the Scottish Wildlife Trust have made no comments in 
relation to biodiversity issues within the site report contained in the Environmental Report 
(CD12). Nor have any statutory or non-statutory biodiversity designations have been made 
on the land. This is not to say that protected species may not be present on the land and 
any planning application would have to assess the impact of the development on any 



    PROPOSED NORTH AYRSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

131 

protected species if a planning application were forthcoming.  
 
(336) The site is not located within, or adjacent to, a Local Nature Conservation Site. 
 
Education Capacity 
 
Pupils in Burnhouse currently attend schools out with the Local Authority area. Education 
have confirmed that capacity would have to be confirmed with East Ayrshire Council. There 
is however capacity at nearby schools in the Garnock Valley. As such, there will be 
capacity for additional pupils within North Ayrshire.  
 
Infrastructure, Services and Amenities 
 
Scottish Water were consulted and it is accepted that a Flow and Pressure Test or a Water 
Impact assessment may be required if the site is developed to assess the potential impact 
on existing provision. This is reflected in the site reports in the Environmental Report 
(CD12). There is no public sewer within Burnhouse with households using septic tanks to 
service their waste. The agent states foul drainage will be provided by a Hargester system 
or similar with an associated SUDS Pond. 
 
In relation to gas and electricity services to the site, it would be expected that the 
development would install services at their cost. Other consenting mechanisms exist to 
regulate servicing matters, and this is not a matter that should result in the deletion of this 
allocation.  
 
Fibre broadband is currently being rolled out across Scotland. There is no date however for 
when all of Scotland will have access to superfast broadband.  Telecommunications 
operators tend to lead a demand led service where they know the level of uptake will make 
it viable for them to install services. This may be an outcome of the increasing the number 
of homes within Burnhouse.   
 
It is acknowledged that there are no shops or services within Burnhouse. As part of the 
development proposal for the site the landowner wishes to include a farm shop which 
would be assessed at planning application stage. 
 
Transport, Traffic and Active Travel 
 
The Roads Authority state that a Transportation Assessment will be required for the site as 
the development may have an impact on the cross roads at the A736/B 706. The B706 
may also require to be widened. Issues raised in respect of road safety and congestion/ 
traffic flow would be assessed further within the Transport Assessment.  
 
In relation to active travel and public transport SPT made no comments in relation to the 
site.  
 
There is no reason to expect that new housing at this location would increase social 
isolation. 
 
Construction dirt is not a material planning consideration. Construction management can 
be dealt with through development management processes. 
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Flooding 
 
SEPA (216) has been consulted and they state that there is no apparent flood risk for the 
site. A Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (CD30) was also undertaken to support the LDP 
and this has informed the content of the Proposed LDP.  
 
Housing Need, Size and Tenure 
 
The addition of this site would assist with the Council’s strategic approach to housing 
targeted by the plan. Over the North Ayrshire Housing Market area, the monitoring report 
and Main Issues Report identified variations in the way sub-housing market areas operate. 
The Main Issues Report (CD10) was informed by market intelligence from Homes for 
Scotland, and this outlined that the Garnock Valley housing sub market area was 
particularly fragile. Homes for Scotland engagement on the LDP outlined that the lack of 
activity in the Garnock Valley area was also likely to be having a negative impact on the 
attractiveness of the area for investment, as there was little evidence of demand to be able 
to estimate sales rates and land value, and this was likely a factor that could dissuade 
potential developers. This was reflected in the expressions of interest for development plan 
allocations, with a smaller number of sites promoted and a lower level of interest in the 
Garnock Valley from established housebuilders. This relativity is relevant in considering 
how the LDP should respond to the specific challenges faced by the Garnock Valley. In 
order to supplement the housing land supply with additional allocations, it was relevant to 
consider the lack of competition presented to the Council as options for additional 
allocations. In this instance, the promoter supplemented the case with an expression of 
interest from a known and established local builder. The Council recognises that this is not 
a firm commitment to developing the site, but recognised that it, nonetheless, confirmed 
that there was some level of interest in the location. In addition, for the site at Burnhouse, it 
was recognised as being different in character to the majority of sites in the Garnock 
Valley, and that, as a development opportunity may provide a qualitative addition to the 
land supply that may attract development interest that cannot be met, at the current time, 
through existing allocations within or adjoining settlements.  
  
In terms of the specific details of the development, the type of houses proposed are not 
known at this stage. This is something that would develop as the development progressed. 
This more detailed information of house types would normally be contained within a 
planning application. 
 
(346) There is no indication that the housing will be rented accommodation; and, in any 
case, this is outwith the scope of the planning system to control in this instance. 
 
Policy & Proposed Plan Wording 
 
The responders comments largely relate to Proposed Local Development Plans Strategic 
Policy 1: Countryside Objective and Strategic Policy 2: Placemaking.  Strategic Policy 1: 
Countryside Objective would not in this instance apply as the Proposed Plan (through due 
process and through thorough planning assessment, aligning with the Council’s overall 
strategy for development) have proposed to extend the Settlement Boundary). The Council 
would highlight that the principle of allocating the development site is a matter that has 
been explored through the preparation of the LDP, which addresses all matters such as 
housing need/strategy and suitability of the site from a planning, environmental and access 
perspective. The Council considers that the allocation is appropriate for all aforementioned 
reasons. Policies in the LDP are intended to guide development proposals after the event 



    PROPOSED NORTH AYRSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

133 

of adopting the LDP, not re-visit the principle issues that were considered in allocating the 
site. Any detailed development proposal would require to meet the terms of the relevant 
LDP policies and an assessment would be made at that stage. 
 
In terms of the representation expressing concerns about the use of the General Urban 
Area terminology, the Council would highlight that this is standard terminology for land 
within settlement boundaries, and the Proposed LDP has recognised Burnhouse as a 
settlement. The Council would confirm this is not intended to describe the specific 
character of each settlement, but to provide consistency to the LDP. It would be 
inappropriate to have terminology unique to each settlement area; when the LDP seeks to 
provide a consistent approach to how development within settlement areas is managed. 
 
The Council would highlight that the Strategic Development Areas in the Proposed LDP 
(CD04) is not the location in the LDP where the Council has highlighted its housing 
strategy. Strategic Development Areas serve a different purpose in the LDP and do not 
necessarily have a relationship to the LDP housing strategy. 
 
Economic 
 
Competition and commercial viability between farm shops is not material planning 
consideration and there is no evidence to suggest that the proposal would have any 
adverse impact on the operation of Burnhouse Manor. The proposal for a shop at the site 
has not formed the basis for the allocation. Should a proposal for a shop be submitted, the 
Council would consider this at planning application stage, against relevant development 
plan policies. Notwithstanding the Council would not determine the merit of a planning 
application on the basis of whether such a commercial operation would constitute a viable 
business. 
 
Miscellaneous 
 
The report of conformity (CD31) with the participation statement (Within the Development 
Plan Scheme) (CD32) outlines that the consultation processes related to the LDP 
exceeded statutory requirements. In respect of the allocations, the Council notified relevant 
parties in line with development planning regulations and set out in the development 
planning circular (CD20). All consultation stages and consultation events were advertised 
online and in press circulating in the area and a range of supporting documents were 
available to view, which provided further information on the proposals (and were in excess 
of statutory requirements). 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.  The proposed housing site at Burnhouse Manor Farm, Burnhouse (Cfs84) is identified 
in schedule 2a of the proposed plan as having an indicative capacity of around 55 homes, 
and is anticipated to be active within the period 2019-2024. 
 
2.  Paragraphs 28 and 29 of Scottish Planning Policy make clear that the planning system 
should direct the right development to the right place, and not to allow development at any 
cost.  This includes the application of a presumption in favour of development that 
contributes to sustainable development.  Strategic policy 1 of the proposed plan also 
highlights that the spatial strategy of the plan is based on the principle that most 
development will be directed to towns, villages and the developed coastline where there is 
infrastructure capacity to support new development, and where there is access to existing 
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services and opportunities to re-use and redevelop brownfield land.  I have therefore had 
regard to these principles in my consideration of representations in relation to the proposed 
allocation at Burnhouse Manor Farm. 
 
Landscape, character, amenity and setting 
 
3.  The majority of representations from local residents express concerns about the impact 
of the scale of the proposed housing allocation and refer to adverse impacts on the 
community, the setting and the resultant change to the rural identity and historic character 
of Burnhouse.  Concerns have also been raised that the development of this site will have 
a detrimental impact on the amenity of existing residents in terms of noise, pollution, 
privacy, lack of services and other amenities. 
 
4.  At my site inspection I observed that Burnhouse is a small rural hamlet where its 
character and setting is largely defined by the existing pattern of development which is 
small scale and linear in form, located along the main A736 Glasgow – Irvine road and 
partly along the more rural B706 road to Beith.  I estimated there to be approximately 40 
residential properties which also includes the park homes development at Willowpark.  The 
existing houses range in age and design.  There are a number of small rural businesses 
including an agricultural business, bus storage depot, hotel, tea room and caravan sales 
business.  There are no local community, retail, education or health facilities.  I have no 
information regarding the frequency of bus services but there also appears to be an 
absence of any bus stop facilities in Burnhouse.  In general, I agree with the local residents 
that Burnhouse has a predominantly rural character and there is a distinct lack of 
community facilities normally associated with village life.   
 
5.  The proposed site, extending to approximately 3 hectares and potentially 
accommodating approximately 55 houses comprises a significant extension to the existing 
‘built up’ area of Burnhouse.  My estimate would be that the site area as proposed would 
extend the built up area of Burnhouse by almost 40%, and the number of houses proposed 
would exceed the number of houses that currently exist in Burnhouse. 
 
6.  Although the council contend that any impacts relating to the rural character, 
development pattern and design can be effectively mitigated through design at the 
development management and planning application stage, I cannot agree that will be the 
case.  With the exception of a small number of mature trees along the access road to the 
hotel and tea room, the site itself is contained on all its boundaries by low fencing and 
hedging.  Although in agricultural use, it forms an attractive open area on the edge of 
Burnhouse and in itself, defines the setting of the settlement edge when approaching 
Burnhouse from the north.  It also sits in an exposed position at the junction of the main 
A736 Glasgow – Irvine road and the B706 road to Beith. 
 
7.  I have considerable sympathy with the desire of the local residents to protect the 
appearance and character of the area.  The scale of the proposed housing allocation at 
Burnhouse would, in my view, be an incongruous addition to this small rural hamlet and be 
unacceptably damaging to the quality of its character and setting.  Whilst I acknowledge 
that policies 14 and 15 of the proposed plan provide for the protection, enhancement and 
the safeguarding of landscape features, I am not satisfied that these measures would be 
such that the over dominant scale of the proposal can be addressed.  Such a proposal is 
not in my view, consistent with the sustainable development policy and placemaking 
principles in Scottish Planning Policy, nor the objectives of strategic policy 2 (placemaking) 
of the proposed plan which seeks to ensure that proposals draw upon the positive 
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characteristics of the surrounding area including amongst others, the scale of the 
surrounding area, and creating places with a sense of identity.  I therefore find that this is a 
significant matter which weighs against the allocation of the site for housing development. 
 
8.  In respect of concerns raised that the development of this site will have a detrimental 
impact on the amenity of existing residents in terms of noise, pollution and privacy, 
notwithstanding my findings above regarding the allocation of the site, I am satisfied that 
these are matters that would require detailed consideration on receipt of any application for 
planning permission. 
 
Environmental 
 
9.  Matters related to the impact on local wildlife and the loss of agricultural land are raised 
in a number of representations.  The fear is that the development will result in the loss of 
habitat for local wildlife.  I note however that the site contains no statutory or non-statutory 
biodiversity designations.  The council also recognises that development of the site will 
result in the loss of agricultural land and in the environmental report it concludes that 
development would result in the loss of agricultural land which is contrary to the strategic 
environmental assessment objective to protect and improve soil and land resources.  
Whilst I appreciate that the loss of good quality agricultural land should be avoided where 
possible, paragraph 80 of Scottish Planning Policy is permissive of development of such 
land where it is necessary as a component of the settlement strategy.  Similarly, in the 
absence of specific natural heritage designations and any objections from Scottish Natural 
Heritage these matters alone would not weigh against development of the site.  I also note 
that the council includes a proviso to ensure that any planning application is accompanied 
by an agricultural assessment in the potential site mitigation requirements in schedule 2a 
of the proposed plan. 
 
Education capacity 
 
10.  Some local residents raise concerns that the proposed housing allocation in 
Burnhouse will place a strain on education provision within the area and that additional 
households in Burnhouse would create a burden for North Ayrshire Council in terms of 
both school places and transport costs to the schools in neighbouring East Ayrshire where 
pupils from Burnhouse currently travel to.  Given that there are no education facilities within 
Burnhouse itself, I share those concerns.  Additional pupils generated by development of 
the site will inevitably result in additional burden on the council for transport provision and 
costs, whilst also potentially generating additional private vehicle trips (as I also note below 
in terms of transport, traffic and active travel matters).  There are also uncertainties on the 
part of the council as to whether there is capacity in the East Ayrshire schools.  
Consequently, I am not satisfied that development at the site would be consistent with the 
sustainable development policy and place making principles in Scottish Planning Policy, 
nor strategic policy 2 of the proposed plan which seeks to ensure that proposals prioritise 
sustainable and active travel choices before the movement of vehicles.  In addition, I have 
no evidence to suggest that any potential adverse impacts on the education facilities can 
be addressed.  I therefore find that this is a matter which weighs against the allocation of 
the site for housing development 
 
Infrastructure services and amenities 
 
11.  A number of the representations raise concern about pressure on local services and 
facilities arising from the proposed housing development.  I have no evidence to suggest 
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that existing services such as water, electricity, gas, sewage and broadband infrastructure 
would be compromised.  Although there is no public sewage system in Burnhouse the 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency acknowledges that there are multiple septic tank 
and treatment plant discharges which already exist in this area and any possible issues 
should be controlled by the licence conditions.  Furthermore, in Issue 4 above, in relation to 
proposed policy 22 (water environment quality), a minor modification to the proposed policy 
is recommended to support connections to the public sewerage systems whilst recognising 
that septic tank systems can be the most sensible solution.  These are matters that would 
in any case be subject to the requirements of the regulatory bodies.  
 
12.  In regard to water supply concerns, no objections from Scottish Water have been 
received in respect of the proposed allocation at Burnhouse.  It does highlight however that 
a water impact assessment would be required as part of any future application for planning 
permission and that consideration would have to be given to the proximity of the water 
main which runs along the east and south of the proposed site.   
 
13.  I therefore find that there is no evidence to suggest that the development of this site for 
housing would have a significant adverse effect on existing infrastructure.   
 
14.  Insofar as matters related to provision of open space and footpaths raised in 
representations are concerned, proposed policy 14 (green and blue infrastructure) of the 
plan provides for the provision and enhancement of open space.  Details would be subject 
to consideration as part of any subsequent application for planning permission.  I have no 
evidence however to suggest that at this stage, these requirements could not be met. 
 
15.  I do however share the concerns outlined in representations about the lack of services 
and facilities in Burnhouse.  As I note above, strategic policy 1 highlights that the spatial 
strategy of the plan is based on the principle that most development will be directed to 
towns, villages and the developed coastline where there is infrastructure capacity to 
support new development, where there is access to existing services and where there are 
opportunities to re-use and redevelop brownfield land.  As I also note, there are no local 
community, retail, education or health facilities in Burnhouse.  I accept that some 
residential development may help to sustain rural services however the current facilities, 
with the exception of the hotel and tea room within the village would not, I believe, be 
dependent on the resident population.  Consequently, in respect of these matters, the 
proposed housing allocation at Burnhouse is contrary to the sustainability principles 
contained in Scottish Planning Policy.  I therefore find that this is a significant matter which 
weighs against the allocation of the site for housing development 
 
16.  Although the site promoter indicates that there is an intention to provide a farm shop, 
such a proposal lies outwith the scope of this examination.  Details would be subject to 
consideration as part of any subsequent application for planning permission.   
 
Transport travel and active travel 
 
17.  Local residents refer to the lack of public transport in the area and the risk of social 
isolation.  I agree that the lack of any bus facilities and local community facilities would in 
all likelihood mean that residents would be reliant on the use of private cars to meet their 
daily needs in neighbouring towns.  Consequently, I am not satisfied that development at 
the site would be consistent with the sustainability principles set out in paragraph 270 of 
Scottish Planning Policy, and in turn the objectives of strategic policy 2 of the proposed 
plan which seeks to ensure that proposals prioritise sustainable and active travel choices 
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before the movement of vehicles. 
 
18.  Some representations express concern about the potential increased risk to road 
safety arising from the additional traffic generated by development of the site for housing.  
In terms of the local road capacity and infrastructure, the local roads authority confirm that 
the proposed allocation may impact on the junction with the A736 and a transport 
assessment would be required to consider amongst other matters, whether the B706 may 
require to be widened.  In these circumstances, I find that there is nothing to suggest that 
these matters could not be addressed at the detailed planning stage subject to the findings 
of any required transport assessment.  
 
Flooding 
 
19.  An increased risk of flooding and damage to the nearby river courses have also been 
raised as a concern.  However, the Scottish Environment Protection Agency confirms that 
there is no apparent flood risk.  As the council also advise, a strategic flood risk 
assessment which confirms that there is no record of notable flood risk within the site was 
also undertaken to support the proposed plan.  I also consider that such matters could be 
satisfactorily addressed by a flood risk assessment through the development management 
process.  Furthermore, appropriate design measures, informed by a drainage assessment 
as referred to in the entry for the site in schedule 2a of the proposed plan, would enable a 
satisfactory resolution to drainage at the site to be secured.   
 
Housing need, size and tenure 
 
20.  In Issue 1 above we consider the council’s approach to the provision of new homes 
and conclude that there is no reason to take issue with the strategy of planning for a 
greater number of homes than the published Housing Needs and Demand Assessment 
establishes to be necessary.  This is intended to support the contribution that such 
development can make to the local economy and to help to reinvigorate the local housing 
market.  This objective is more likely to be achieved with the allocation of sites for the 
development of homes in locations which are attractive to developers.  In this regard, I note 
that the council’s assessment of effectiveness which was undertaken prior to publication of 
the Main Issues Report in January 2017 outlined the council’s concerns about the 
marketability of the Garnock Valley to Homes for Scotland members.  The council however 
also point out there is an expression of interest from a local builder, but acknowledge that 
is not a firm commitment to developing the site.  Nonetheless, the council consider the site 
may be appropriate for allocation in spite of any marketability concerns because it has 
potential to provide a unique addition to the land supply in the area, and provides the 
opportunity to explore whether there is untested demand.   
 
21.  I can appreciate the council’s desire to bolster the supply of housing in the Garnock 
Valley housing sub-market area by allocating, what it sees as a ‘qualitative’ addition to the 
housing land supply in the area to encourage developer interest.  However, I am not 
satisfied that the proposed allocation of housing, on the scale proposed, meets the 
sustainability policy principles of Scottish Planning Policy, nor the spatial strategy of the 
plan as I outline above.  As I also conclude above, I find that this is a significant matter 
which weighs against the allocation of the site for housing development 
 
22.  Residents’ concerns about the tenure of any future housing on the site would normally 
be considered through the development management process as part of any future 
planning application. 
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Policy and proposed plan wording 
 
23.  Although the council contend that allocation of the site aligns with the proposed plan 
strategy, I have concluded, for the reasons set out above that the proposed plan allocation 
does not meet the principles set out in proposed strategic policies 1 and 2, nor those of 
Scottish Planning Policy.   
 
24.  I also note the concerns in representations that Burnhouse is not identified as a 
strategic development area as a result of the allocation of 55 houses in a rural area.  As 
the council point out, the strategic development areas in the proposed plan do not set out 
the council’s housing strategy.  The strategic development areas are identified on page 4 
of the proposed plan as being major areas of change, and include a range of proposed 
uses.  There is no requirement to modify the plan in this respect. 
 
25.  In response to concerns about the use of the term “general urban area”, I agree with 
the council that it is appropriate to use standard terminology for land within all proposed 
settlement boundaries in North Ayrshire and that it is not intended to describe the specific 
character of each settlement.   
 
26.  One of the representations outlines concerns that the location of the site does not 
meet any of the criteria on page 70 of the proposed plan in respect of proposed policy 7 
(business and industry employment locations).  The proposed allocation at Burnhouse is 
for housing, therefore proposed policy 7 is not applicable. 
 
27.  Representation is also made that Burnhouse is not identified on the landscape 
designation map on page 81 of the proposed plan.  I note that the map only identifies the 
larger towns within North Ayrshire and given that there are no formal landscape 
designations in the vicinity of Burnhouse, there is no requirement to modify the plan in this 
respect. 
 
28.  Reference is also made to the use of the term Garnock Valley rather than the Lugton 
Water valley.  Although the council do not provide a specific response to this matter, I 
believe the term is consistent with the terminology used for housing sub-market areas as 
set out in the annual housing land audit.  There is no requirement to modify the plan in this 
respect. 
 
Economic 
 
29.  I agree with the council’s position that competition and commercial viability between 
farm shops is not material planning consideration and there is no evidence to suggest that 
the proposal would have any adverse impact on the operation of Burnhouse Manor.  Any 
proposal for a shop would be considered at planning application stage, and assessed 
against relevant development plan policies.  
 
Miscellaneous 
 
30.  Some representations express concern about the consultation process and the lack of 
information about the allocation of the site for development.  However, in our examination 
of the council’s report of conformity with the participation statement we concluded that the 
planning authority consulted on the proposed plan and involved the public in the way it 
said it would in its participation statement.  The processes followed by the council in this 
regard were appropriate.  
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Conclusions 
 
31.  Although I appreciate the council’s wish to stimulate the local housing market by 
promoting housing development at Manor Farm, I conclude that the adverse effects arising 
from the scale of the proposed development and its consequential impacts on the rural 
character and setting of Burnhouse are such that the proposed housing allocation should 
not be retained in the plan.  Furthermore, the location of the proposed allocation, being 
remote from local services and facilities does not meet the sustainability principles 
established in Scottish Planning Policy, nor the spatial strategy of the proposed plan.  
Under Issue 1 we also found that there is an overall generous supply of housing land and 
in this context I am satisfied that there are no over-riding considerations that would 
otherwise justify inclusion of this site.  It is a relatively small allocation and I do not consider 
deletion of this site would undermine either the sufficiency of the housing land supply nor 
the strategy of the plan.  Overall, I find that the allocation of 55 houses at Burnhouse to be 
an unacceptable proposal and one that should be deleted from the proposed plan. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Modify the local development plan by: 
 
1. Deleting the entry relating to the Burnhouse Manor Farm site (Cfs84) from Schedule 2a 
of the plan on page 107. 
 
2. Deleting the references to the Burnhouse Manor Farm site (Cfs84) from the plan at page 
55 and the diagram on page 63, together with any consequential modifications as may be 
necessary elsewhere in the proposed plan. 
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Issue 10  
 

Fairlie 

Development plan 
reference: 

Strategic Policy 4: Delivering on Community 
Priorities, Settlement Maps: North Coast 
Locality – Fairlie page 51 

Reporter: 
Karen Black 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
David Telford (001) 
John Riddell (087) 
Fairlie Community Council (160) 
RDK Construction Ltd. (189) (290) (313) 
Mr M Montgomery (197) 
 

Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Fairlie Settlement Map P51 
Non-inclusion of Housing Site at Main Road (CFS 66) 
Non-Inclusion of site at Underbank, Southannan Estate,  for 
Business and Industrial use 
Non-inclusion of a Fairlie by-pass 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Non-inclusion of Housing Site at Main Road (CFS 66) 
 
RDK Construction Ltd. (290) - The site will add to meeting affordable housing 
need/demand in a village where no other sites are suitable. There is demand specifically 
for housing on this site.  This view is shared by Cunninghame Housing Association.  The 
site has previous approval for housing and commercial uses.   The site would establish the 
natural northern boundary of the settlement and create a gateway to the village.  All 
technical comments from Transport Scotland, SEPA, NAC Roads and Environmental 
Health are able to be dealt with through mitigation.  
 
(189) (313) - supports the inclusion of the site in the Local Development Plan for the 
following reasons: 
1. Site area has been reduced and can now be seen as an effective housing site.  2. New 
housing will strengthen the local community and increase viability of services.   
3. The site can be delivered by a local builder.   
4. The site is within the General Urban Area.   
5. The site will be developed for affordable housing, balancing the population.   
6. The site can contribute to meeting affordable housing needs in the North Coast.   
7. The site can be assessed positively against the criteria outlined in the Environment 
Report (CD12) of the Proposed Local Development Plan.  
 
(189) (313) Also submitted a Location Plan (RD56), their Main Issues Report 
Representation (RD07) and a letter from Cunninghame Housing Association (RD08) as 
supporting documents. 
 
Non-Inclusion of site at Underbank, Southannan Estate, Fairlie  for Business and Industrial 
use 
 
Mr M Montgomery (197) objects to the site being designated as Countryside and seeks for 
the site to be allocated as a business and industrial location to enable small/medium 
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enterprises to be accommodated on the site.   
 
The representation highlights that alterations have been made to the proposal that was 
assessed in the Interim SEA (CD22).  The responder states that issues raised in that 
assessment were addressed and this was shared with the Council after the Main Issues 
Report consultation and should have been subsequently added to the Proposed Local 
Development Plan.   
 
The responder highlights that planning consent was granted on the site for a sawmill with 
the remainder of the site being granted for use as timber storage.   
 
There is significant developer interest on the site and the opportunity for the promotion of 
investment and local economic expansion.  In support of their representation, a Location 
Plan (RD09), their Main Issues Report representation (RD10), Previous planning consent 
on the site (RD11), letters of interest (RD12) and a letter from the agent (RD13) was 
submitted. 
 
Other unresolved issues 
 
John Riddell (087) Seeks the inclusion of the Dawn Homes development Site south of 
Primary School in the LDP. 
 
David Telford (001), Fairlie Community Council (160) - seeks that the Local Development 
Plan shows support for a future by-pass for Fairlie.  
  
David Telford (001), Fairlie Community Council (160) - raise concerns over road safety, 
traffic noise and parking in the settlement. Responder also raises some non LDP issues 
such as the balance of consented development and resulting parking issues at Castlepark 
Avenue and the position of traffic lights. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Non-inclusion of Housing Site at Main Road (CFS 66) 
 
(290) & (189) Include site as a housing allocation. 
 
Non-Inclusion of Business and Industry site at Underbank, Southannan Estate 
 
(197) add site as a Business and Industry allocation.   
 
Other Comments 
 
(087) seeks that the plan includes the Dawn Homes (site north of Fairlie Primary School) 
on the Fairlie Map.   
 
(160) seeks that the Local Development Plan show support for a by-pass.   
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
Non-inclusion of Housing Site at Main Road (CFS 66) 
 
Reasons that the site was considered inappropriate for allocation include: 
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Strategic Environmental Assessment of the site – The Interim SEA (CD22) highlighted a 
number of potential adverse impacts relating to the site, namely, the loss of open space, 
potential impacts on the Historic Environment (Kelburn Historic and Designed Landscape) 
and the Landscape, the site was seen as important to the overall setting of the settlement.   
 
Key Agency objections relating to the site - In addition to the above, Key Agencies were 
consulted on each of the sites.  Historic Environment Scotland raised concerns over the 
potential impact to the historic environment and this was reflected in the Interim SEA 
Environment Report (CD22)  
 
Findings of the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (CD30) - The assessment (CD30 pg. 18) 
concluded that the site is at risk from fluvial, surface and coastal water flooding.  The 
recommendation of the assessment is that the site is removed from the Proposed Plan as 
the allocation of the site would be contrary to the objective to reduce and avoid overall 
flood risk.   
 
Location of the Site - Both supporters of the site comment on the location of the site as 
being suitable for development.  (290) stated that the site would create a gateway 
development to the settlement and (197) stated that the site was within the General Urban 
Area.  It is considered that the site is within the Countryside and that the current bowling 
green and clubhouse act as a suitable boundary of the settlement as it is.         
 
Planning history of the site - The site has been subject to several planning applications.  
The most recent application submitted was for the erection of 19 affordable homes  The 
application was refused and decision upheld by a Local Review Body with a decision 
notice dating 11th September 2017 (CD33 (ref: 16/01176/PP)).  The Local Review Body 
concluded that the proposed development would; 
 
(1) Represent unjustified development in the countryside, 
(2) Not constitute small scale growth of existing rural housing groups,  
(3) result in ribbon development with the potential for visual and physical coalescence 
along the undeveloped coast and; 
(4) set an undesirable precedent for other unjustified development within the countryside.   
 
Given the similarities and how recent this decision was, the Council see no adequate 
reason to conflict with these findings by allocating the. Additionally, the report of handling 
for the planning application concluded that there was not a required need for affordable 
housing in that location.  
  
Other planning history on the site includes a 2010 application where permission was 
granted for a Garden Centre and a restaurant.  It is considered that this type of 
development is significantly different from housing and perhaps more appropriate to its 
location.  There was outline planning permission granted in 1994, however, given the 
amount of time that has passed and the significant change in policy context, it considered 
much more relevant to consider the later 2010 and 2017 decisions. 
 
Non-Inclusion of site at Underbank, Southannan Estate, Fairlie  for Business and Industrial 
use 
 
The responder notified the Council post Main Issues Report Consultation stating they no 
longer requested to have the site allocated for residential use in the Local Development 
Plan.  As a matter of process, the Council did not change its assessment of the site. The 
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Council did not feel it was appropriate to change the nature of submissions post 
consultation without going through public consultation.  This being said, the site is not 
considered suitable for a Business and Industry allocation.   
 
The responder states in their representation that they seek to have the site no longer 
designated as Countryside.  Due to the location of the site being substantially separate 
from the settlement, it is considered more appropriate that the site remains as 
Countryside.  Any proposal therefore would require to comply with the Proposed Plan’s 
Countryside Objective.  It is felt that due to the scale and location of the site, it would be 
most appropriate that suitability of development would be determined through the 
development management process.  The responder highlights the site benefits from 
planning permission for use of a sawmill.  In principle, the Countryside Objective would 
potentially support a business of this type as it is rural in nature and reflects its location 
and thus would not warrant a change in the allocation of the site.  Changing the allocation 
of the site to business and industry uses may threaten the nature of the site and not be in 
keeping with the overall vision of the Proposed Plan.     
 
Fairlie by-pass 
 
In the process of updating the Local Development Plan, the Council has had extended 
engagement with both Transport Scotland and our Roads department as the Roads 
Authority.  Within this consultation, aspirations of major projects or road upgrades within 
North Ayrshire have been highlighted.  These are listed in the Proposed Plan as per the 
requirements of Scottish Planning Policy (CD02) and do not include a by-pass for the 
settlement.  As there is no identified mechanism nor agreed route for such a development, 
it would be unlikely to be achieved in the anticipated lifetime of the Local Development 
Plan and therefore we do not believe such a project should be included.   
 
Other Comments 
 
(001), (160) also raised other comments relating to road safety including the positioning of 
traffic lights, traffic noise and car parking issues in the settlement.  These comments have 
been passed to our Active Travel and Transport team in an attempt to resolve matters not 
directly linked to this examination.    
 
(087) stated that they requested the Dawn Homes development included in the settlement 
map for Fairlie.  The site is not included in the Proposed Plan as the site is currently under 
construction. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.  The council has listed above a number of matters raised in representations which are 
in support of the provisions of the proposed plan.  Examination of the plan is limited by 
regulations to addressing only the unresolved issues which have been raised in 
representations.  My conclusions below therefore address only the unresolved matters 
raised in representations, including relevant matters raised in further procedures. 
 
Non-inclusion of Housing Site at Main Road (CFS 66) 
 
2.  In Issue 1 above we consider the council’s approach to the provision of new homes 
and conclude that there is no reason to take issue with the strategy and that the housing 
land allocations provided in the plan are sufficient.  Scottish Planning Policy also states 
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that sites must be capable of becoming effective to the extent of delivering house 
completions within the plan period.  The environmental report prepared in April 2018 for 
consultation alongside the proposed local development concludes that the site “has little or 
no prospect of being made deliverable during the plan period …… because of significant 
environmental, infrastructure or other constraints”.  Although Fairlie is identified as a 
location where the housebuilding industry has stated its interest in developing new homes, 
specific constraints are identified as potential flooding and ground contamination.  
Reference is also made to comments from Historic Environment Scotland in respect of 
adverse impacts on the setting of Kelburn Castle Inventory Designed Landscape.  
 
3.  There are also competing views in regards to the need for affordable housing in Fairlie.  
Whilst the Cunninghame Housing Association and the site promoter indicate that there are 
currently no new development opportunities to provide affordable housing in Fairlie, the 
council contends that there is already significant affordable housing commitment in the 
housing sub-market area through provision in the strategic housing investment 
programme.  In Issue 1 above, we also agreed that the council’s local housing strategy 
and strategic housing investment programme clearly show that there is a commitment to 
affordable housing delivery and funding at least over the next 3-5 years.  There is also 
unlikely to be a shortfall of available affordable housing sites in North Ayrshire. 
 
4.  Although there is support from the housing association, this does not in itself, in my 
view, provide sufficient evidence that affordable housing units would actually be provided 
on site.  The council also point out that funding for the proposal would have to be made 
available through the council’s affordable housing programme and the strategic housing 
investment plan programme.  That is not the case at the present time.  Furthermore, any 
allocation in the local development plan for residential use on the site as a result of this 
examination process would be for residential use only, and could not be restricted solely to 
affordable housing.  My assessment of the representations in respect of the site therefore 
focus on the environmental and infrastructure issues relating to the potential allocation of 
this site for housing development of unrestricted tenure. 
 
5.  The proposed site extends to 0.5 hectares and the planning application referred to in 
representations seeks permission for 19 housing units on the site.  Although the site 
benefits from previous planning consents for residential and commercial uses (now 
expired), my assessment of the site must take account of the current housing land supply 
position outlined above, and environmental information available to me at the present 
time.   
 
6.  The village of Fairlie itself is a sustainable location for future housing development in 
terms of access to local facilities and public transport.  The proposed site lies outwith the 
current settlement boundary in the adopted local development plan.  The proposed 
boundary of the site extends slightly north of the existing limits of development and built up 
area of Fairlie at Kelburn Avenue and Baillie Road on the opposite site of the A78.  A 
small section of the site lies within the boundary of the Clyde Muirshiel Regional Park and 
the whole site lies within a special landscape area.  The main A78 road coastal road, 
adjacent footpath and a number of mature trees abut the eastern boundary.  The rail line 
which runs in a north-south direction through Fairlie, sits immediately to the west.  From 
the northern approaches to Fairlie the site is visually prominent, and with the exception of 
the well dispersed mature trees on the eastern boundary, it has little natural screening.  
Views are dominated by the commercial uses in and around Fairlie Quay on the western 
side of the site.  The residential uses at Kelburn Avenue and Baillie Road on the eastern 
side are well screened by mature trees.  Fairlie bowling club and its associated club house 
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and car park lie immediately to the south of the site.   
 
7.  At the time of my site inspection, the site did not appear to be used for any agricultural 
purpose, having an unmanaged and overgrown appearance interspersed with scrub and 
small bushes.  The site promoter also confirms that The Macaulay Land Classification 
Maps show the site as unclassified land.  Contrary to the views of the council as outlined 
above, the site is not allocated, nor is it designated as formal open space.   
 
8.  The council refer to the potential adverse impacts on the historic environment and point 
to the response from Historic Environment Scotland in respect of the impacts on the 
designed landscape at Kelburn Castle.  Proposed plan policy 11 (historic gardens and 
designed landscapes) outlines the fragility of such features and supports their preservation 
and enhancement.  The boundary of the proposed site lies outwith the boundary of the 
designated area on the opposite side of the A78, and would not directly abut the boundary 
of the designated area.  The development of the site would be seen in the context of the 
boundary wall of the designated area to the north east of the proposed site, and it may be 
that the extremities of the northern boundary of the proposed site may be seen in some 
views to the west from within the boundary of the designated area.  However, I do not 
consider those would be so substantial as to result in significant adverse impacts on the 
designed landscape and therefore the historic environment as whole.  I also note from the 
report of handling provided by the council in respect of planning application 16/01176/PP 
that the author of the report is in agreement that the gardens and designed landscape 
would not be adversely affected.   
 
9.  Having viewed the site from the northern approaches on the A78, I consider that, as a 
gateway to the village, it plays a valuable role in defining the setting of Fairlie on its 
northern edge.  I accept the site promoter’s position that the proposed development would 
only extend to the line of existing housing on the west side of the A78, and substantial 
landscape screening could be provided on the north and south boundaries.  However, 
bearing in mind its designation partly within the regional park and a special landscape 
area, I consider that the northward extension of the built-up-area of Fairlie in this vicinity 
would represent a prominent encroachment into such views which I consider would result 
in adverse impacts on the visual perception and consequently the landscape setting of the 
village.  This would not be consistent with the objectives of policies 15, 16 and 17 of the 
proposed plan, which seek to avoid unacceptable landscape impacts, protect the natural 
environment and safeguard the biodiversity and environmental qualities of the Clyde 
Muirshiel Regional Park, respectively.   
 
10.  I also consider that residents of a housing development located immediately adjacent 
to the bowling club clubhouse may experience noise and disturbance, not only from the 
activities on the outdoor bowling green but from the clubhouse itself.  The report of 
handling for the planning application noted above also highlights that the council’s 
environmental health service share those concerns.  In this context I agree with the 
council that provision of sound barriers or acoustic fencing the site as suggested, would be 
unacceptable in visual terms in this prominent location.   
 
11.  There are conflicting views about the potential flooding on the site, but these are 
matters that could be addressed through appropriate conditions, informed by flood risk 
and drainage assessments as part of a planning application submission.  Similarly, 
matters raised in representations regarding ground contamination and road safety matters 
could also be addressed. 
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12.  Overall, in view of my findings in landscape and visual terms, and in the context of a 
generous supply of land for residential development identified in Issue 1, I conclude that 
the proposed plan should not be modified to include the proposed site as an allocation in 
the proposed plan.   
 
Non-Inclusion of site at Underbank, Southannan Estate, Fairlie for Business and Industrial 
use 
 
13.  The representation by Mr Montgomery seeks the allocation of the site within the local 
development plan as a mixed use development site to allow for business and industrial 
use for start-up businesses. 
 
14.  The proposed site lies outwith the built up area and settlement boundary of Fairlie.  At 
my site inspection I observed a large wooden shed on the southern part of the proposed 
site.  Some metal storage containers and various pieces of heavy machinery were also 
evident.  The site has a generally unmanaged appearance with some hard surfacing.  
Access is gained via an existing unmade, and unadopted single track road on the east 
side of the A78.  The site lies immediately beyond the underpass underneath the railway 
line.  The access road leads onto residential and farm buildings to the east.  A traditional 
single storey residential property (South Lodge) is located immediately adjacent to the 
proposed site.   
 
15.  The council’s assessment of the site is based on the original call for sites submission 
to allocate the site for housing.  The environmental report prepared in April 2018 for 
consultation alongside the proposed local development identifies a potential flood risk as a 
specific constraint.   
 
16.  Although letters of support and interest are included in submissions, the council’s 
2017 Employment Land Audit already provides information on the availability, location and 
quantity of available land within North Ayrshire.  The site is not identified as being part of 
the employment land supply for North Ayrshire, nor is it identified in Schedule 5; Schedule 
of Employment Locations on page 115 of the proposed plan.  In our consideration of 
matters related to proposed policy 7 (business and industry employment locations) of the 
plan under Issue 3 we also concluded that the methodical approach of the council in 
relation to employment land reflects the advice contained within Scottish Planning Policy.  
 
17.  I concur with the view of the council and agree that the sawmill development, in line 
with the planning permission for the site would generally meet the requirements of the 
countryside objective of the proposed plan spatial strategy, in that such a use is generally 
rural in nature.  The site does not therefore warrant a specific allocation.  The site also lies 
adjacent to a residential property and I do not consider it appropriate to allocate, what 
would be a much larger site for business and employment uses, with the potential for 
intensification of such uses adjacent to the existing residential use. 
 
18.  Furthermore, given its location in the countryside, it would in all likelihood mean that 
employees of any businesses located on the site would be reliant on the use of private 
cars.  Consequently, I am not satisfied that development at the site would be consistent 
with the sustainability principles of Scottish Planning Policy, and in turn the objectives of 
strategic policy 2 of the proposed plan which seeks to ensure that proposals prioritise 
sustainable and active travel choices before the movement of vehicles. 
 
19.  Consequently, I agree with the conclusions of the council and given the infrastructure 
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constraints of the site highlighted above, including its proximity to residential uses, there is 
no justification for the plan to allocate land at this site.  
 
Fairlie by-pass 
 
20.  In preparing the proposed plan, I note that the council engaged with Transport 
Scotland and its roads department.  Proposed policy 28 (transport as an economic driver) 
outlines the council’s support for proposals for the enhancement of transport 
infrastructure, but no requirement for a by-pass at Fairlie is included in the proposed plan. 
 
21.  I also note that the examination of the current adopted local development plan 
included consideration of the need for identification of a route for a by-pass at Fairlie 
(CD24, issue 10, page 99 paragraph 31), and that this matter has also been considered in 
previous local plans.  Transport Scotland have not submitted representations in relation to 
this matter and it appears therefore that in the intervening 5 year period, its position, and 
that of the council has not changed.  In the absence of any specific programming or 
funding commitment on the part of the authorities responsible for such works, I find that 
there is no justification for the reservation of any land for a possible by-pass at this time. 
 
22.  I also refer to the findings on this matter under Issue 2. 
 
Other Comments 
 
23.  Representations raise concerns about road safety, traffic noise, and parking provision 
in Fairlie.  Matters in relation to the current local development plan housing allocations in 
Fairlie are also raised.  The policy framework and housing allocations of the previous local 
development plan lie outwith the remit of this examination. 
 
24.  The council also confirm that matters regarding road safety have been passed to its 
transport team in an attempt to resolve matters.  I agree that such matters also lie outwith 
the remit of this examination. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
No modifications. 
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Issue 11  
 

Hunterston 

Development plan 
reference: 

Strategic Policy 3: Strategic Development 
Areas : Hunterston (page 22) 

Reporter: 
Karen Black 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
David Telford (001) 
John Riddell (087) 
McInally Associates (141) 
Scottish Wildlife Trust  (145) 
Network Rail (150) 
Gabrielle Knapman (158) 
Fairlie Community Council (160) 
Scottish Government (168) 
RSPB Scotland (183) 
RSPB Scotland (184) 

 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency 
(216) 
Historic Environment Scotland (217) 
Historic Environment Scotland (219) 
Woodland Trust Scotland (251) 
Derek and Kathleen Halliday (288) 
Henry R Thomson (289) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (364) 
Linda Grainey (395) 
West Kilbride Community Council (410) 
 

Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Foreword (page 2) 
Strategic Policy 1: Town and Village objective, countryside 
objective and coast objective (pages 8-15). 
Strategic Policy 3: Strategic Development Areas map and text 
(page 21, 22 and 23). 
Policy 7: Business and Industry Employment Locations (page 70). 
Schedule 5: Schedule of Employment Locations, (page 115) 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
National Planning Framework (NPF) 
 
(160) (288) (410) - raise concerns about the non-compliance of Strategic Policy 3 with 
National Planning Framework 3 (CD11) in that the Proposed Plan (CD04) includes 
reference to Hunterston Construction Yard and Deep Water Port while NPF3 (CD11) does 
not.  
 
(141) - endorses the commitment to support the inclusion of Hunterston in NPF4. 
 
(150) - supports the recognition of Hunterston as a site of strategic importance as an 
energy hub and deep water port. 
 
(160) (168) (410) - are not satisfied that the Plan properly reflects NPF3 (CD11) (page 40) 
in terms of how it will assess the local ambitions for tourism in the area. (410) asserts that 
this is a tourist area. 
 
(168) - is not satisfied that the Plan properly reflects NPF3 (CD11) (page 40) in terms of 
how it will continue to support strategic electricity grid connections. 
 
Spatial Strategy objectives 
 
(158) - raise concerns about the non-compliance with the countryside objective of the 
Proposed Plan (CD04). 
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(160) (288) (410) - raise concerns about the non-compliance with the coastal objective of 
the Proposed Plan (CD04). 
 
(288) - raise concerns about the non-compliance with community priorities identified in the 
Proposed Plan (CD04). 
 
Marketable Employment Land 
 
(160) - seeks the re-designation of the marketable employment land to countryside to 
prevent ribbon development. 
 
(217) and (219) - are not satisfied that Historic Assets and their landscapes within the area 
identified as marketable employment land are suitably identified and protected by the Plan 
and suggest additional wording and mapping changes. 
 
(251) - do not agree with the inclusion of ancient woodland within the area identified as 
marketable employment land. It is inferred that they are not satisfied that Policy 14 and 
Policy 15 regarding Green and Blue Networks and Landscape/Seascape assessments 
would adequately lead to the de-fragmentation of the existing woodland within the SDA 
and suggest additional wording. 
 
(141) - supports the continued identification of 277Ha of land for Business and Industry at 
Hunterston under Schedule 5 of Policy 7 - Business and Industry Locations. 
 
National Offshore Wind Turbine Test Facility (NOWTTF) 
 
(087) (160) (410) - raises concern about the future of the National Offshore Wind Turbine 
Testing Facility.  
 
(410) (160) - seek the re-designation of the area for leisure and tourism to address 
concerns about appearance/visual amenity, (160) raises concerns about the impact of 
infrasound arising from the development. 
 
(087) - seeks recognition of the NOWTTF abandonment. 
 
Marine Yard 
 
(001), (158), (160), (288), (410) - raise concerns focussed around the operation of the 
marine yard and in its potential use for decommissioning of structures, particularly those 
sourced from the oil and gas industry.  (001) states that the preparatory work that is 
consented to take place without Environmental Impact Assessments is in breach of 
section 12 of the Guidance note for the Petroleum Act 1998.   
  
The concerns can be summarised as being about the potential impacts of de-
commissioning of vessels and the information and consultation provided to accompany 
recently granted the planning permissions 17/01273/PPM (CD37), 18/00132/PP (CD39) 
and 18/00134/PP (CD38) on 25 April 2018. 
 
Specific environmental impacts raised included air, light and sea pollution, infrasound and 
other noise pollution, build-up of Persistent Organic Pollutants; irreversible damage to 
SSSI and other adverse impacts on biodiversity including protected species and marine 
species; adverse impact on landscape, character of Fairlie and Cumbrae, natural beauty 
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of area; adverse social impacts including on inhabitants of North Ayrshire including by 24 
hour operation of site; economic impacts including the (lack of) economic benefit, the (lack 
of positive) impact on local economy and jobs including adverse impacts on tourism, 
leisure activities, farming and fishing; the likelihood that jobs would be specialist and would 
not go to locals; that existing jobs and economic activities would be lost. 
 
Bulk Terminal 
 
(87) (160) (410) - raise concerns about support for the bulk terminal including the use of 
the phrase ‘capped’, reference to liquid cargoes, reference to operational facility and the 
use of a historic photo in the Proposed Plan of the bulk terminal operating.  
 
(87) - do not agree that liquid cargoes should be included due to safety and environmental 
issues not previously of relevance to nearby communities and that the original jetty 
authorisation restricted such uses. 
 
(288) - do not agree with the identification of Hunterston Deep Water Port or the support 
for the range of uses outlined in the Plan. 
 
(289) - raise concern about storage and means of distribution of bulk cargoes. 
 
(141) - supports the designation and range of uses at Hunterston under Strategic Policy 3: 
Strategic Development Areas, Strategic Development Area 1: Hunterston. 
 
(150) - supports the recognition of Hunterston as a strategic site of national importance as 
an energy hub and deep water port. 
 
New Nuclear Energy Generation 
 
(160) (184) (410) - raise concerns about the inclusion of support for new nuclear energy 
generation, in particular as it is in non-compliance with Scottish Government’s policy 
(CD41) and would distract from investment in other areas of energy generation. 
 
(288) - support the inclusion of new nuclear in the range of uses under Hunterston 
nuclear. 
 
Biomass Energy Generation 
 
(160) (289) (410) - raise concerns about support for bio-mass generation including 
because of past public concerns. 
 
Southannan Sands 
 
(145) (183) (288) (364) - are not satisfied the Proposed Plan adequately protects 
Southannan SSSI including with particular reference to birds and the function of the SSSI 
as a feeding station for the East Atlantic Flyway. 
 
Landscape 
 
(288) - raise concerns about Landscape impacts (specifically from Millport). 
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Transport Issues 
 
(001), (160) - seek the inclusion of a bypass at Fairlie. 
 
(001), (160) - raise concerns about traffic noise, road safety and parking and infer the 
worsening of it arising from the identification of Hunterston as a Strategic Development 
Area. 
 
(289) - is not satisfied that the reference to detailed transport studies reflects the 
requirements of Hunterston and advocates the addition of bypass plans for Largs, Fairlie 
and West Kilbride; advocates the electrification of the Hunterston line; advocates capacity 
improvements to the rail crossing at Stevenston; advocates the restriction of freight 
movements to rail only. 
 
(150) - supports the inclusion of expectation to identify options for enhancing port/rail/road 
accessibility and asks to engaged early in the process. 
 
Consultation Process and other issues 
 
(158) - raise concern about the consultation process of updating the LDP. 
 
(160) (288) - is not satisfied the Plan does not specifically identify the requirement for 
Environmental Impact Assessment for all developments at Hunterston. 
 
(216) - would welcome the opportunity to provide further comment about the various 
legislation, consents and authorisation that may be required for the range of uses 
identified. 
 
(158) (160) - raise concern about the lack of past environmental enforcement and infer 
concern about any future control of activities. 

 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
National Planning Framework (NPF)  
 
(160) (288) (410) – (do not specify but assume) delete ‘Strategic Development Area 1: 
Hunterston’ pages 22 and 23 and re-designate as countryside. 
 
(160) (168) (288) (410) - (do not specify but assume) - addition of text supporting tourism 
uses. 
 
(168) – (do not specify but assume) add text supporting electricity grid connections. 
 
Spatial Strategy objectives  
 
(158) (160) (288) (395) (410) - (do not specify but assume) delete Strategic Policy 3: 
Strategic Development Area 1: Hunterston and re-designate solely as countryside. 
 
Marketable Employment Land  
 
(160) - seeks the removal of reference to ‘marketable employment land’ on page 22 and 
seeks the identification of the area as countryside. 
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(217 and 219) - seeks amendment of the SDA overview to include heritage assets 
including: 
 
 the Category A listed Hunterston Castle (LB14313);  
 the Category B listed Hunterston House (LB14286);  
 the Category B listed Hunterston Gate (South Pillars) (LB14315);  
 the Category C listed Walled Garden, Hunterston (LB14288); and  
 the Category C listed Well in Front of Mansion (LB14287).  
 the Castle Knowe Motte (Scheduled Monument, Index no.3694)  
 
(217 and 219)  - seeks the amendment of text at paragraph 3 (which we assume to be 
paragraph 2) on page 23 that states: “We would expect all development to take account of 
the special environmental and safety constraints of Hunterston. The scale of any 
development within the ‘Area of Marketable Employment Land’ should be informed by a 
Masterplan, taking into account the landscape setting of the heritage assets identified on 
page 22. We would also expect development to identify options for enhancing 
port/rail/road accessibility, and to manage the impact of uses on nearby communities.” 
 
(217 and 219) - seeks the inclusion of text to Schedule 5: Schedule of Employment 
Locations at Page 115 to include the following mitigation advice - ‘The scale of any 
development should be informed by a Masterplan, taking into account the landscape 
setting of the heritage assets identified on page 22. Any such Masterplan should be 
prepared in consultation with Historic Environment Scotland.’ 
 
(251) - seeks the exclusion of ancient woodland from the SDA overview on page 23. 
 
(251) - (do not specify but assume) add text in paragraph 2 on page 23 identifying the 
opportunity to enhance the existing woodland network, which is fragmented, through 
additional native tree planting as appropriate, and to contribute to the development of high 
quality green infrastructure. 
 
National Offshore Wind Turbine Test Facility (NOWTTF)   
 
(087) – (do not specify but assume) - remove text about National Offshore Wind Turbine 
Test Facility on page 22 rather than add reference to abandonment. 
 
(160) - seek regulation of infrasound before any proposals are consented. 
 
(160) (410) - (do not specify but assume) - amend designation of the NOWTTF site to use 
for leisure and tourism developments and remove of the NOWTTF site from SDA overview 
and amend schedule 5, page 115 and make consequential changes to Policy 6: 
Supporting Sustainable Tourism, page 69, to add specific support for tourism and leisure 
use at NOWTTF. 
 
Marine Yard  
 
(158) (160) – (do not specify but assume) delete Strategic Policy 3: Strategic Development 
Area 1: Hunterston, pages 22 and 23, and re-designate solely as countryside. 
 
(288) - remove reference to ‘Hunterston Deep Water Port’, assume amend map and text 
on page 22, remove ‘Hunterston Deep Water Port’ text and corresponding bullets on page 
23, make consequential changes to schedule 5 in the Proposed Plan and re-designate 
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solely as countryside. 
 
(410) – (do not specify but assume) delete Strategic Policy 3: Strategic Development Area 
1: Hunterston, pages 22 and 23, and re-designate solely as tourism area. 
 
(001), (160), (288) – (does not specify but assume) seeks addition of text setting out 
requirement for Environmental Impact Assessment for all developments at Hunterston at 
paragraph 2, page 23. 
 
Bulk Terminal  
 
(87) on page 22, amend text in paragraph headed ‘Bulk Terminal’, replace text “most bulk, 
solid and liquid products” with “most bulk solid products”.  
 
(87) on page 23, amend bullet 4 by removing text “and bulk liquid”. 
 
(87) on page 22, amend bold white paragraph on right-hand side replace ‘capped’ with 
“capacity”. 
 
(87) on page 23, remove photograph of operational bulk terminal facility. 
 
(160) (410)  - remove reference to bulk handling facilities by removing text on page 22 – “It 
can accommodate the largest capped sea vessels and handle most types of cargoes 
including liquid cargoes” and by removing bullet 4 on page 22 – “Bulk handling facilities for 
importing, processing and distributing all dry and bulk liquid cargoes”. 
 
(288) - (do not specify but assume) amend SDA overview to exclude all highlighted areas 
except Hunterston Nuclear on page 22 and removal of all bullets at Hunterston Deep 
Water Port, page 23. 
 
(289) - (do not specify but assume) - amend text at paragraph 2 on page 23 to clarify the 
need to identify and reserve adequate storage and identify and control the means of 
distribution of bulk cargoes. 
 
New Nuclear Energy Generation  
 
(160) (184) (410) - page 23, remove bullet 1 under the Hunterston Nuclear heading, 
referencing support for “New Nuclear energy generation including a new reactor”. 
 
Biomass Energy Generation  
 
(160) (289) - page 23, bullet 5, remove reference to Local scale Biomass energy 
generation developments as per Town and Country Planning (Hierarchy of Developments) 
(Scotland) Regulations 2009. 
 
(410) – (do not specify but assume) remove bullet 5 on page 23. 
 
Southannan Sands  
 
(145) - seeks additional text stating - “All development proposals will be required to 
demonstrate that they will protect the integrity of the Southannan Sands SSSI.” 
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(183) - seeks additional text stating ‘Any development of new facilities and Hunterston 
must avoid negatively impacting on the adjacent Southannan Sands SSSI’. 
 
(288) – (do not specify but assume) remove reference to ‘Hunterston Deep Water Port’ 
and the associated text on pages 22 and 23.  
 
(364) - seeks additional text stating “We would expect all development to take account of 
the special environmental constraints, in particular the Southannan Sands Site of Special 
Scientific Interest, one of the best examples of intertidal sandflats habitat on the entire 
Clyde coastline.” 
 
(364) also seek the inclusion of a developer requirement via text stating ‘Development 
proposals must demonstrate that any significant environmental effects are mitigated with 
reference to the qualifying features of the Southannan Sands Site of Special Scientific 
Interest’. 
 
Landscape  
 
(288) – (do not specify but assume) remove reference to ‘Hunterston Deep Water Port’ 
and the associated text is relevant. 
 
Transport Issues  
 
(160) - seeks the inclusion of a requirement for a Fairlie Bypass should the Hunterston 
SDA be retained. 
 
(289) seeks the inclusion, identification and protection of bypasses of West Kilbride, Largs, 
Fairlie and Skelmorlie to support development of Hunterston. 
 
(289) seeks the inclusion of a requirement to address the rail 'choke point' at Ardrossan, 
new electrification of rail line from Ardrossan to Hunterston.  
 
Consultation Process and other issues 
 
(160) (288) – (do not specify but assume) add text at paragraph 2 of page 23 to include 
reference to the need to submit an Environmental Impact Assessment for all 
developments within the Strategic Development Area at Hunterston.  
 
(216) - (do not specify but assume) add text at paragraph 2 of page 23 to include 
reference to the need to consult SEPA on developments.  
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
National Planning Framework  
 
The Council recognise that Hunterston is no longer specifically recognised as a national 
development for a new power station and transhipment hub. However, it is not agreed that 
its omission from NPF3 (CD11), as a national development, makes the designation of 
Hunterston in the Proposed Plan (CD04) incompatible with national policy. Indeed 
Hunterston is referred to in NPF3 (CD11) in several locations. 
 
The Council notes that the Spatial Strategy of the National Planning Framework 3 (CD11) 
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under the heading of low carbon place, identifies Hunterston in the National Renewables 
Infrastructure Plan – stage 1 (CD34). It expects development plans to promote a positive, 
planned approach to providing low carbon infrastructure across Scotland, and Hunterston 
is identified as a key location in this respect. 
 
Specified activities which could align with the national strategy include manufacturing and 
servicing support for offshore renewable energy development, with Hunterston also being 
an important landfall for strategic grid connections. In this context, Hunterston has a 
nationally important role to play in delivering the national spatial strategy. Hunterston is 
also identified as a key port under the heading of connected place with Hunterston making 
sustainable use of its key assets, including its deep water access. 
 
The Council are satisfied that the key geographic and infrastructural attributes that 
distinguish Hunterston as nationally important remain relevant. This is supported by (150) 
who note the strategic national importance as an energy hub and deep water port and 
(141) who set out support for inclusion in NPF4. 
 
The Council are also satisfied that through the second bullet under Hunterston Deep 
Water Port on page 23 the Proposed Plan (CD04) properly reflects continued support for 
strategic electricity grid connections. 
 
Fairlie Community Council (160), Scottish Government (168) and West Kilbride 
Community Council (410) raise concern about the lack of support for tourism. The Council 
are unaware of any specific proposals for tourism or leisure use at Hunterston and there 
would be a clear disconnect from National Policy (CD11) which recognises local support 
for tourism rather than a blanket designation for such uses.  
 
Policy 3: Strategic Development Area 1: Hunterston outlines the Council’s preferences for 
development of the area and provides a high level framework for future development 
proposals and masterplans. The policy focuses on the key assets of the area namely the 
deep water port, energy cluster and marketable land supply. The list of potential uses is 
therefore not exhaustive but rather highlights a number of development types that would 
benefit most from the unique geographic and infrastructural attributes of the area.  
 
Nevertheless, the Countryside objective, and where relevant the Coastal objective, outline 
support for tourism and leisure uses where they would promote economic activity and the 
Council are satisfied that they have adequately addressed the requirements of NPF3 
(CD11) with regards to reflecting local support for coastal tourism at Hunterston. 
 
Spatial Strategy objectives  
 
(158) (160) (288) (395) (410) - The Council do not agree that Strategic Policy 3: Strategic 
Development Areas: Hunterston is incompatible with the countryside objective, coast 
objective or communities priorities and note that it is not clear what incompatibilities the 
representations refer to. 
 
The Council is satisfied that the Proposed Plan (CD04) highlights the importance of 
Hunterston in ensuring the objectives set out in the spatial strategy can be delivered. Of 
particular relevance is the support for the expansion of established rural businesses and 
re-use of derelict land detailed through bullet a) and e) of the countryside objective on 
page 13. In the Council’s view, Hunterston also has a role to play in contributing to the 
towns and villages objective and the coast objective most obviously in providing a location 
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for employment uses, part c) on page 11, and the corresponding potential to generate 
employment but also in its role strengthening North Ayrshire’s coastal economy and 
marketability through its international connections, part b) on page 15. 
 
The Council asserts that the Proposed Plan (CD04) maintains the balance established by 
the adopted North Ayrshire Local Development Plan (CD09) but also articulates more 
clearly the unique position Hunterston has in being able to contribute to the Proposed Plan 
(CD04) vision. 
 
Marketable Employment Land   
 
The Council notes the competing representations (160) (141) in regards to the re-
designation of the marketable employment area of Hunterston to Countryside.  
 
(141) supports the continued designation of the industrial location at Hunterston (including 
the area of marketable employment land) while (160) seeks the re-designation of this 
element to countryside (and infers that this would align with the current policy position). 
 
First, for clarity, the site is identified in the adopted LDP (CD09) as Policy IND1 and Policy 
IND2, and also forms part of the employment land supply identified in the Employment 
Land Audit (CD27). In general terms, the adopted policies set out Hunterston as a 
Strategic Business Location and provide a detailed list of potential uses specifically for 
Hunterston. In addition, the site is indicated on Map 1 (CD09) as Countryside and would 
also be considered under the policies relating to that designation including ENV1, ENV2, 
ENV3, ENV4, ENV5 and ENV6.  
 
In essence, the site is covered by both industrial and countryside policies. The Council 
understands this balance reflects the importance to recognise the strategic importance of 
Hunterston as a location for employment while acknowledging its character as a location 
in the countryside. This policy approach distinguishes it from other urban industrial areas 
where non-employment uses may be considered an acceptable replacement when, for 
example, a surplus of employment land is identified. 
 
The overview of Strategic Policy 3: Strategic Development Areas: Hunterston identifies a 
‘marketable employment land’ element separately from the Deep Water Port, Bulk 
Terminal, National Offshore Wind Turbine Test Facility and Marine Yard. The purpose of 
this is to promote the defining characteristics and qualities of each element of the 
Hunterston SDA and demonstrate that it has the potential to support a range of 
developments rather than to change the established principles. 
 
The Council notes here that while (160) refers to the area identified as marketable 
employment land on the overview map the countryside objective covers all of the areas 
not identified as part of the towns and villages (maps shown on pages 40-56) (CD04) 
including Hunterston SDA. 
 
The Council asserts that the Proposed Plan (CD04) maintains the balance established by 
the adopted North Ayrshire Local Development Plan (CD09) and articulates the unique 
position Hunterston has in being able to positively contribute to the Proposed Plan (CD04) 
vision and see no irreconcilable incompatibility in identifying the site as able to contribute 
to more than one of the spatial strategy objectives. 
 
For example. the Council is satisfied that Hunterston SDA has can contribute to the 
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Proposed Plan (CD04) vision through the expansion of established rural businesses and 
re-use of derelict land detailed through bullet a) and e) of the countryside objective, page 
13, its potential to generate employment, part c) page 11 of the towns and villages 
objective and also in its role strengthening North Ayrshire’s coastal economy and 
marketability, part b) page 15 of the coast objective. 
 
In response to Historic Environment Scotland (217) (219), the Council are aware of a 
number of built heritage designations (page 73, CD04) within or adjacent to the Strategic 
Development Area. 
 
The Proposed Plan (CD04) reiterates this recognition of built heritage assets at 
Hunterston SDA through the requirement for proposals to take account of the ‘special 
environmental’ constraints of Hunterston at paragraph 2, page 23. The Council are 
satisfied that, in combination with Policies 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 (page 72-75, CD04) setting 
out assessment criteria for developments effecting important built heritage assets 
including listed buildings and scheduled monuments (as noted by the representee), there 
is an appropriate direction in the plan to ensure proper consideration of the impacts of 
developments on the built heritage assets listed. 
 
The Council asserts that that a level of comfort also exists in that environmental issues 
would be expected to inform the development of masterplans or specific development 
proposals. They would in turn be expected to set out any measures necessary to 
minimise, mitigate or compensate for adverse effects on the environment including built 
heritage designations as appropriate. The Council understands the concerns of the 
respondents but are concerned that by identifying only one of the special environmental 
constraints at Hunterston SDA it would potentially misrepresent the overall importance of 
the other designations affecting the site and surrounds. 
 
With regards to Woodland Trust Scotland’s (251) representation, the Council asserts that 
the Proposed Plan (CD04) adequately reflects the importance of ancient woodland at 
Hunterston without having to specifically identify it on the SDA overview or refer to it in the 
text for Strategic Policy 3.  
 
The Proposed Plan (CD04) does this firstly, through the recognition in Strategic Policy 3: 
Strategic Development Areas: Hunterston of the ‘special environmental’ constraints of 
Hunterston at paragraph 2, page 23 but also through the ‘resource efficient’ quality of 
Strategic Policy 2: Placemaking on page 19 and in particular through Policy 18: Forestry, 
Woodland, Trees and Hedgerows and its consideration of the current Ayrshire and Arran 
Woodland Strategy (CD15).  
 
The Proposed Plan (CD04) sets out the importance of maximising the efficient use of 
resources, like ancient woodlands, the aim is to minimise their future depletion. The 
Proposed Plan (CD04) also details expectations for managing the woodland resource in 
North Ayrshire by limiting support for development proposals that would result in the loss 
or deterioration of ancient or long established plantation or semi-natural woodland at page 
84. 
 
The Council also asserts that the Plan adequately promotes woodland enhancement 
under the wider umbrella of support for the enhancement of green and blue networks 
mainly through Policy 14: Green and Blue Networks, on pages 78 and 79, without the 
need to specifically reference the condition of the woodland or opportunity to de-fragment 
the resource at Hunterston. The Council also notes that the areas of ancient woodland at 
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Hunterston are also designated sites, as per Policy 16, and would benefit from the policy 
framework shaping development of those designations. See also the Council’s response 
under topic Southannan Sands. 
 
National Offshore Wind Turbine Testing Facility (NOWTTF) (087) (160) (410) 
 
The Council acknowledge the influence that market forces can have on any industry but 
particularly on the research and development elements of the renewables sector. The 
change in day-to-day operation of the testing facilities as highlighted by the 
representations is acknowledged.  
 
Nevertheless, planning permission for the facility is extant after a recent appeal process, 
PPA-310-2028 for 17/00034/PPM granted 9 January 2018 (CD35), allowed a time 
extension to the operation of 3 test turbines to 14 October 2019. The Plan reflects this 
decision and aligns with National Planning Framework 3 (CD11) in terms of its 
expectations for a policy framework that supports activities which would align with the 
national strategy including manufacturing and servicing of offshore renewable energy 
development. 
 
The Council are satisfied that the Proposed Plan (CD04) outlines a strategic approach to 
support for renewables (in bullet 1 on page 23) at Hunterston, irrespective of the 
operational capacity of the NOWTTF, setting a long-term vision for the area rather than a 
reactive representation of what is there now. 
 
With regards to Fairlie Community Council (160) comments, consideration of the impact of 
infrasound was considered in detail by the Reporter in the appeal decision (CD35). They 
reviewed evidence regarding the topic, including studies undertaken into the local impacts 
at Hunterston and it was determined by them, on the weight of evidence available, that the 
development should be granted planning permission.  
 
This does not demonstrate that infrasound has no impact or that the impact will always be 
found to be acceptable but rather demonstrates the importance of providing a framework 
within which the development management process can properly assess proposals on the 
information available at the time. 
 
The Council are satisfied that the Proposed Plan (CD04) sets out a framework, mainly 
through Strategic Policy 2: Placemaking and Policy 29: Energy Infrastructure 
Development, to ensure that environmental, community and public safety impacts 
including noise and vibrations are taken into account for energy infrastructure 
development without the need for specific mention of the term infrasound or the need to 
set a moratorium on developments until regulation agreed. 
 
Fairlie Community Council (160) - also seek the re-designation of the NOWTTF site for 
use for tourism and leisure. The Council are not aware of any specific proposals for leisure 
or coastal tourism uses at this location. The Council are also concerned that the turbine 
test facility as well as the adjacent marine yard could be adversely affected by setting 
specific policy support for tourism or leisure at this location.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, proposals seeking to develop the site for coastal tourism uses 
may be supported on a case-by-case basis where they could, for example, demonstrate 
alignment with the spatial strategy objectives of the Proposed Plan (CD04) including that 
they would not undermine the marketability of the area for business and industry uses (as 
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per Policy 7) and that they were able to satisfy other matters of detail including the special 
environmental and safety constraints of Hunterston SDA. 
 
Marine Yard  
 
(001), (158) (160) (288) (410) - The Council acknowledge the concerns raised by some 
members of the local community and local community councils about the prospect of an oil 
rig decommissioning site at Hunterston and its potential impact on the environment, 
wildlife and tourism and complaints about the consultation process (dealt with at 
Consultation and other Issues section of this form).  
 
Of relevance is the information that the Council granted Planning Permissions 
17/01273/PPM (CD37), 18/00132/PP (CD39) and 18/00134/PP (CD38) on 25 April 2018 
for a change to conditions to allow use of the site for decommissioning of large marine 
structures, replacement caisson gates and an extension to the jetty in association with the 
marine yard.  
 
The approved works and use at Hunterston would potentially encompass the 
decommissioning of oil rigs, platforms, and similar structures that have served the oil and 
gas industry and offshore renewable industry and to which the representations generally 
refer. It was judged at the time that an Environmental Impact Assessment was not 
required to accompany the planning applications and that there would be no infringement 
of the SSSI (CD37). 
 
This matter was also raised as a question at full council on the 19 September 2018 
(CD36) under part (s). 
 
It is recognised that the Hunterston peninsula and deep water port has the capability of 
bringing national and international levels of investment to Ayrshire and Scotland and as 
such has the potential to transform the economic prospects of this area. 
 
The Council do not agree that reference to the Marine Yard, Deep Water Port or support 
for construction and decommissioning should be removed from the plan given the above 
planning status and recent consideration of the potential environmental impacts. 
  
The Council are satisfied that where planning permission is required for changes to the 
operation of the yard, as they were for the new jetty (CD38) and caisson gates (CD39), the 
Proposed Plan (CD04) contains a suitable framework for assessing the environmental, 
social and economic issues raised as material considerations by the respondents. It does 
this mainly through Strategic Policy 2: Placemaking but also through the suite of natural, 
resilient policies in chapter 2 including the consideration of pollution, impacts on 
biodiversity designations and species, landscape and economic impact raised by the 
representees.  
 
The Council are also satisfied that Planning Advice Note 01/17 The Town and Country 
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 (CD40) sets 
out clearly when and where Environmental Impact Assessment is required and statutorily 
necessary and note that this legislation would continue to apply irrespective of the 
Proposed Plan position. 
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Bulk Terminal  
 
(87) (141) (150) (160) (288) (289) (410) - The Council acknowledge the influence that 
market forces can have on port operations and in particular the changes that the drop in 
consumption of fossil fuels has had on the operation of the bulk terminal.  
 
The Council notes the past reliance on ore and coal bulk cargoes but is satisfied that the 
Proposed Plan (CD04) represents the potential of the bulk terminal for those uses but also 
outlines a more flexible and strategic approach to ensure the Proposed Plan (CD04) is 
able to support future uses of the bulk terminal facilities for a wide range of bulk handling 
(in bullet 4 on page 23) at Hunterston including those more supportive of a low carbon 
economy. 
 
The Council notes the concerns about the range of uses the Proposed Plan (CD04) sets 
out support for, including support for bulk liquid cargoes, but is satisfied that it also 
provides a suitable framework to ensure detailed assessment and suitable safety, 
environmental and technical issues are considered. The Council asserts that the range of 
uses, including the storage of bulk liquid cargoes, fairly reflect the nationally important 
potential of the site and would positively contribute to the flexibility of the bulk terminal and 
maximise the attractiveness of Hunterston to further investment. 
 
The Council notes the comments from (87) about the term ‘capped’ on page 22. It is 
considered that changing the term to “capacity” or to “capesize”, although not necessary, 
would not present a change in the policy position and thus, the Council would not object 
should the reporter be minded to change the term. 
 
New Nuclear Energy Generation (160) (184) (288) (410)  
 
The Council notes the competing representations in this regard. 
 
The Council recognise that the Scottish Government has an energy policy for Scotland 
(CD41) at variance with UK policy (CD42) in that it caveats support to nuclear power 
generation to those that would use new technologies. The Council also recognise that the 
Scottish Government has planning powers to enable it to put some aspects of its policy 
priorities on this matter into effect but in this case they have not raised representation 
about the Council’s approach. 
 
The Council is satisfied that the Policy SDA1: Hunterston provides a rounded and 
balanced option for energy generation, connection and dissemination based on the unique 
characteristics and legacy of Hunterston and do not agree that new nuclear power 
generation would preclude support for other sustainable energy systems.  
 
Biomass Energy Generation 
 
(160) (289) (410) - The Council do not agree that support for new local scale biomass 
energy generation should be removed. The Council is satisfied that the Policy SDA1: 
Hunterston provides a rounded and balanced option for energy generation including local 
scale biomass energy generation based on the unique characteristics and legacy of 
Hunterston rather than a blanket ban based on undefined public concerns and 
assumptions about the impact of emissions on the local community that could be 
considered at the development management stage. 
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Southannan Sands  
 
(145) (183) (288) (364) - The Council are aware of a number of environmental 
designations within or adjacent to the Strategic Policy 3: Strategic Development Area 1: 
Hunterston including Southannan Sands SSSI, Portencross Woods SSSI, Kilruskin Woods 
LNCS, Hunterston House LNCS, Campbelton Hill and Water-meadow LNCS, Goldenberry 
Hill LNCS and Fairlie Shellfish Water Protection Area, as reflected by Policy 16, pages 82-
83.  
 
Notwithstanding this, the Proposed Plan (CD04) reflects this recognition of a range of 
biodiversity designations through the requirement for proposals to take account of the 
‘special environmental’ constraints of Hunterston at paragraph 2, page 23.  
 
The Council are satisfied that, in combination with Strategic Policy 2: Placemaking, Policy 
16: Protection of our Designated Sites, and the relevant environmental regulations (see 
CD40) setting out when, for example, Environmental Impact Assessments would be 
required, there is an appropriate framework in place to ensure proper consideration of the 
impacts of developments on Southannan SSSI. 
 
The Council asserts that that a level of comfort also exists in that environmental issues 
would be expected to inform the development of masterplans or specific development 
proposals. They would in turn be expected to set out any measures necessary to 
minimise, mitigate or compensate for adverse effects on the environment including on 
wildlife and communities as appropriate. The Council understands the concerns of the 
respondents but are concerned that by identifying only one of the special environmental 
constraints at Hunterston SDA, namely the Southannan Sands SSSI, it would potentially 
misrepresent the overall importance of the other designations affecting the site and 
surrounds. 
 
Landscape (288) 
 
The Council acknowledges the importance of assessing the impact of new development at 
Hunterston on the landscape, including as viewed from Millport (and other nearby 
settlements and viewpoints).  
 
The Council are satisfied that Strategic Policy 2: Placemaking, at page 19, and in 
particular the Distinctive element, sets out the qualities that will be sought for any 
development proposal including drawing upon the positive characteristics of the 
surrounding landscape to create a sense of identity.  
 
In addition, Policy 15: Landscape and Seascape provides a framework to allow more 
detailed assessment of these elements at the masterplan or planning application stage. 
 
Transport Issues  
 
(150) (160) (289) - In response to the request for inclusion of new bypasses, the Council is 
not aware of any specific need for bypasses at Fairlie, West Kilbride, Skelmorlie or Largs 
and have worked in consultation with Transport Scotland on the preparation of the 
Proposed Plan (CD04). Transport Scotland (194) have not identified improvements to the 
trunk road network involving the addition of bypasses at the locations identified by the 
representations.  
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However the Council acknowledges that transport links, integration and capacity is a 
crucial aspect of developing at Hunterston and paragraph 2 on page 23 includes reference 
to the Council’s expectation that detailed transport studies to identify options for enhancing 
port/rail/road accessibility will be required as part of the masterplanning process and that 
all subsequent development proposals will be expected to take account of them. 
 
The Council are satisfied that transport studies could identify, and require addressing of, 
the issues raised by (160 and 289) relating to road bypasses if relevant. 
 
With regards to rail infrastructure improvements, the Council is not aware of any proposals 
at Hunterston that would justify a blanket requirement for off-site rail Infrastructure 
improvements as described by (289). The respondent’s comments about the rail 'choke 
point' at Ardrossan and new electrification of the rail line from Ardrossan to Hunterston are 
noted but these were not raised during consultation with the network provider, Network 
Rail (150) in their response to the Proposed Plan (CD04).  
 
The Council received support from Network Rail (150) for the Proposed Plan’s (CD04) 
approach to addressing potential transport requirements at Hunterston SDA including the 
expectation that development would take account of future detailed transport studies 
identifying options for enhancing port/rail/road accessibility. The Council are satisfied that 
detailed transport studies could identify, and require addressing of, the rail infrastructure 
issues raised by (289) without the need to amend the Proposed Plan (CD04). 
 
Consultation Process and other issues  
 
(158) (160) (216) (288) - The report of conformity with the participation statement (CD31) 
outlines the consultation processes that were undertaken and related to the LDP, and 
concludes that they exceeded statutory requirements.  
 
The times and locations for drop-in events were agreed in consultation with community 
councils (including Fairlie Community Council) and were open to the public. The drop-in 
events were all staffed by members of the Local Development Plan team and where a 
land allocation had been proposed, as at Largs, we invited the developer to the meeting to 
allow communities to engage directly with the proponent.  
 
During the events we fielded questions about a range of issues and about a range of 
locations including, for example, enquiries about Hunterston at our event at Millport. With 
respect to the specific concerns raised in relation to the event at Largs Library, the event 
included large A1 information boards, copies of the plan at A4 (the size they were 
designed for), and leaflets at A5 (again designed for this size to be ‘pocketable’). While the 
Council are sorry that the respondent felt intimidated by the format, we are satisfied that in 
general the drop-in events were received positively.  Some examples of the positive 
feedback received are contained within representations (041) and (107).  
 
On the matter of Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA), individual planning 
applications are subject to statutory consultation requirements and other legislation, 
including whether an EIA or similar are required. The Council considers additional text 
outlining the need for an EIA to be unnecessary. Planning Advice Note 01/17 The Town 
and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulation 2017 
(CD40) sets out when and where these are required. 
 
The Proposed Local Development Plan (CD04) is also subject to statutory consultation 
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requirements and is accompanied by an Environmental Report (CD12) which was 
available online throughout the consultation period 30 April 2018 to 29 June 2018. A hard-
copy of the non-technical summary was also available at each of our drop-in events 
(CD12).  
 
Strategic Policy 3: Strategic Development Areas also already acknowledges that 
masterplans providing more detail about the SDAs may require to be subject to a separate 
Strategic Environmental Assessment and demonstrate that they do not adversely impact 
on the environmental quality of North Ayrshire. 
 
The Council notes the concerns raised by representees about the enforcement of noise 
and other environmental regulations, including matters where the Planning Authority are 
responsible for enforcement however these aspects are outwith the scope of this 
examination. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.  The council has listed above a number of matters raised in representations which are 
in support of the provisions of the proposed plan.  Examination of the plan is limited by 
regulations to addressing only the unresolved issues which have been raised in 
representations.  My conclusions below therefore address only the unresolved matters 
raised in representations, including relevant matters raised in further procedures. 
 
National Planning Framework 
 
2.  Section 16 (2) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) 
states that in preparing a local development plan, the planning authority are to take into 
account the national planning framework.  Although the council refer to National Planning 
Framework 4 in the proposed plan and in its responses to representations, the current 
statutory provisions are contained in National Planning Framework 3. 
 
3.  As the council acknowledge, National Planning Framework 3 does not identify 
Hunterston as a national development.  Hunterston is however identified as a key port, 
energy hub and an ‘area of co-ordinated action’, with a nationally significant role in 
delivering the spatial strategy of the framework.  Paragraph 3.34 also highlights that future 
infrastructure provision, combined with new business and industrial development, will 
reinforce the importance of key locations such as Hunterston. 
 
4.  Paragraph 3.41 also highlights that Hunterston has long been identified as a priority for 
industrial and employment use and that it benefits from good transport connections.  The 
framework states that future development at Hunterston should aim to make sustainable 
use of its key assets, including its deep water access, manufacturing and servicing 
support for offshore renewable energy development, and building on the success of the 
onshore test facility for offshore wind turbines.  As a port which is identified in the National 
Renewable Infrastructure Plan, there is also support for investment in the facilities at 
Hunterston to accommodate manufacturing, servicing and maintenance of renewable 
energy infrastructure.  Local support for coastal tourism development is also 
acknowledged in the framework and given its existing infrastructure, it also highlights that 
Hunterston will be an important landfall for strategic grid connections. 
 
5.  The diagram at page 22 and text on page 23 of the proposed plan illustrate in general 
terms the anticipated general disposition of the range of development that is to be 
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supported within the Hunterston Strategic Development Area.  A range of uses are set out 
under general headings for the deep water port, the energy sector and nuclear facilities, 
together with a summary of key objectives.   
 
6.  Local residents are concerned that the reference in the proposed plan to the 
construction yard and deep water port at Hunterston is not reflected in the national 
planning framework.  However as I note above, the framework recognises and makes 
clear reference to Hunterston being a key port and energy hub with its deep water access, 
whilst also outlining support for investment in the facilities, new business development 
and manufacturing at Hunterston.   
 
7.  Representations also refer to a lack of support for tourism ambitions for the area in the 
proposed plan.  One of the representations refers to the possibility of cruise ships using 
the deep water and jetty facilities.  I agree with the council that the high level framework 
for the strategic development area does not necessarily preclude tourism related 
proposals if they come forward.  As the council points out, coastal tourism proposals 
would be considered on a case by case basis.  The proposed plan supports tourism and 
leisure uses where they would promote economic activity through the application of policy 
guidance in both the countryside and coastal objective sections of the plan.  In addition, 
policy 6 (sustainable tourism) of the proposed plan provides support for tourism proposals.  
I also note that the penultimate paragraph of strategic policy 3 on page 21 of the proposed 
plan refers to circumstances where alternative uses are proposed, and sets out a number 
of objectives against which they would be assessed.  Consequently I find that the 
proposed plan, through its spatial strategy in the countryside and coastal objectives and 
other detailed policy objectives makes adequate provision for the promotion and 
assessment of any tourism and leisure proposals that may come forward.  No modification 
to the proposed plan is therefore required. 
 
8.  In respect of matters raised in relation to the strategic grid connections, as I note 
above, paragraph 3.41 in National Planning Framework 3 states “Given its existing 
infrastructure, Hunterston will be an important landfall for strategic grid connections, 
including the link from Carradale in Argyll and the ISLES project.”.  The second bullet point 
under the heading Hunterston Deep Water Port on page 23 of the proposed plan 
references support for grid reinforcements and additional connections, however I consider 
it would be reasonable and appropriate to amend the text in this bullet point to align with 
the national framework.  My recommended modification below reflects this. 
 
9.  I also note that chapter 4 of the proposed plan provides more detailed policy guidance 
on specific topic matters such as energy infrastructure development, waste management, 
heat networks and hazardous installations and substances (where the nuclear licensed 
area at Hunterston is specifically referenced).  Reference is also made in policy 29 
(energy infrastructure development) to the council’s support for such developments 
subject to consideration of public safety matters and the avoidance of unacceptable 
adverse environmental impacts on communities, landscape, and the natural and historic 
environment. 
 
10.  On the whole, I accept that although Hunterston is not identified as a national 
development in National Planning Framework 3, the high level strategy outlined in the 
proposed plan, its identification as a key employment location, with deep water facilities 
and infrastructure is generally consistent with the terms of National Planning Framework 3 
as it relates to Hunterston.  The proposed plan sets an appropriate policy framework within 
which specific development proposals can, over the longer term, be assessed as they 



    PROPOSED NORTH AYRSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

165 

materialise.  In these circumstances, and subject to my recommended modifications set 
out below, I find that the proposed plan generally aligns with, and adequately reflects the 
requirements of National Planning Framework 3 in respect of these particular matters. 
 
Spatial Strategy Objectives 
 
11.  The substance of the representations relate to strategic policy 3 of the proposed plan 
and the Hunterston Strategic Development Area and whether these are contrary to the 
spatial strategy of the proposed plan.  Specific reference is made to the countryside, 
coastal and community objectives.   
 
12.  The foreword to the proposed plan identifies Hunterston as a key employment 
location within North Ayrshire.  The overarching spatial strategy of the proposed plan is 
set out on pages 8 and 9 of the plan, where Hunterston is identified as Strategic 
Development Area 1.  One of the key objectives of the strategy is to direct most 
development to the towns, villages and developed coastline where there is infrastructure 
to support new developments and access to existing services and where there are 
opportunities to re-use and re-develop brownfield land.  The council’s position is that 
Hunterston is in a unique position to contribute to the plan’s spatial strategy.  Specific 
reference is made to compatibility with criterion listed in the spatial strategy in the towns 
and villages, countryside and coastal objectives on pages 11, 13 and 15 of the proposed 
plan.  These relate to support for employment opportunities, development and 
strengthening the marketability of the coastal economy and re-use of derelict land. 
 
13.  In my consideration of matters related to the national planning framework above, I 
agreed that the spatial strategy and key objectives of proposed plan as they relate to 
Hunterston are generally consistent with the terms of National Planning Framework 3 
(subject to my recommended modifications below).  Consequently, I also agree that the 
objectives for the Hunterston Strategic Development Area as set out in strategic policy 3 
are compatible with the spatial strategy of the plan as set out in strategic policy 1.  I 
therefore find that no modification is required to the proposed plan in this respect. 
 
Marketable Employment Land 
 
14.  The area designated as ‘marketable employment land’ is identified on the map on 
 page 22 of the proposed plan.  It extends over an area of currently undeveloped land to 
the south of the port area, and to the east of the existing nuclear facilities.  Although the 
proposed plan itself does not provide any specific definition of marketable employment 
land, I note that the council’s Employment Land Audit 2017 which monitors the 
employment land supply indicates that there are 34 marketable employment sites within 
North Ayrshire, extending to 416 hectares in total.  Schedule 5 on page 115 of the 
proposed plan identifies a total of 277 hectares at Hunterston, which makes it by far the 
largest area of employment land in North Ayrshire.  The audit categorises marketable sites 
as those sites where there are generally no servicing problems or may require some 
improvements, in good locations or in rural areas and considered marketable by all 
parties.  Marketable land is also highlighted as being central to the allocation and 
monitoring of the employment land supply.  As noted above, Hunterston is a key port and 
energy hub of national importance, and is clearly central to the proposed plan strategy.  In 
these circumstances, the allocation of marketable employment land at Hunterston is 
therefore reasonable and appropriate.   
 
15.  The council, in its response to representations seeking re-designation of the site as 
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countryside refers to the maps and various policies contained in the current adopted local 
development plan.  It asserts that in terms of those maps and policies, countryside policies 
would apply.  The current adopted plan would not however be applicable to any proposals 
coming forward.  Future proposals would be assessed on the basis of policy provisions 
contained in the forthcoming adopted plan following this examination. 
 
16.  Hunterston is identified in the proposed plan as a Strategic Development Area, and as 
I conclude above, the objectives for the Hunterston Strategic Development Area as set out 
in strategic policy 3 are compatible with the spatial strategy of the plan.  Consequently I 
consider that it would neither be reasonable or appropriate to designate a long established 
industrial and employment area with a nationally significant role, as countryside.  
Furthermore, land at Hunterston lies in an area outwith an identified town or village and 
the countryside objective on pages 12 and 13 of the proposed plan makes provision for 
the consideration of non-employment uses in areas outwith identified towns and villages.  
As I note above, the Strategic Development Area objectives of the proposed plan are not 
incompatible with the spatial strategy of the proposed plan, including the countryside 
objectives of the spatial strategy.  Consequently, I see no reason to re designate the area 
of marketable employment land to countryside and no modification to the proposed plan is 
required. 
 
17.  Historic Environment Scotland raise matters regarding the need for a masterplan and 
are concerned about the potential impact of future development on the historic 
environment, specifically Hunterston Castle and Hunterston House and a number of other 
listed buildings within the estate. 
 
18.  Paragraph 3.41 of National Planning Framework 3 includes Hunterston as a key 
location “….of particular significance, and will benefit from co-ordinated action and 
masterplanning to deliver development in the coming years.”.  The text on page 21 of the 
proposed plan outlines the council’s general support for the preparation of masterplans for 
development proposals in the strategic development areas.  However, I consider that 
there is a need to amend the text on page 23 to make specific reference to a 
masterplanning approach at Hunterston to reflect the terms of the national framework.  My 
recommended modification below addresses this matter. 
 
19.  At my site inspection I observed that the A listed castle and B listed house in 
particular, comprise imposing and attractive features in this extensively wooded and 
landscaped area.  Both are located within the north western portion of the area identified 
as marketable employment land.  A substantial part of the allocated employment area is 
also prime agricultural land, and many of the trees are covered by a tree preservation 
order, with part of the castle grounds containing ancient woodland.  A number of core 
paths also traverse the site.  In these circumstances, I agree with representees that any 
future development proposals will require careful consideration of potential impacts.  In 
this context I note that the second paragraph on page 21 of the proposed plan indicates 
that proposals must demonstrate that they do not adversely impact on the environmental 
quality ….by way of adverse impact on soils, water, air, population, human health, cultural 
heritage…..”.  On page 23 of the proposed plan, the last paragraph under the sub-heading 
‘Hunterston Nuclear’ also states that all development is to take account of the special 
environmental and safety constraints of Hunterston. 
 
20.  Further detailed policies on matters related to the historic and natural environment 
and transport and active travel are provided in chapters 1, 2 and 3 of the proposed plan.  
Consideration of future development proposals through the development management 
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process would, at the relevant time, enable appropriate consideration to be given to 
matters related to the impact on the setting of listed buildings.  In this context I am also 
aware of specific Historic Environment Scotland guidance on such matters.  This guidance 
would also be material consideration in the assessment of such proposals. 
 
21.  Nonetheless, given that the national agency with responsibility for the historic 
environment outlines concerns about the likely detrimental impacts of development in this 
area I see merit in a modification being made to the last paragraph under the ‘Hunterston 
Nuclear’ sub-heading on page 23 (rather than in schedule 5 of as suggested by Historic 
Environment Scotland) to include a specific reference to consideration being given to the 
potential impact of uses on the natural and built heritage assets in the area.  This 
paragraph should also be relocated from the ‘Hunterston Nuclear’ sub-heading and 
inserted instead as a final paragraph on page 23 of the plan.  I have included my 
recommended modification below.   
 
22.  We also considered matters of mapping detail under issue 2 and concluded that while 
there is some prescription within the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as 
amended), related regulations and circular with respect to what diagrams, illustrations and 
maps should contain there is also a great deal of discretion afforded to the council.  In 
response to a request for further information on this matter, the council confirmed that it 
would produce an interactive online version of the proposals map (as it has for other 
plans) to improve functionality and definition with all designations and allocations 
(including historical) included.  We also confirmed that the provision of an online proposals 
map would be appropriate and reasonable and would enable stakeholders to identify 
boundaries and constraints.  We would expect that the online version would show all 
proposals (including extant proposals), designations and constraints.  In this context 
therefore I am satisfied that the recommendation for a modification under Issue 2, to 
include reference to the on-line mapping within the local development plan would address 
the representations related to the mapping details in relation to listed buildings and ancient 
woodland at Hunterston.   
 
National Offshore Wind Turbine Test Facility (NOWTTF) 
 
23.  As I noted above, the national planning framework advocates building on the success 
of the onshore test facility for offshore wind turbines at Hunterston.  The National 
Renewable Infrastructure Plan also supports investment in the facilities at Hunterston to 
accommodate manufacturing, servicing and maintenance of renewable energy 
infrastructure.  I noted at my site inspection that a single turbine is currently located on 
site.  The recent appeal decision and grant of planning permission seeking an extension of 
the operational time period of the testing facility until 14 October 2019 also leads me to 
conclude that the facility has not been abandoned as one of the representations suggest.   
 
24.  I also note the council’s response in respect of potential effects of infrasound from any 
wind turbines.  In this context I have reviewed the planning appeal decision I refer to 
above in respect of matters related to human health and infrasound.  The reporter 
concluded that he did not consider that the evidence of adverse effects on the health of 
the local population is sufficient to justify or support refusal.  Notwithstanding, these are 
matters that are largely outwith the remit of this examination and more appropriately 
addressed through the development management process and the application of 
appropriate local development plan policies.  The council refer specifically to policy 29 
(energy infrastructure development) of the proposed plan and in the context of 
representations relating to infrasound matters under Issue 6 above, no modification to the 
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policy is proposed. 
 
25.  I also refer above to representations relating to a lack of support for tourism ambitions 
for the area in the proposed plan.  One of the representations refers to the possibility of 
cruise ships using the deep water and jetty facilities.  The representation relating to the 
offshore wind turbine test facility seeks the re-designation of the site for tourism and 
leisure.  As I note above, the high level framework for the Hunterston Strategic 
Development Area does not necessarily preclude tourism related proposals if they come 
forward.  As the council points out, coastal tourism proposals would be considered on a 
case by case basis and the proposed plan makes provision for support for tourism and 
leisure where they would promote economic activity through the application of policy 
guidance in both the countryside and coastal objective sections of the plan.  In addition, 
policy 6 (sustainable tourism) of the proposed plan provides support for tourism proposals.  
I also note that the penultimate paragraph on page 21 of the proposed plan under 
strategic policy 3 refers to circumstances where alternative uses are proposed and sets 
out a number of objectives against which they would be assessed.  Consequently I find 
that the proposed plan, through its spatial strategy, the countryside and coastal objectives 
and other detailed policy objectives makes adequate provision for the promotion and 
assessment of any tourism and leisure proposals that may come forward.   
 
26.  On the basis of the above, I see no reason to modify the proposed plan to remove 
reference to the National Offshore Wind Turbine Test Facility. 
 
Marine Yard 
 
27.  Representations submitted in respect of the marine yard at Hunterston outline 
concerns about the potential impacts of decommissioning of structures from the oil and 
gas industry.  The council, in response refer to the recent planning consents for de-
commissioning works, enlargement of the jetty and new gates in association with the 
marine yard.  
 
28.  As I outline above, with its key assets of the deep water access and existing 
infrastructure facilities, Hunterston is identified in the national planning framework.  The 
proposed plan policies, including strategic policy 2 and detailed policies relating to 
pollution, impacts on biodiversity designations and species, landscape, economic and 
social considerations, would be applied at planning application stage.  Consequently, there 
is no justification to modify the proposed plan. 
 
29.  Some representations also refer to the omission of an environmental impact 
assessment being completed before developments have been approved.  These are 
matters that lie outwith the remit of this examination and would be determined by the 
council at the development management stage as and when an application for planning 
permission is submitted.  The council rightly point out that the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 sets out when and 
where environmental impact assessment would be required.  At the same time, a strategic 
environmental assessment would have been undertaken for the statutory national 
planning framework, as it has for the proposed plan. 
 
30.  I therefore find that there is no basis on which to modify the proposed plan in this 
respect.   
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Bulk Terminal 
 
31.  Representations refer to the bulk terminal at Hunterston and related safety and 
environmental concerns about the handling and storage of bulk liquids.  Reference is also 
made to the on-going removal of equipment. 
 
32.  As I note above, with its key assets of the deep water access and existing 
infrastructure facilities, Hunterston is identified in the national planning framework.  The 
proposed plan policies, including strategic policy 2 and detailed policies relating to 
pollution, impacts on biodiversity designations and species, landscape, economic and 
social considerations, would be applied at planning application stage.  I am also aware 
that additional licensing requirements and controls for such uses are required from 
regulatory bodies such as the Scottish Environment Protection Agency.  Although some 
equipment has been removed, land is still available for future development.  I therefore 
see no reason to delete reference to the bulk terminal.   
 
33.  In response to the suggestion to change the reference to ‘capped’ to ‘capacity’ on 
page 22 of the proposed plan, I note the council’s acceptance of that suggestion. 
Consequently, I find a modification to the proposed plan is appropriate. 
 
34.  I also note the representation requesting a change in the ‘out of date’ photograph at 
the bottom right of page 23 of the proposed plan.  Although the council have provided no 
specific response to this suggested modification, I consider that an updated photograph 
could be included and that this matter could be addressed by the council prior to the 
adoption of the plan as a non-notifiable modification to the proposed plan. 
 
New Nuclear Energy Generation 
 
35.  The Scottish Government’s position on nuclear power is set out in the Scottish Energy 
Strategy which was published in December 2017.  It acknowledges that there is increasing 
interest in the development of new nuclear technologies, and low carbon energy solutions 
and that these will be assessed in terms of safety, customer value and their contribution to 
Scotland’s low carbon economy and energy future. 
 
36.  Paragraph 3.11 of the national planning framework also states that whilst there will be 
no nuclear new build in Scotland, it does not rule out extending the operating life of 
Hunterston B, subject to strict safety considerations.  I note however that no specific 
details are provided as to what those considerations are. 
 
37.  The UK government’s position is set out in the Long-term Nuclear Strategy published 
in 2013.  It states that nuclear energy has an important role to play in delivering long term 
objectives of a secure, low carbon, affordable, energy future.  Regulation of the industry is 
undertaken by The Office for Nuclear Regulation and the environment agencies (Scottish 
Environment Protection Agency in Scotland).  In this context, I note that the Scottish 
Environment Protection Agency offers no objections to the preferred options for 
Hunterston Strategic Development Area as set out in the proposed plan.  Furthermore, it 
welcomes the opportunity to comment on specific proposals as they come forward. 
 
38.  The first bullet point under the sub-heading ‘Hunterston Nuclear’ on page 23 of the 
proposed plan refers to ‘new nuclear generation including a new reactor’.  Such a specific 
proposal does not necessarily contradict the objective of extending the operational life of 
the facility as identified in the national planning framework.  However, in my view it does 
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make assumptions, and perhaps pre-empts any future proposal or options that may come 
forward to extend the operational life of the facility.  Consequently, I consider it would be 
reasonable and appropriate to amend the wording of the first bullet point, under the sub-
heading ‘Hunterston Nuclear’ to more closely align with the objectives of national planning 
policy.  A modified bullet point is included to address this matter in my recommendations 
below. 
 
Biomass Energy Generation 
 
39.  Representations outline concerns about the council’s support for bio mass energy 
generation at Hunterston included under bullet point 5 on page 23 of the proposed plan.   
 
40.  As I note above, the national planning framework identifies Hunterston as an energy 
hub and sets out support for investment in the facilities at Hunterston to accommodate 
manufacturing, servicing and maintenance of renewable energy infrastructure.  I am also 
satisfied that the policy framework provided in the proposed plan, including strategic policy 
2 and through application of the principles set out in policy 29 (energy infrastructure 
development), that proper consideration can be given to the impacts of any future 
proposal that may come forward at planning application stage.  I am also aware that 
additional licensing requirements and controls for such uses are required from regulatory 
bodies such as the Scottish Environment Protection Agency.  Consequently, there is no 
justification to modify the proposed plan. 
 
Southannan Sands 
 
41.  The Site of Special Scientific Interest at Southannan Sands covers a significant area 
to the north of the power stations and to the west of the ore terminal at Hunterston.  As the 
council point out, a number of other sites of special scientific interest, local nature 
conservation sites and the Fairlie Shellfish Water Protection Area all lie within, or adjacent 
to the strategic development area. 
 
42.  I have concluded above that the uses as set out in the proposed plan are appropriate, 
however in view of the proximity of these nationally important natural heritage 
designations it would be important to mitigate any potential adverse impacts and maintain 
the integrity of these sites through the development management process during 
consideration of any application for planning permission.  The second paragraph on  
page 21 of the proposed plan indicates that “proposals must demonstrate that they do not 
adversely impact on the environmental quality ….by way of adverse impact on 
….biodiversity…..”.  Policy 16 (protection of our designated sites) of the proposed plan 
would also be applicable.  As the council point out, the provisions of The Town and 
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 would 
also apply.  On this basis, no modification to the proposed plan is required. 
 
Landscape 
 
43.  Although there are no local or national landscape designations within the strategic 
development area identified in the proposed plan, a special landscape area lies 
immediately to the east.  It would therefore be important to mitigate any potential adverse 
impacts through the development management process during consideration of any 
application for planning permission.  The second paragraph on page 21 of the proposed 
plan indicates that “proposals must demonstrate that they do not adversely impact on the 
environmental quality ….by way of adverse impact on ….landscape…..”.  Consequently, I 
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agree with the council that the policy framework provided in the proposed plan, including 
strategic policy 2 and through application of policy 15 (landscape and seascape) provide 
that proper consideration is given to the impacts of any future proposal that may come 
forward at planning application stage.  On this basis, no modification to the proposed plan 
is required. 
 
Transport Issues 
 
44.  Matters related to the request for bypasses to north coast towns in North Ayrshire are 
considered in general terms under strategic policy 2 in issue 2.  Representations relating 
specifically to matters regarding a bypass for Fairlie are considered under issue 10.  In the 
absence of representations from Transport Scotland and the lack of any specific 
programming or funding commitment on the part of the authorities responsible for such 
works, there is no justification for the reservation of any land for possible bypasses at this 
time. 
 
45.  The council acknowledge however that transport links, integration and capacity is 
crucial to future development at Hunterston.  I note that the text on page 23 of the 
proposed plan also makes specific reference to a requirement for detailed transport 
studies to identify options for enhancing port, rail and road accessibility.  A masterplanned 
approach (as recommended in my modification below) would also address such matters.   
 
46.  Local residents also express concerns about the ‘choke point’ on the rail line at 
Stevenston level crossing.  We recommend a modification to proposed policy 27 in the 
plan under issue 5 in response to representations by Network Rail to ensure that future 
development proposals consider the impact on, and seek to reduce risk to level crossings, 
including the crossing at Stevenston.  Network Rail are however supportive of the 
proposals at Hunterston and the reference in the proposed plan to enhance port, rail, and 
road accessibility.  Consequently, I find that there is no justification to recommend any 
further modifications to the plan in the context of these matters. 
 
Consultation Process and other issues 
 
47.  Before proceeding with the examination of the proposed plan, we examined the 
council’s Report of Conformity with the Participation Statement.  In doing so, we 
concluded that in its publication and promotion of the proposed plan, the council had 
allowed an extended period for representations beyond that required by statute.  The 
council has also met the statutory obligations in relation to the period for representations, 
neighbour notification and newspaper notification.  Overall, we find that the council has 
fulfilled its obligations under the terms of section 18(4)(a)(i) of the Town and Country 
Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended).  It consulted on the proposed plan, and 
involved the public, in the way it said it would in its participation statement. 
 
48.  On the matter of environmental impact assessments, as I note above, these are 
matters that are largely outwith the remit of this examination and would be determined by 
the council at the development management stage as and when an application for 
planning permission is submitted.  The council rightly point out that the Town and Country 
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 sets out when 
and where environmental impact assessment would be required.  In addition, as I note 
above, a strategic environmental assessment would have been undertaken for the 
statutory national planning framework, as it has for the proposed plan. 
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49.  Matters related to the lack of past enforcement of noise and environmental legislation 
also lie outwith the remit of this examination. 
 
50.  Consequently, I therefore find that there is no basis on which to modify the proposed 
plan in respect of these matters.   
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Modify the proposed local development plan by: 
 
1. Deleting the second bullet point under the sub-heading “Hunterston Deep Water Port” 
on page 23 and replacing it with the following text as a bullet point: 
 
“Strategic grid connections recognising its importance as a landfall to support the offshore 
renewable energy sector”. 
 
2. Deleting the last paragraph under the “Hunterston Nuclear”’ sub-heading on page 23 
and relocating the text within this paragraph so that it becomes the last paragraph on 
page 23.  The relocated paragraph should be modified to read as follows:  
 
“Hunterston is an area where co-ordinated action and a masterplanned approach is 
required.  We would expect all development to take account of the special environmental 
and safety constraints of Hunterston including detailed transport studies to identify options 
for enhancing port/rail/road accessibility, and management of impact of uses on nearby 
communities and the natural and built heritage assets in the area.”. 
 
3. Deleting the reference to “capped” on page 22 of the proposed plan and replacing with 
“capacity”. 
 
4. Deleting the first bullet point under the sub-heading “Hunterston Nuclear” on page 23 
and replacing it with the following text as a bullet point: 
 
“Appropriate development to support the operational life of the existing facility”. 
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Issue 12  
 

Irvine (including Irvine Strategic Development Areas, 
incorporating Ardeer Peninsula) 

Development plan 
reference: 

Strategic Development Area 3: i3 (page 26), 
Strategic Development Area 4 :Irvine 
Harbourside (page 28),  
Strategic Development Area 5: Montgomerie 
Park (page 30)  
Strategic Policy 4: Delivering on Community 
Priorities, Settlement Maps: Irvine Locality 
(page 40) 

Reporter: 
Rob Huntley 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
James Risk (003) 
Ian McLaren (010) 
Anne Dunlop (012) 
Kevin Seaton (020)  
Coastwatch Scotland (034) 
Ian McLaren (036)  
Ian McLaren (037) 
British Polythene Industries Limited 
and its subsidiaries (“BPI”) (055) 
M&G Real Estate (130) 
Scottish Wildlife Trust (145) 
RSPB Scotland (173) 
RSPB Scotland (175)  
RSPB Scotland (182) 
Chemring Energetics UK Limited (228) 
 

 
Woodland Trust Scotland  (240)  
Woodland Trust Scotland  (241)  
Woodland Trust Scotland  (252)  
Woodland Trust Scotland  (253)  
Woodland Trust Scotland  (254)  
Ian McLaren (297)  
Jane Henderson (300) 
Anne Mackinnon (347) 
Scottish Natural Heritage  (367)  
Scottish Natural Heritage  (368) 
Scottish Natural Heritage  (369)  
Scottish Natural Heritage  (370) 
Scottish Natural Heritage  (371) 
Scottish Natural Heritage  (374) 
Scottish Natural Heritage  (388) 
 

Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Strategic Development Area 4: Irvine Harbourside  
Ardeer Peninsula SDO 
Ardeer Peninsula Future Development Potential 
Strategic Development Area 3: i3 
Strategic Development Area 5: Montgomerie Park 
Riverway Retail Park, Irvine 
New Housing Development at Lochlibo Road, Irvine 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Irvine Harbourside 
 

 (347) Objects to building new private and social housing at Irvine Harbourside 
because the land is contaminated; the 2 large carparks are extremely busy on good 
days and if built on would leave nowhere for residents and tourists to park and 
people would just park outside the residents homes; and that the occupants of the 
affordable/social houses proposed would damage the environment of the best area 
in Irvine. Other comments have been raised related to the allocations policy for 
affordable housing.  

 (012) The allocated housing land at the Harbourside should be deleted to retain the 
car parking areas for Beach users and visitors to the Harbourside area. There are 
other more suitable locations for housing. Use the area where the Magnum used to 
be located for proposed new housing development. 
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 (020) adding more homes opposite the former big idea would be to the detriment of 
the surrounding area. The beach and beach park is a stunning and natural location. 
A marina would enhance it but not by adding homes in that location. 

 (034) The plan for housing development in the area of land from the 
Harbourmasters Office to the Pilot House shows housing right up to the Pilot House 
perimeter fence.  To build housing with back and front gardens on the car park 
which can hold up to 1000 cars, potentially prevents people from coming to our 
wonderful area for recreation. People will not park their cars over ½ mile away from 
the beach and walk with kids and equipment to the beach. There must be a facility 
for parking near the beach. The Ayrshire Growth Deal suggests there should be a 
road along the coast from Stevenston to Irvine, a bridge would be required over the 
river at high level to allow yachts to pass under. This bridge would go over 
someone’s new home. New homes are desperately needed, but not at the expense 
of fantastic recreational facilities.  

 (369) SNH recommends modifications to strengthen the physical links between the 
town centre and harbourside, enhancing their vitality and vibrancy. 

 
Ardeer Peninsula SDO 
 

 (055), (145), (173), (368) Support the draft LDP recognition that the 1953 order is a 
dated development management mechanism and support its revocation to allow 
proper due planning process controls future development in the area. 

 (28) Special Development Order: CEUK accept that the SDO may seem 
anachronistic in light of the ways in which the planning system has moved on since 
1953. CEUK (28) is supportive in principal of the SDO being revoked, subject to 
similar but updated permitted development rights being conferred in a new Special 
Development Order to be granted by Scottish Ministers, or other agreed planning 
mechanism.  

 
Ardeer Peninsula Future Development Potential 

 
 (175) RSPB Scotland has concerns over the identification of the Ardeer Peninsula 

as a Potential Future Growth Area, as the development of this area is likely to lead 
to adverse impacts on a site which has been assessed as being of national 
importance for its wildlife. Notwithstanding, we welcome the commitment to assess 
the Potential Future Growth Area in terms of environmental and infrastructure 
capacity in a future development plan. Any Growth Deal projects must be subject to 
the same level of scrutiny and assessment as any other development. 

 (182) It is worth noting that the development opportunity identified at the former 
Ayrshire Metals Site is adjacent to Bogside Flats SSSI and RSPB Scotland’s 
Bogside nature reserve and that any development of this site must avoid negatively 
impacting on this nationally important site.  

 (228) Designation of Ardeer Peninsula as a Potential Future Growth Area: CEUK is 
supportive in principle of extending the local economy to include mixed use 
developments within the wider local area, including Irvine Harbourside. However 
the Ardeer Peninsula contains COMAH sites and inappropriate development has 
the potential for permanent detrimental impacts on existing and future CEUK 
operations, with consequential impacts on CEUK investment and employment 
levels. Allowing the use of parts of the Ardeer Peninsula for non-industrial purposes 
could in the future expose the public to a risk which is perceived to be 
unacceptable. The LDP should clarify what future environmental and infrastructure 
is required and clarify the nature of any future development – particularly non-
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industrial. New development on the Ardeer Peninsula should not infringe into the 
Health and Safety Executive (“HSE”) safeguard zones and constrain its business 
operations. CEUK would object to any access roads across the beach/waterfront 
edge. This is a matter that should be reflected in policy provisions and supporting 
text in the LDP. The LDP must clearly identify suitably strong protections for the 
ability of CEUK to continue to operate and expand its activities across its site. This 
could be achieved by an appropriate consultation zone being established in the 
LDP. Supporting documents are included (RD49-RD51) 

 (145) The representation expresses concern at the proposed designation of parts of 
the peninsula in the Proposed Plan because the coastline is marked on the Coast 
Objective map as “Developed Coast”.  Apart from an old and disintegrating sea wall 
and wire mesh fence in places there are currently virtually no coastal developments 
between Stevenston Point and the Irvine/Garnock estuary.  This section should be 
re-designated as “Undeveloped Coast”. Concern is also raised that the north part of 
the peninsula, including the Black Powder Wood and Garnock West are zoned for 
“Business and Industry”.  This seems rather incongruous when East Garnock and 
Bogside are designated “Countryside” and the southern part of the peninsula is 
labelled “Open Space”.  The Black Powder Wood and Garnock West are of similar 
biodiversity value to the rest of the peninsula and we suggest that they be re-
designated as Countryside or Open Space.  If damaging developments are 
permitted in the peninsula North Ayrshire could be destroying an area that is 
arguably its best natural heritage asset. A modification is also recommended to 
facilitate bird and wildlife observation. 

 (368) SNH notes that development proposals will be assessed in terms of their 
environmental capacity, however, the protection of the natural heritage assets of 
the area require a more concerted plan-led approach, maximising on the green 
infrastructure opportunities.  

 
I3 
 

 (240) i3- Irvine - Industrial & Logistics: The northern and eastern boundaries of this 
site is adjacent to native woodland which is in the Native Woodland Survey for 
Scotland and should be retained and enhanced as important for the quality of the 
landscape in the area and for its potential importance for wildlife. A buffer between 
the area of woodland and the development could be recommended by the planning 
authority as a site specific requirement. The appropriate size and type of buffer can 
be advised on at planning application stage. " 

 (241) i3-Irvine-Strategic Investment Campus: Around the boundary of this site there 
is some fragmented area of native and nearly native woodland as recorded in the 
Native Woodland Survey for Scotland. Also south of this site there is riparian 
woodland which is of high nature conservation value. This woodland should be 
retained as it forms part of a woodland corridor in the area which could be important 
for wildlife. A buffer between the area of woodland and the development should be 
recommended by the planning authority as a site specific requirement. The 
appropriate size and type of buffer can be advised on at planning application stage.  

 (254) i3 – Irvine- Service Hub: The north western end of this site is adjacent to 
woodland which is has been recorded as native woodland on the Native Woodland 
Survey for Scotland. This woodland area should be retained as an area which 
contributes to the quality of the landscape on site, and could also be an important 
habitat for wildlife. It appears that some the woodland may already be separated 
from the development area by a footpath but this is not clear. " 

 (367) - The riverside location provides opportunities to incorporate green 
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infrastructure and active travel connections into the wider strategic network. Whilst 
the map shows an indicative active travel route, this does not show the connections 
into or through the site itself. This development proposal would benefit from 
incorporating green infrastructure into the development and linking these into the 
existing green network. 

 
Montgomerie Park 
 

 (003)  - Support the construction of a new primary school and community facilities 
in the South East of Montgomerie Park. Oppose construction of further houses in 
the North Western part of Montgomerie Park. Due to its proximity to Eglinton 
Country Park, this area is home to a wide variety of wildlife, and its value as for 
active travel. 

 (252) - There is an area of woodland along the western boundary of the Strategic 
Housing Growth Area which is classified as ancient woodland according to the 
Ancient Woodland Inventory (AWI). This provides an important woodland corridor 
with the woodland in Eglington Country Park and should be excluded from the 
development area, an appropriate buffer between the woodland and the 
development should be established to help minimise any potential negative edge 
effects from the development. The appropriate size and type of buffer as well as 
additional planting can be advised on at planning application stage. 

 (253) - The north western corner of the site identified as ‘Future Housing’ is site is 
adjacent to woodland which is classified as ancient woodland according to AWI. A 
buffer between the area of woodland and the development should be 
recommended by the planning authority as a site specific requirement. The 
appropriate size and type of buffer can be advised on at planning application stage. 
Developers should be made aware of the existing ancient woodland to the north 
western part of the site, currently outwith the site boundary.  (370) - This site 
benefits from being located in close proximity to Eglinton Country Park. This 
provides an opportunity to contribute to the wider green network and woodland 
habitat network. 

 (371), (374) - The map (page 30) shows the Simplified Planning Zone (SPZ) 
locations, however, there is limited detail provided within the text on the type of 
development proposals supported here. The Plan should also ensure that the 
development within the SPZ is well-integrated with the surrounding development 
and environment, with a positive interface.   

 
Riverway Retail Park 
 

 (130) - The representation sets out a case for being reallocated as part of Irvine 
town centre, on the basis of its physical connectivity to the town centre, its 
prominence as a retail destination in North Ayrshire, and based on SPP (CD02). 

 
New Housing Development at Lochlibo Road 
 
(300) - Objections have been raised as development on the site would have an impact on 
a nearby equestrian business. 
 
(010), (036), (037), (145), (297), (388) - Objections have been raised on the basis that the 
proposal would seriously damage the continuity between Lawthorn Wood and Sourlie 
Wood nature reserves the two reserves and the wider countryside.  The Lawthorn Wood 
reserve is small, and completely surrounding it with housing would prevent any meaningful 



    PROPOSED NORTH AYRSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

177 

wildlife dispersal or colonisation, dooming it to biodiversity decline. It would also breach 
what is currently a more appropriate and defensible settlement edge. Development at this 
location would be incongruous within the wider landscape, leading to adverse landscape 
and visual impacts and compromising the quality of this key settlement gateway. The 
allocation of the site conflicts with the SEA findings. 
 
(010), (036), (037), (297) Concerns that the site appeared non-favoured at MIR (CD10) 
stage – what has changed? 
 
A nearby neighbouring resident has objected on the grounds that development of the site 
would increase flooding; would incur a loss of privacy to nearby houses; would have a 
significant impact on wildlife in nearby wooded areas; and that traffic generation from the 
site would increase congestion, particularly around Lawthorn Primary School. The 
representee also points out that there is undermining under the site and that the farm road 
that separates the two portions of the site is used by walkers and cyclists. The objector 
has also raised landscape matters already summarised. 

 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Irvine Harbourside 
 
(347), (012), (020), (034) The allocated housing land at the Harbourside should be deleted 
to retain the car parking areas for beach users and visitors to the Harbourside area.  
 
(012) This representation indicates that the site of the former Magnum Leisure Centre is 
suitable for houses. 
 
(369) SNH suggests adding criteria to maximise upon the waterfront location: 
 “In particular, we will support the following uses, particularly where forming part of a 
comprehensive masterplan: 
 

• Proposals that incorporate green infrastructure provision, contributing to the 
wider green network; and 
• Proposals that improve and provide new active travel links.” 
 

Ardeer Peninsula SDO 
 
(228) Whilst CEUK is supportive in principal of the SDO being revoked, the LDP should 
provide clarity on what other similar but updated permitted development rights will benefit 
the site.  
 
Ardeer Peninsula Future Development Potential 

 
(175) RSPB Scotland has concerns over the identification of the Ardeer Peninsula as a 
Potential Future Growth Area, as the development of this area is likely to lead to adverse 
impacts on a site which has been assessed as being of national importance for its wildlife. 
Notwithstanding, we welcome the commitment to assess the Potential Future Growth Area 
in terms of environmental and infrastructure capacity in a future development plan. Any 
Growth Deal projects must be subject to the same level of scrutiny and assessment as 
any other development. 
 
(182) Seek that the plan is modifies to include criteria protecting both the SSSI and RSPB 
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reserve from any negative impacts.   
 
(228) The LDP should clarify what future environmental and infrastructure is required and 
clarify the nature of any future development – particularly non-industrial. Criteria should be 
add to ensure new development on the Ardeer Peninsula does not infringe into the Health 
and Safety Executive (“HSE”) safeguard zones and constrain its business operations. No 
access roads should be permitted across the beach/waterfront edge. The LDP must 
clearly identify suitably strong protections for the ability of CEUK to continue to operate 
and expand its activities across its site. This could be achieved by an appropriate 
consultation zone being established in the LDP. 
 
(145) re-designated the coast Stevenston Point and the Irvine/Garnock estuary as 
Undeveloped Coast. . Allocate Black Powder Wood and Garnock West should be 
designation as Open Space or Countryside 
 
(368) suggest the Council aim to regularise activity on the Ardeer peninsula and issue 
updated planning consents for activities currently taking place, where appropriate. Also 
suggest highlighting the biodiversity value of the Ardeer peninsula and ensuring that 
development proposal protect and enhance the natural heritage assets of the site, 
including green infrastructure.  
 
I3 
 
(240) i3- Irvine - Industrial & Logistics: The northern and eastern boundaries of this site 
are adjacent to woodland which is native woodland in the Native Woodland Survey for 
Scotland and should be retained with a buffer between the area of woodland and the 
development. 
 
(241) i3-Irvine-Strategic Investment Campus: A buffer between the area of woodland 
around the boundary of the site and the development should be addedd as a site specific 
requirement. The riparian woodland should also be retained.   
  
(254) i3 – Irvine- Service Hub: This native woodland towards the north western part of the 
site should be retained as an area which contributes to the quality of the landscape on 
site, and could also be an important habitat for wildlife.  
 
(367)   We suggest adding the following criteria:  
 
“The Council will support: 
 

 Proposals that take advantage of the riverside location by incorporating green 
infrastructure into the design, linking into the wider green network; and 

 Proposals that improve and provide new active travel routes which link into the 
strategic active travel network, including riverside footpaths, to provide attractive, 
integrated connections” 

 
Montgomerie Park 
 
(003) Ensure the plan prevents the construction of new houses at Montgomerie Park. 
 
(252) The Ancient Woodland along the western boundary should be excluded from the 
development area, an appropriate buffer between the woodland and the development 
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should be established to help minimise any potential negative edge effects from the 
development.   
 
(253) A buffer between the area of Ancient woodland in the North Western Corner of the 
site  development should be recommended by the planning authority as a site specific 
requirement.  
 
(370) SNH suggest the inclusion of the following wording, “We will support development 
proposals which maximise upon the close proximity to Eglinton Country Park by 
incorporating green infrastructure into the design, contributing to the wider green network.” 
 
(371), (374) Text should be added to ensure development within the SPZ is well-
integrated with existing development and the natural environment.  To ensure integration, 
SNH suggests:  
 
“The Council will support development proposals that: 
 

• Contribute to the wider green network; and 
• Incorporate a well-design, positive interface with other development to ensure 
successful integration.” 
 

Riverway Retail Park 
 
(130) The representation seeks the inclusion of the retail park in the town centre 
boundary. 
 
New Housing Development at Lochlibo Road 
 
(10), (36), (37), (145), (297), (300), (388) The representations seeks the deletion of the 
site. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
New Housing at Harbourside 
 
(347) (012) (020) (034) (012) (369) - The Harbourside area is shown in the Strategic 
Development Areas Strategic Policy on pages 28-29 of the Proposed Local Development 
Plan (CD04) as well as in the settlement map on page 40. Both maps show an area of 
land identified for housing. This is a residential allocation from the adopted Local 
Development Plan (CD09) and is intended to remain as such, since it forms part of the 5 
year effective land supply. It is recognised that the area currently provides car parking for 
the Harbourside area, however, there is scope to replace parking in the immediate locality 
and within the development site. In any case, as any masterplan for the wider area, which 
may be produced to support the Ayrshire Growth Deal, there would be sufficient capacity 
within that process to review development potential for housing to be incorporated 
alongside other potential uses and served by adequate infrastructure, including roads. The 
site of the former Magnum leisure centre (which is now cleared) has been included within 
the general urban area, rather than retained as an open space designation. This is 
considered to be a logical correction from the adopted Plan to reflect that the site is a 
brownfield, formerly developed site.  
 
In addition to the above, masterplanning work to support the Ayrshire Growth Deal, 
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provides sufficient scope to allow development proposals, including for residential, on that 
site. 
 
The Council does not support SNH’s suggested modification (369). The Council would 
highlight that the identified routes were included in the map as directed by the Council's 
Active Travel and Transport team, specifically to highlight access opportunities (including 
active travel access). The Council does consider that the Active Travel team input is likely 
to be better informed than SNH's views on this matter, however, ultimately the Council has 
no opposition to the suggested modification. 
 
Ardeer Peninsula SDO 
 
(228) The Council notes that the objection, is seeking confirmation of a mechanism that is 
equally beneficial to the representee as an operational land owner within the SDO area. 
The Council would highlight that the SDA locations are intended to give an overview of key 
priorities and potential areas of change. In this context, the statement on page 29 of the 
LDP, which highlights the intention of the Council to revoke and replace the SDO is 
intended to be informative of the wider context for Harbourside and Ardeer. For the 
avoidance of doubt, the Council recognises that this is a matter that would require due 
process and which is unrelated to the LDP process. As a consequence, its deletion would 
not have any direct impact on the LDP; but the Council consider it should be retained 
because it is helpful and informative in setting out how the Council will act to respond to 
other (planning) issues that affect this area, and plan users will benefit from this statement. 
The Council does not consider that alternative wording is necessary, because this is a 
high level statement of intent. Due process to revoke, and potentially implement a different 
land control mechanism, if deemed appropriate, would provide further detail and be 
carried out separate to the LDP. 
 
Ardeer Peninsula Future Development Potential 
 
(175) (182) (228) (145) (368) - The Council does not support the various proposed 
changes. The Proposed Plan (CD04) at pages 28-29 clearly states that development 
aspirations that may exist for this area through the Ayrshire Growth Deal are not intended 
to take place within the early part of the Plan Period.  However, LDPs are expected to 
provide a broad indication of scale and location of growth for a period covering 10-20 
years following adoption of the LDP. At this stage, no firm detail exists about the proposals 
for development on the Ardeer Peninsula which could form a sufficient basis for 
environmental and infrastructure planning, largely because there is no certainty of the 
success of the Ayrshire Growth Deal, and because the aspirations of the Ayrshire Growth 
Deal are for development to take place over a longer term horizon. The Proposed Plan is 
therefore intending to fulfil its duty to provide a broad indication of scale and location of 
growth, and clearly presents this in a context which clarifies that the environmental and 
infrastructure impacts would be dealt with in a future LDP, whereupon impact on 
environmentally sensitive locations and transport etc could be more meaningfully 
measured and presented for effective engagement with the public and agencies. Addition 
to this, the Council would highlight that all environmental designations affecting the area 
are protected through a series of subject policies which would be applied to the 
assessment of any development proposal, should it emerge earlier than expected. The 
Council does not support the range of suggested modifications. 
 
 
 



    PROPOSED NORTH AYRSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

181 

I3 
 
(240) (241) (254) (367) - The Council recognises that there are woodland corridors in the 
wider i3 area - including particularly at the edges of various parcels of land in i3. The 
woodland around i3 is an inherent part of the attractiveness of this strategic business 
location, which relies on its high environmental quality and good connectivity. The 
Council’s proposals do not place any risk on the woodland corridors that are within the i3 
area, and it is not expected that development that occurs would compromise this. It is also 
considered that given the nature of the business area as a high value business location 
that users would be likely to invest in high quality landscaping. This is a matter that can be 
achieved through development management processes with the assistance of other 
policies in the Proposed Plan. A modification related to this is not required. 
 
The Council would highlight that the identified routes were included in the map as directed 
by the Council's Active Travel and Transport team, specifically to highlight access 
opportunities (including active travel access). The Council does consider that the Active 
Travel team are best placed to provide advice on the issue, however, ultimately the 
Council has no opposition to the suggested mapping changes, in particular to show a key 
for the map. This is considered to be a non-notifiable change. The Council does not 
support the alteration to the text related to the i3 SDA. There are other policies in the 
Proposed Plan that set out this aspiration. As with mapping design, the content of this 
policy was specifically reviewed by the Active Travel Team, which is best placed to 
consider active travel matters. The Proposed Plan is sufficient without the inclusion of the 
suggested text. 
 
Montgomerie Park 
 
(003) Montgomerie Park is a long established, effective housing site, which has been in 
successful development plans for over a decade. It is the Council’s most significant 
residential development location in terms of scale and track record of development. The 
planning, environmental and infrastructure impacts of the site are acceptable. In addition, 
the Council, supported by Scottish Government is working to implement a simplified 
planning zone to support the delivery of new houses at this location. The Council does not 
support the representation seeking to prevent further development at this location, as this 
would have an unacceptably harmful impact on the Council’s established and effective 
housing land supply. 
 
(252) The developable areas in the Montgomerie Park area are all clear of tree belts and 
woodland. The edges of the site contain woodland strips, which the Council values and 
considers important to retain through the development of the site. The Council is the 
owner of the site and is sequentially releasing parcels of land in line with a masterplan of 
the area which retains all woodland at the site edges and incorporates areas of open 
space. The Council does not consider that additional measures require to be included in 
the plan, as the proposed policies and land ownership control is sufficient to protect 
valuable woodland. 
 
(370) The Council considers the modification unnecessary and does not support the 
modification. The site is a well-established housing site, and the policies in the Proposed 
Plan (CD04), together with development management processes are sufficient to ensure 
that development links with its wider surroundings. The SDA map highlights Eglinton 
Country Park due to its proximity to the site, and potential relationship between the site as 
a development location and the Park. 
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(371), (374) The Council considers the modification unnecessary and does not support the 
modification. The Proposed Plan recognises the Council's intent to establish an SPZ at 
Montgomerie Park, however the SDA maps is only providing this for information, as the 
SPZ process is separate from the LDP process. The Council considered the inclusion of a 
reference to the SPZ appropriate as a means of informing plan users of how other parts of 
the planning system are working together with the LDP to deliver houses at this location. 
The text is sufficient, and SPZ processes will deal with design and detailed matters. 
 
Riverway Retail Park 
 
(130) The Council does not support the inclusion of the Riverway Retail Park in the town 
centre. The current location of the park is immediately adjacent to the town centre 
boundary (which ceases at the Rivergate Shopping Mall). As such the Retail Park 
occupies a quintessential edge of centre location. It is also identified in the Proposed Plan 
as a commercial centre, suitable for a range of comparison goods and some convenience 
retailing. In reality, the Park has a healthy occupancy rate, with a varied mix of comparison 
retailing, a presence of bulky goods shops, some convenience retail outlets and a number 
of food and beverage units. In totality, the Park appears to be performing well, and fulfilling 
its role as an important complementary retailing location that supports mainstream 
comparison retailing in the town centre. There is no proliferation of vacancies in the Park 
that suggest that the policy framework is harming its operation, which, in fact, is very 
similar to the composition of a town centre location.  
 
A historic consent from the 1980s imposes restrictions on the Park that effectively 
prevents food stores from occupying the Park. The Council has taken a liberal approach to 
a small number of consented units over a long period on the basis that they have been 
clearly subservient to the primary function of the Park as a comparison retailing location, 
and because the purpose of the original condition was to prevent leakage of food retailing 
from the town centre. This was because the town centre was the primary location for most 
of the large food stores in Irvine. Over time, most food stores have left their town centre 
location and occupy other edge of centre locations that are more distant from the town 
centre than the retail park. As such, given low market demand for food stores in the Park 
and the obsolete purpose of the condition, there has been no significant objection to the 
limited number of food stores that have operated in the Park.  
 
In respect of the restrictions that apply to the Park, there is essentially no major planning 
restriction in place to prevent the Park operating and selling a full range of goods that 
could otherwise be sold in a town centre; and this is considered appropriate given its 
immediate proximity to the town centre. It is considered appropriate, however, to retain the 
existing boundary, which means the Park would remain as an edge of centre commercial 
centre. This is because it is clear that the Park already enjoys healthy occupancy rates, 
has a diverse range of occupiers, is effectively as unrestricted (in terms of uses that can 
occupy existing buildings) as town centre location, and enjoys a high degree of sequential 
preference. The only additional flexibility that would be gained from inclusion in the town 
centre would be for additional development space, which would appear to be limited. In 
any case, the estate manager has not advised the Council that it has any such intentions. 
The Council considers the proposed framework sufficient to allow flexibility to the current 
estate manager, while the Plan provides appropriate framework to consider any proposed 
strategic expansion of the floorspace at the park through its policies – i.e. predominately 
the sequential assessment. The Council considers the proposed policy framework 
represent a continuity of the existing plan, which strikes a healthy balance between 
protecting the town centre and allowing liberal and flexible management of the Park. 
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Rather than appreciably damaging the operation of either, it appears clear that both the 
Mall and the Retail Park are thriving. The Council therefore sees no reason to modify the 
Plan to include the Retail Park in the town centre. 
 
New Housing Development at Lochlibo Road 
 
(10), (36), (37), (145), (297), (300), (388) - It is noted that objection to the site is made on 
the basis that it may adversely impact on a nearby equestrian business. Planning is 
concerned with the wider impact of development than perceived specific impacts on 
individual businesses. This is not considered to be a material planning consideration, and 
the Council does not support the deletion of the site on the basis of the concerns raised. 
Objections have been raised on the basis that the proposal would seriously damage the 
continuity between Lawthorn Wood and Sourlie Wood nature reserves the two reserves 
and the wider countryside. The allocated land does not contain any tree coverage and it is 
not expected that the development of the site would result in any tree felling. In recognition 
that the Sourlie Wood and Lawthorn Wood nature reserve are close to the site, the 
Proposed Plan (CD04) includes a statement in Schedule 2 that an ecological survey 
should be carried out to inform the development of the site. This will ensure that the 
development management stage maximises the environmental performance of the site, in 
terms of impact on valuable natural assets close to the site, including the wood and any 
biodiversity and habitats near to the site. The Council would highlight that since the 
existing sites do not contain any vegetation (with the exception of hedgerows along road 
frontage), there is significant opportunity to improve the green corridors through the site, 
through landscaping proposals for the site; which would be expected to demonstrate that 
the development of the site reflects the character of the locality. In this respect, the 
Council would also highlight the wider pattern of development that occurred to the east of 
Irvine since its designation as a new town. This has typically taken the form of relatively 
self-contained pods (albeit sometimes large) of housing development, which generally 
provided an extension of the green corridors and tree belts along development edges and 
roads. As this has occurred it has ensured that each pod provides visual mitigation and 
creates the appearance on the approach to Irvine that largely screens the areas of modern 
housing the east of Irvine. While this means the proposed allocation would be prominent 
on approach to Irvine, if it did not include any landscape and screening measures, it is 
expected that the development would, at development management stage, seek to 
demonstrate it can suitably form part of the settlement, in a visual sense, by incorporating 
strong landscaping and vegetation planting schemes. An indicative sketch layout 
submitted by Dawn Homes shows intention to strengthen planting to the north edge of the 
site to reinforce this pattern.  
 
In respect of flooding, SEPA has confirmed that there is some surface flooding affecting 
the site, however, this is minor. SEPA did not object and advised that the development 
should respond to this. This matter will be addressed at development management stage, 
and Schedule 2 of the Proposed Plan (CD04) advises that a flood risk assessment and 
drainage assessment should be carried out for any planning application. 
 
The allocation of the site is not considered to give a rise to an unacceptable loss of privacy 
and amenity to nearby residential properties, as a matter of principle; however the 
development management process will ensure that separation distances between 
properties, access, design, and topographical issues will be addressed appropriately to 
ensure no unacceptable loss of amenity to nearby dwellings. 
 
There are no road safety and traffic issues identified for this site that would compromise 
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road safety in the locality of the site. The Council consulted with its Active Travel and 
Transportation for advice on all promoted LDP sites. No objection was raised to this site, 
though it was advised that some realignment of the minor country road may be required. 
This would now be expected as part of a planning application – particularly since the size 
of the site now also includes land to both sides of that road. 
 
In terms of the process, the site was consulted on at Main Issues Report stage. The Main 
Issues Report (CD10) highlighted that the consultation at that stage was an options based 
consultation based on sites that had been promoted. The Council’s publication documents 
supporting the MIR and the MIR (CD10) itself gave an indication of preference for each 
site, on a traffic light scoring system. The site was initially shown as not favoured, mainly 
because the site analysis process was focussed on how deliverable the site appeared to 
be; and at the time there was no information to suggest the site was being promoted by a 
party capable of delivering the site. This changed following the promoters response to the 
MIR, and subsequent documentation reflects this. The MIR (CD10) highlighted that the 
scoring may be subject to change, should other information come to light, and this has 
happened in this instance. The Council followed due process in relation to this site, and 
would highlight that the MIR (CD10) acted as intended, and that the content of MIRs 
should not represent a fixed view of the Council on matters, but their purpose is to engage 
views on options identified. 

 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.  The council has listed above a number of matters raised in representations which are 
in support of the provisions of the proposed plan.  Examination of the plan is limited by 
regulations to addressing only the unresolved issues which have been raised in 
representations.  My conclusions below therefore address only the unresolved matters 
raised in representations, including relevant matters raised in further procedures. 
 
Irvine Harbourside 
 
2.  The land at Irvine Harbourside, at present mostly laid out as extensive areas of car 
parking together with a riverside walk-way, is allocated for residential development in the 
current adopted local development plan.  Table 1 of policy Res 2 of that plan gives an 
indicative capacity of 340 homes for the site and envisages that its development would 
deliver houses within the period up to 2025.  The proposed plan retains this allocation 
unchanged and the Irvine Harbourside site does not therefore feature as a new 
development allocation in the proposed plan.  Schedule 2b of the proposed plan retains 
an indicative capacity of 340 homes at the site, which continues to be identified in the 
2017 Housing Land Audit as forming part of the 5-year supply of effective land.   
 
3.  I acknowledge that the parking spaces currently provided on the land support and 
enable access to the extensive open space and recreational facilities in the vicinity, 
including the Beach Park and the adjoining beach and foreshore.  Together these provide 
attractive and well used recreational resources, in respect of which the continued 
availability of nearby car parking facilities would be necessary.  Ensuring the future 
availability of the necessary level and location of car parking, both for the proposed 
residential development of the harbourside site and in connection with recreational 
activities in the vicinity, is a matter that can be appropriately assessed in connection with 
the detailed design of development at the site.  Consideration of any potential ground 
contamination, together with appropriate design and layout, can also be undertaken at 
detailed planning application stage, with any necessary remedial measures specified 
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following ground investigations that are likely to be required.   
 
4.  Policies 14 (green and blue infrastructure) and 27 (sustainable transport and active 
travel) of the proposed plan make provision for development throughout the plan area to 
include green infrastructure and sustainable transport and active travel links.  Those 
provisions would ensure that any development at the site would appropriately reflect 
those policy provisions.  It is not therefore necessary for such measures to be repeated in 
respect of this specific site as Scottish Natural Heritage suggests. 
 
5.  The site of the former Magnum leisure centre to the east of Irvine Harbourside 
comprises previously developed land, albeit that it is now in a cleared state.  The 
indication of its inclusion within the general urban area, at page 40 and the annotated 
aerial photograph at page 28 of the proposed plan, is therefore appropriate.  Consistent 
with the provisions of strategic policy 1 (spatial strategy), residential development of the 
site of the former Magnum leisure centre would be supported in principle.  There is 
therefore no need for the site to be identified as a specific allocation for such development 
as sought in representation 012. 
 
6.  I conclude that the Irvine Harbourside site should be retained as a housing allocation 
in the proposed plan and that no changes should be made in respect of representations 
referring to it.  No modification is required to the plan in this regard. 
 
Ardeer Peninsula 
 
7.  The proposed plan’s retention of existing employment related designations in the 
north-western part of the Ardeer Peninsula close to Stevenston, and the representations 
that relate to those aspects, are addressed in the context of Issue 16. 
 
8.  The annotated aerial photograph at page 28 of the proposed plan identifies, in 
diagrammatic form, the area to which the Irvine Harbourside part of strategic policy 3 
relates.  On that aerial photograph, the notation ‘Ardeer Peninsula Potential for Future 
Growth’ relates to the tongue of land lying between the sea, the mouth of the river Irvine 
and the course of the river Garnock.  Only its south-eastern tip appears on the 
photograph and the whole of the peninsula lies outwith the Irvine Harbourside strategic 
development area.  I conclude that the reference to the Ardeer Peninsula on page 29 of 
the plan is to be taken as explanatory of the council’s longer-term ambitions and not to 
comprise a specific policy of the proposed plan. 
 
9.  The text on page 29 recognises that any potential for development at the Ardeer 
Peninsula will require to be assessed in the context of a future development plan and that 
this would take account of assessments of environmental and infrastructure capacity.  
I note that representations by the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds, the Scottish 
Wildlife Trust, and Scottish Natural Heritage draw attention to nature conservation 
aspects and the existence of statutory environmental designations within and adjoining 
the peninsula.  Any development proposals that may come forward, either in a future 
development plan or as an application for planning permission through the development 
management process, would need to be the subject of any specific assessments that 
such designations would require as a matter of law, and in accordance with the provisions 
of policy 16 (protection of our designated sites) of the proposed plan.  In view of this 
statutory and policy context, the fact that the proposed plan does not make any specific 
development allocations in the peninsula, and the textual references to consideration of 
environmental matters, I am satisfied that sufficient environmental safeguards exist in 
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these respects.  There is therefore no need for the proposed plan to be modified in 
response to these representations.  
 
10.  Chemring Energetics (CEUK) expresses support for the principle of the revocation of 
the historic (1953) Special Development Order which operates to remove the need for 
planning permission to have to be obtained to authorise development within a substantial 
area of land in the north-western part of the peninsula.  However, CEUK wish to see a 
replacement mechanism put in place that would ensure that the flexibility it currently 
benefits from in development terms is not unduly constrained, in the interests of 
maintaining its positive contribution to the local and wider economy.  Although the 
proposed plan makes reference to the council’s intention to seek revocation of the Special 
Development Order, that outcome would necessitate separate statutory processes which 
are outwith the scope of the plan and this examination.  Any replacement or substitute 
provision which would put in place updated permitted development provisions would also 
involve separate statutory processes.  The wording of the plan makes reference, on page 
29, to the desire to “modernise the statutory framework” consistent with the objectives 
explained in CEUK’s representation.  However, no modification to the proposed plan is 
appropriate or necessary in this regard. 
 
11.  CEUK also draws attention to the existence of consultation and safeguarding zones 
around major hazard and licenced explosive sites within its land at the Ardeer Peninsula.  
It comments that it would be inappropriate for development in the vicinity of its site to be 
such as to constrain the continuation of its strategically important operations there.  I 
acknowledge that any development that may be promoted at the Ardeer Peninsula in the 
longer term will need to take account of any relevant safety and operational 
considerations and to ensure that strategically important defence or other facilities are not 
compromised.  However, although the text on page 29 of the plan expresses the council’s 
longer-term ambitions for regeneration of the peninsula as a ‘Potential Future Growth 
Area’, the proposed plan does not make any specific new development allocations in this 
respect.  It makes clear that any such specific proposals would be the subject of 
consideration in a future development plan.  I am therefore satisfied that no modification is 
required to the proposed plan in response to the representations made by CEUK.   
 
i3 
 
12.  The i3 campus is identified as strategic development area 3 shown diagrammatically 
on the annotated aerial photograph at page 26 of the proposed plan.  It covers an area of 
over 100 hectares and comprises Scotland’s largest Enterprise Area, providing serviced 
development sites and refurbished accommodation to meet a wide range of business 
needs.  The business and industry designation of the land, identified at page 40 and 
schedule 5 of the proposed plan, is not a new allocation in the proposed plan.  It is a 
location where employment development has been promoted over a considerable time, 
consistent with the provisions of the adopted local development plan and previous policy.   
 
13.  The safeguarding of tree belts and areas of woodland within and on the periphery of 
the land, as sought in representations made by Woodland Trust Scotland, need not be put 
at risk by development.  Policies 14 (green and blue infrastructure) and 15 (landscape 
and seascape) of the proposed plan provide for the protection and enhancement of 
natural habitats and open space and the safeguarding of landscape features respectively.  
I am satisfied that these measures can ensure the appropriate consideration of specific 
proposals at development management stage such that proper regard would be paid to 
the safeguarding of trees and woodland and the incorporation of green infrastructure  The 
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representation of active travel and transport connections on the annotated aerial 
photograph at page 26 of the plan is diagrammatic.  Policy 27 of the proposed plan 
supports the inclusion of sustainable transport and active travel provision in connection 
with development, the detail of the delivery of which is appropriately to be considered at 
planning application stage.  For these reasons, no modification is required to the 
diagrammatic aerial photograph or elsewhere in the plan to ensure the incorporation of 
active travel connections, as sought by Scottish Natural Heritage. 
 
Montgomerie Park 
 
14.  Montgomerie Park is identified as a strategic housing growth area as part of strategic 
development area 5 shown diagrammatically on the annotated aerial photograph at page 
30 of the proposed plan.  It is a location where housing development has been 
progressively implemented over a considerable time, consistent with the provisions of the 
adopted local development plan and previous policy.  The western part of the strategic 
site remaining to be developed is the largest of the housing sites included in schedule 2b 
of the proposed plan and anticipated to be effective in the 5-year period from 2019 to 
2024, with an indicative capacity of 480 homes.  I have no reason to doubt that continuing 
development at the site is capable of contributing significantly to delivery of the council’s 
housing strategy, consistent with our conclusions in relation to Issue 1.  Nor would 
development impinge on Eglinton Country Park, in view of the separation provided by the 
intervening B7080, Long Drive.  No modification to the plan is required in response to 
representation 003. 
 
15.  The outer edges of the land remaining to be developed, largely adjacent to the A78 
dual carriageway to the west and the Long Drive to the north, are identified on the 
settlement plan at page 40 as comprising open space.  The woodland within these areas 
need not be disturbed by development of the more central areas which are identified as 
being within the general urban area.  The council points out that its progressive sequential 
release for development, of parcels of land in its ownership, will continue to be guided by 
the masterplan of the area which provides for the retention of woodland and the 
incorporation of open space.  I note that policies 14 and 15 provide for the protection and 
enhancement of natural habitats and open space, and the safeguarding of landscape 
features respectively.  I am satisfied that these measures can ensure that development at 
the site pays proper regard to the safeguarding of trees and woodland at the site edges 
with appropriate open space being incorporated.  No modification is required to the plan 
to secure these objectives. 
 
16.  The inclusion in the plan of reference to the establishment of a simplified planning 
zone (SPZ) at Montgomerie Park is a statement of the council’s intention in this regard.  
The plan itself cannot put the intended SPZ in place and separate statutory procedures 
are required to be followed in that regard.  Those procedures provide the opportunity to 
ensure that the provisions any SPZ contains appropriate safeguards in relation to nature 
conservation, environmental, landscape and other considerations.  The policies of the 
proposed plan I have referred to above, including the provisions of policies 14 and 15 
would require to be taken into account in the context of framing, and ultimately 
establishing, the provisions to be contained in any SPZ.  There is therefore no need for 
any modification to the plan to achieve these ends. 
 
17.  For the above reasons, no modification to the proposed plan is required in response 
to the representations made by Woodland Trust Scotland or Scottish Natural Heritage. 
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Riverway Retail Park 
 
18.  I acknowledge, as representation 130 comments, that the Riverway Centre currently 
provides retail and service facilities complementary to the wider town centre, which it 
adjoins.  However, with its focus on buildings providing for larger space users, set within 
generous areas of surface-level car parking, I consider that its characteristics are more 
closely aligned to that of an edge of centre retail park than being an integral part of the 
town centre.  I note that ancillary facilities, including fast food outlets, are provided for in 
the retail park and I consider that the nature of these further supports its categorisation as 
a commercial centre as defined on page 40 and schedule 6 of the proposed plan. 
 
19.  Although the representation comments that policy TC3 of the adopted plan contains 
provisions restricting the range and character of retail and related outlets at Riverway, I 
note that the wording of policy 3 (town centres and retail) of the proposed plan does not 
do so in the same way.  In any event, convenience (including food) retailing is 
accommodated in the retail park, and the text of the entry in schedule 6 of the proposed 
plan acknowledges opportunities for restaurant and leisure uses to be accommodated 
where appropriate.  In the light of these considerations, I find that the combination of the 
provisions of the towns and villages objective of strategic policy 1, the wording of policy 3 
and the relevant entry in schedule 6 are not such as to inappropriately constrain the 
nature of retail and related or associated development that may be accommodated at the 
retail park.  I therefore conclude that no modification to the provisions of the proposed 
plan is required in response to representation 130. 
 
New Housing Development at Lochlibo Road 
 
20.  The site, indicated in schedule 2a of the proposed plan as having an indicative 
capacity to provide around 85 homes, is a component part of the council’s strategy which 
seeks to bolster the local economy and stimulate the housing market by promoting 
housing development in locations where the market wants to build.  Although the two field 
parcels that together comprise the proposed allocated site at Lochlibo Road did not 
initially feature as a preferred option in the Main Issues Report, further information 
provided in response to consultation at that stage persuaded the council of the 
deliverability of housing development at the site.  As addressed under Issue 1, we find 
that there is no reason to take issue with the underlying strategy.  The council’s proposed 
allocation of the site for housing development should therefore be retained unless there 
are compelling environmental or other reasons to the contrary. 
 
21.  I note that the council considers that the concern expressed in representation 300, 
that the proposed development would adversely affect a nearby equestrian operation, is 
not a material planning consideration.  I disagree.  I note that the focus of the concern 
expressed is that use of, or alterations to, the minor public road that runs between the two 
field parcels comprising the site proposed to be allocated for development, could interfere 
with the use of that road by recreational horse riders.  However, the nature and detail of 
arrangements to be made for access to any housing development in the locality would be 
matters to be considered through the development management process at the stage of 
any application for planning permission.  The provisions of policy 27 concerning the 
promotion of sustainable transport and active travel linkages would be relevant at that 
stage.  There is no reason for me to conclude, in principle, that access to serve residential 
development at the proposed Lochlibo Road site could not be designed to ensure the 
avoidance of undue conflict between separate categories of road users.   
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22.  Several representations express the view that development at the site would disrupt 
any connection or interlinkage between Lawthorn Wood and Sourlie Wood nature 
reserves, and between these and the wider countryside.  Although I acknowledge that the 
proposed site lies between these areas of woodland, I note that the two land parcels 
support only peripheral hedgerow vegetation and that they are not identified as having 
any particular nature conservation interest.  Ecological assessment would be undertaken 
at the stage of considering any application for planning permission, as referred to in the 
site entry in schedule 2a.  This, and application of the provisions of policies 16 (protection 
of our designated sites) and 18 (forestry, woodland, trees and hedgerows) of the 
proposed plan at detailed planning application stage, would enable consideration of layout 
and landscape treatment of development at the site to enhance connectivity between 
nearby habitats, and/or incorporate any appropriate buffer that may be required between 
development and the nearby woodland areas.  Development at the site would not 
therefore unacceptably adversely affect nature conservation resources nearby.  For these 
reasons I find that development would not be harmful in nature conservation terms so as 
to preclude its retention as an allocation in the plan.   
 
23.  Similarly, consideration of other aspects of the detail of any proposed development, 
including design, parking provision, relationship with nearby residential properties and 
woodland areas and related aspects, are all matters appropriate for consideration at 
planning application stage.   
 
24.  I note that, notwithstanding occurrences of localised flooding from the overflow of 
drainage ditches in the locality, neither the Scottish Environment Protection Agency nor 
Scottish Water has expressed objection to development on the basis that susceptibility to 
flooding is such as to preclude development at the site.  Appropriate design measures, 
informed by flood risk and drainage assessments as referred to in the entry for the site in 
schedule 2a of the proposed plan, would enable a satisfactory resolution to drainage at 
the site to be secured.   
 
25.  Some representations express concern over, and query the justification for, the 
change in the council’s view of the suitability of the site for development between the main 
issues report and the proposed plan.  However, in our examination of the council’s report 
of conformity with the participation statement we concluded that the planning authority 
consulted on the proposed plan and involved the public in the way it said it would in its 
participation statement.  The processes followed by the council in this regard were 
appropriate and the council’s comments above satisfactorily explains and justifies why 
this change came about.   
26.  In the light of the above, I have no reason to conclude that residential development at 
the site as envisaged in the proposed plan would be inappropriate.  No modification to the 
plan is therefore required in relation to this site. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
No modifications. 
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Issue 13  
 

Kilbirnie 

Development plan 
reference: 

Strategic Policy 3: Strategic Development 
Areas - Strategic Development Area 6: 
Kilbirnie (Pages 32 - 33).   
Strategic Policy 4: Delivering on Community 
Priorities: Settlement Maps: Garnock Valley 
Locality - Kilbirnie Settlement Map (Page 56). 

Reporter: 
Rob Huntley 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Sport Scotland (008) 
Iain Walker (009) 
William Brierley (013) 
Roy Steele (014) 
Niamh Burns & Tracy Gilmour (035)  
Allan Wright (041) 
SEPA (216) 
Historic Environment Scotland (217) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (372) 
Scottish Natural Heritage(SNH)  (373) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (391) 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (SPT) (400) 
 

Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Strategic Policy 3: Strategic Development Areas: Strategic 
Development Area 6: Kilbirnie (Pages 32 - 33).   
Strategic Policy 4: Delivering on Community Priorities: Settlement 
Maps: Garnock Valley Locality - Kilbirnie Settlement Map (Page 
56).  

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Non-Inclusion of Retail Park on site of former Garnock Academy 
 
Roy Steele (014) - There is not enough services, shops and employment within Kilbirnie to 
attract people to the area.  Kilbirnie is a prime location for a small retail park and the 
former Garnock Academy would be a suitable site for such a development. It is assumed 
that the responder refers to the same area which is depicted in the adopted Local 
Development Plan as site 23 within Policy RES2 (CD04).  
 
Inclusion of Strategic Development Area 6: Kilbirnie Lochshore 
 
Allan Wright (041) - Supports that Kilbirnie Lochshore has been included as a Strategic 
Development Area within the Proposed Plan (CD04). However, raises concerns of land 
contamination issues regarding the site’s formal industrial use and states that extensive 
ground research would have to be conducted prior to development. The representee 
submitted two maps showing the location of former steel works pits (RD28). The 
representee states that Kilbirnie Lochshore could be a destination similar to Castle 
Semple in Lochwinnoch. There was discussion at a previous Community Council meeting 
that the scheme would incorporate a walkway around the loch, however, this has not been 
included within the Proposed Plan on page 32 (CD04). Also, parking should be 
incorporated into the Lochshore scheme with vehicular access to woodland and football 
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pitches.  
 
SNH (373) - The site is located within the area identified for the Garnock Connections 
Project.  
 
SNH (372) - There is limited detail provided within the text on page 33 of the Proposed 
Plan (CD04) in relation to active travel. 
 
SPT (400) – The project should make best use of existing transport services to ensure 
access to local services and reduce car reliance. It is vital that residential aspects of the 
development are well connected by direct walking and cycling paths to surrounding 
neighbourhoods, local facilities and the existing public transport infrastructure. 
 
SEPA (216) – Representee welcomes any investigative works and implementation of 
measures which would support the restoration of Kilbirnie Lochshore. SEPA note that 
there is a possibility of land contamination at this site and these issues should be 
addressed through the master planning process. A Flood Risk Assessment will also be 
required for sites NA1144 & NA1125 identified within Schedule 3 of Proposed Plan which 
forms part of the Lochshore project area (CD 04, Page 111). 
 
Sport Scotland (008) – There is an existing multi-pitch site at this location and the 
representee would be a statutory consultee on any development on this site. 
 
Historic Environment Scotland (217) – Welcome the re-use of Stoneyholm Mill. 
 
Niamh Burns & Tracy Gilmour (035) - State that Kilbirnie is in need of development and 
the project will create opportunities whilst enhancing the landscape and community of 
Kilbirnie.  
 
Inclusion of Housing Allocation West of Newhouse Drive (CFS44) 
 
SNH (391) - The site is located on a semi-natural woodland and appears to be well used 
for recreation. 
 
Allan Wright (041) - Parking and congestion in Kilbirnie can be a problem particularly at 
Newhouse Drive/Mossend Avenue. 
 
SEPA (216) – Welcome that a Flood Risk Assessment will be required for the site as listed 
in Schedule 2a of the Proposed Plan (CD04). 
 
Iain Walker (009) – The allocation will provide much needed housing in the area and will 
complement existing housing stock. The applicant also proposes to include 
environmentally friendly community facilities within the development including walkways, 
cycle tracks and exercise equipment. The development will provide employment during 
construction with a possible collaboration with Cunninghame Housing Association to 
provide homes for affordable rent. The site is also located close to schools, transport 
routes and shops; with a bus route within close proximity.  
 
William Brierley (013) – Raises concerns regarding overlooking and privacy, potential 
noise disturbance and where the vehicle access will be located as the representee’s 
property has previously suffered subsidence. The representee has concerns that if access 
is taken off of Newhouse Drive this could cause subsidence to properties due to the 
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weight and number of large HGV’s that will need to access the site. Concerns are also 
raised with regards to increased traffic volumes once the site is complete. The 
representee also states that no detailed plans/ information is available and that the 
consultation events were not advertised.  
 
Other Unresolved Issues 
 
Allan Wright (041) - Representee states that all new builds within North Ayrshire (including 
those proposed within West of Newhouse Drive) should include electric vehicle recharging 
points and off street parking. 
 
Allan Wright (041) – Frequency of bus service within Garnock Valley is an issue and 
Glengarnock train station requires a bigger park and ride facility.  
 
Allan Wright (041) - More cycle lanes/ paths are required on the A720 between Largs and 
Kilbirnie. 
 
General Comments 
 
Allan Wright (41) - The representee raises some general comments within their letter 
relating to ground investigations prior to development, that local people should have the 
option to be buried in Kilbirnie and that the Council have not brought forward the solar 
panel scheme for housing tenants. The comments raised are noted, however, they are not 
considered to constitute unresolved representations for the purposes of the examination 
and will not be assessed as part of this schedule 4. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Non-Inclusion of Retail Park on site of former Garnock Academy 
 
Roy Steele (014) - The former Garnock Academy site should be promoted as a Retail 
Park/Commercial Centre within the Proposed Plan.  
 
Inclusion of Strategic Development Area 6: Kilbirnie Lochshore 
 
Allan Wright (041) - A walkway around the Loch should be included within the Proposed 
Plan on Page 32 (CD04). 
 
SNH (373) - The LDP should align with the vision and objectives of the Garnock 
Connections project. SNH ask that the following text is added “The Council will support 
development proposals that contribute to the green network and support the vision and 
objectives of the Garnock Connections project”. 
 
SNH (372) - Include active travel criteria for development proposals to state “The Council 
will support development proposals that provide improved and, where required, new active 
travel connections, integrating with the wider active travel network”.  
 
SPT (400) – At the end of the Kilbirnie Lochshore section within the LDP add the following 
“We will support proposals that identify active travel and public transport connections”.  
 
SEPA (216) - No modification sought.   
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Sport Scotland (008) - No modification sought.  
 
Historic Environment Scotland (217) - No modification sought.  
  
Niamh Burns & Tracy Gilmour (035) - No modification sought.  
 
Inclusion of Housing Allocation West of Newhouse Drive  (CFS44) 
 
SNH (391) - The new housing allocation must comply with the Scottish Government’s 
Control of Woodland Policy and a developer requirement should be included within the 
Plan to ensure an appropriate buffer is incorporated to protect any trees identified as being 
of importance.   
 
Allan Wright (041) - No modification proposed. 
 
SEPA (216) - No modification proposed.  
 
Iain Walker (009) - The site should remain within the Local Development Plan. 
  
William Brierley (013) – Delete proposed housing allocation at West of Newhouse Drive 
from the Proposed Plan.   
 
Other Unresolved Issues 
 
Allan Wright (041) - Electrical vehicle charging points should be included for all new build 
projects across North Ayrshire. 
 
Allan Wright (041) - Expand park and ride facility.  
 
Allan Wright (041) - More cycle lanes/ paths are required on the A720 between Largs and 
Kilbirnie. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
Non-Inclusion of Retail Park on site of former Garnock Academy 
 
Roy Steele (014) - To date no developer has come forward with a proposal for a retail 
park. If this use was proposed any application would be assessed against the relevant 
policies within the plan. Part of the assessment process would require the submission of a 
Retail Impact Assessment to demonstrate a sequential test has been carried out. No such 
assessment has been carried out at this stage through the Development Plans process 
and, as such, the inclusion of this site as a retail park cannot be supported. The site 
(NA1114) was allocated as part of the adopted Local Development Plan (CD09) and is 
recognised in the Proposed Plan (CD04) as a long term housing site. The Council 
therefore rejects the inclusion of land at the former Garnock Academy for allocation as a 
retail park within this plan.  
 
Inclusion of Strategic Development Area 6: Kilbirnie Lochshore 
 
Allan Wright (041) – The Proposed Plan highlights Council support for the development at 
Kilbirnie Lochshore and has been identified as a Strategic Development Area. Issues 
regarding ground contamination would be considered as part of the Development 
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Management Process. Details such as a walkway would be developed as part of a 
masterplan for the area. To date, a masterplan has not been drawn up. However, 
Strategic Policy 3: Strategic Development Area 6: Kilbirnie (Page 33) has been written to 
allow flexibility with sports and active outdoor play listed as some of the proposals we 
would support. It is likely that development such as a walkway would be considered 
acceptable under this Policy.  As such, the Council rejects the inclusion of a walkway on 
Page 32 of the Proposed Plan at this stage and refers these matters to come forward 
within the Development Management and Masterplan process.   
 
SNH (373) - In relation to the Garnock Connections project, the Council does not consider 
the proposed modification necessary, or appropriate, in the way it is suggested. However, 
the Council has no concern with a modification to the text, in some form, to recognise the 
Garnock Connections project.  Furthermore, the updated Action and Delivery Programme 
(CD25) highlights the existence of the Garnock Connections Project and shows the project 
team as a partner in the Strategic Development Areas delivery.   
 
SNH (372) - The identified routes were included within the map after discussions with the 
Council's Active Travel and Transport team to highlight active travel and access 
opportunities. The Active Travel team have in depth local knowledge of the area; and 
active travel within North Ayrshire is within their remit. The Council considers it 
inappropriate for this map to set out a transport strategy for the area, as this would be 
developed as part of a masterplan for Lochshore. The indication of specific existing routes 
and indicative links showing the Council's preference for integrating the development with 
the town are clear. The Council does not support the recommended modifications.  
 
SPT (400) – The additional wording is not considered necessary at this stage. Active 
travel and public transport would be considered when drawing up the masterplan for 
Lochshore. However, if the reporter was minded to include this text the Council would 
have no objection to this. 
 
SEPA (216) – Support for Lochshore project is noted as well as the requirement for a 
Flood Risk Assessment. Any flooding issues raised would be addressed as part of the 
Development Management process. 
 
Sport Scotland (008) – Comments Noted. The Planning Authority will carry out 
consultation in line with legislation.   
 
Historic Environment Scotland (217) – Comments of support noted. The Council consider 
that finding a suitable re-use of this B listed former mill building  is key to the preservation 
of the historic character of the building will enhance the setting and vibrancy of Kilbirnie, 
particularly as the  building has been vacant for some years now. As such, Strategic Policy 
3: Strategic Development Area 6: Kilbirnie (Page 33) has been written to allow flexibility in 
terms of the re-use of Stoneyholm Mill provided the use proposed will preserve and 
enhance the building in line with Policy 10 contained within the Proposed Plan and Historic 
Environment Scotland’s Policies.  
 
Niamh Burns & Tracy Gilmour (035) – Comments of support noted. The Council’s position 
regarding the Lochshore project is within the Proposed Plan. The regeneration of this area 
will help centre Kilbirnie as a destination adding to the offering of both Kilbirnie and North 
Ayrshire. The Proposed Plan has therefore been written to allow flexibility for the 
regeneration of this strategic site. 
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Inclusion of Housing Allocation West of Newhouse Drive  (CFS44) 
 
SNH (391) - Section 159(a) of The Town and Country Planning Act 1997 requires the 
Planning Authority to consider the preservation of trees as part of all planning applications. 
Policy within the PLDP 18 takes into consideration the ‘Control of Woodland Policy’ 
(CD14) where removal of woodland is proposed and takes all other necessary precautions 
to protect designated or any other woodlands of importance. As such, the Council’s rejects 
the modification proposed by SNH (391) to include a developer requirement relating to 
ensuring a buffer is incorporated around trees identified as being important. In any case, 
development management processes can manage the impact of details of the 
development proposal. 
 
Allan Wright (041) – Parking, transport and travel would be assessed as part of any 
forthcoming application for planning permission under the relevant policies and an 
amendment to the Plan is therefore not considered appropriate. 
 
SEPA (216) – Comments noted. The Development Management process will address any 
issues arising from the Flood Risk Assessment.  
 
Iain Walker (009) – The Council agrees with the points raised and concludes that the site 
should remain within the Local Development Plan to provide homes within Kilbirnie. The 
site is considered effective and any remaining matters are able to be mitigated through the 
Development Management process.  
 
William Brierley (013) - Full details of how the site will be laid out are not available at this 
stage of allocating sites. If a planning application were forthcoming issues such as vehicle 
access, traffic, privacy and overlooking would be fully assessed at this point.  
 
The representee states noise would be a concern. It is not clear if the representation 
relates to noise from the proposed use of the site (i.e. residential); or from construction. 
Noise from normal residential use is unlikely to cause any significant detrimental impact 
given the location of the site adjacent to housing. Noise from construction is not a material 
planning consideration and does not warrant the non-inclusion of a site. It is however 
acknowledged that development may cause disturbance to surrounding properties and 
land uses. However, it is accepted that this impact would be temporary and that the site 
would be phased and managed to minimise this impact on neighbours.  

Finally, in relation to consultation events not being advertised/ sufficient. The report of 
conformity (CD31) and the participation statement (Within the Development Plan Scheme) 
(CD32) outlines that the consultation process exceeded statutory requirements. The 
Council notified all relevant parties in line with Development Planning Regulations and the 
Development Planning Circular (CD20). All consultation stages and consultation events 
were advertised online, in the local press and a range of supporting documents were 
available to view, which provided further information on the proposals. 
 
Other Unresolved Issues 
 
Allan Wright (041) – It is not the Council’s intention through Planning Policy to make it 
compulsory to install Electrical Vehicle Charging points for all new developments. There 
are permitted developments through The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 
Development) (Scotland) Amendment Order 2014 which allow the installation of charging 
points in off street parking areas providing they meet certain criteria. In addition, Policy 27: 
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Sustainable Transport and Active Travel supports the enhancement of transport 
infrastructure within North Ayrshire. 
 
Allan Wright (041) – The expansion of the park and ride facilities is not detailed as part of 
the Strategic Development Area for Kilbirnie. However, Policy 27: Sustainable Transport 
and Active Travel, supports the enhancement of North Ayrshire’s transport infrastructure 
including improved park and ride facilities. As such, the Council does not consider it 
appropriate to include the expansion of a park and ride scheme for Kilburnie as this is 
already supported through Policy.  
 
Allan Wright (041) - Whilst there may be no direct cycle paths between Largs and Kilbirnie, 
this is not something that has been proposed for delivery within the lifetime of the 
Proposed Plan. As such, no modification relating to the inclusion of a cycle route between 
the two settlements would be supported for inclusion within the emerging LDP. If such a 
development was to come forward within this Plan period, Policy 27 within the PLDP 
(CD4) supports such active travel within North Ayrshire and considered to contain 
appropriate mechanisms to facilitate appropriate cycle path developments. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.  The council has listed above a number of matters raised in representations which are 
in support of the provisions of the proposed plan.  Examination of the plan is limited by 
regulations to addressing only the unresolved issues which have been raised in 
representations.  My conclusions below therefore address only the unresolved matters 
raised in representations, including relevant matters raised in further procedures. 
 
Non-Inclusion of Retail Park on site of former Garnock Academy 
 
2.  The site is allocated for residential development in the current adopted local 
development plan, in which it is given reference RES2(23), with an indicative capacity of 
200 homes.  Evidence of its previous development remains at the site, including 
foundations and hard surfaces associated with the previous Garnock Academy.  Although 
the site is close to the town centre, it does not lie within it as defined in the adopted or 
proposed local development plans.  It is separated from the town centre by housing and 
buildings in commercial use in School Wynd and Townhead.  The small but steep-sided 
valley of Pundeavon Burn defines the north-eastern edge of the site.  In view of these 
locational characteristics, development of the land as a retail park would be unlikely to be 
easily integrated into the existing centre. 
 
3.  Strategic policy 1 (spatial strategy) and policy 3 (town centres and retail) of the 
proposed plan seek to ensure that retail and related development is located so as support 
the network of centres, consistent with the “town centres first” approach set out in 
paragraph 60 of Scottish Planning Policy.  In the absence of any detailed evidence of 
capacity or market demand for additional retail floorspace, or any convincing assessment 
that any such requirement (if it exists) could not be accommodated within the town centre, 
identification of this edge of centre site for retail development would not be appropriate.  
Although the site is not anticipated to contribute to the provision of new housing in the 
short term, there is no reason for me to conclude that it would not be able to do so within 
the period 2024 to 2029, as its inclusion in schedule 3 of the proposed plan envisages.  
Identification of the site for retail development would undermine the likelihood of the site 
coming forward for residential development in the later stages of the plan period. 
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4.  I therefore conclude that the site at the former Garnock Academy should remain 
identified for residential development in the proposed plan and not allocated for the 
provision of a retail park.  No modification to the provisions of the proposed plan is 
therefore required in this regard. 
 
Inclusion of Strategic Development Area 6: Kilbirnie Lochshore 
 
5.  The substance of the representations made in connection with Kilbirnie Lochshore are 
supportive of the principles set out in strategic policy 3 (strategic development areas) of 
the proposed plan.  As the text of that policy makes clear on page 21, the later references 
in the policy set out guidance on the nature of development that will be supported in 
specific locations.  It explains that masterplans, to be approved by the council or 
submitted in support of detailed proposals, are intended to provide further detail.   
 
6.  The diagram at page 32 of the proposed plan illustrates in general terms the 
anticipated general disposition of the range of development that is to be sought and 
supported within the Kilbirnie Lochshore area, through the re-use of this largely brownfield 
land.  The text on page 33 gives further explanation in this regard.  The objective of 
encouraging a mix of residential, commercial, sports, leisure, recreation, tourism and 
nature conservation developments is essentially broad brush and aspirational.  However, I 
accept that this aspect of the proposed plan sets an appropriate framework within which 
specific development proposals can, over the longer term, be assessed as they 
materialise. 
 
7.  Consideration of such future development proposals through the development 
management process would, at the relevant time, enable appropriate consideration to be 
given to matters of detailed design.  These would encompass consideration of ground 
conditions, potential contamination, traffic, sustainable transport opportunities, footpaths, 
and other aspects, including consistency with the objectives of the Garnock Connections 
project.  This would be guided by the detailed policies set out in the proposed plan and in 
Scottish Planning Policy.  It is not necessary for the plan to be modified to include such 
detail in the part of strategic policy 3 referring to Kilbirnie.  No modification is therefore 
required to this part of the proposed plan. 
 
Inclusion of Housing Allocation West of Newhouse Drive (CFS44) 
 
8.  The site, indicated in schedule 2a of the proposed plan as having an indicative 
capacity to provide around 100 homes, is crossed by several paths.  These provide 
access between the existing residential area and the nearby Place Woodland, which 
appears to be a well-used local recreational and nature conservation resource.  The 
safeguarding of trees within the lower more peripheral parts of the site, and in the nearby 
woodland, would be able to be safeguarded through the development management 
process during consideration of any application for planning permission, including through 
application of the principles set out in policy 18 (forestry, woodland, trees and 
hedgerows).  The definition of any buffer between development and trees, as sought by 
Scottish Natural Heritage in its representation, would be more appropriately addressed at 
the detailed planning application stage. 
 
9.  Although a minor watercourse passes through part of the site, there is no suggestion 
that it is susceptible to flooding so as to preclude its development.  Appropriate design 
measures, informed by flood risk and drainage assessments as referred to in the entry for 
the site in schedule 2a of the proposed plan, would enable a satisfactory resolution to 
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drainage at the site to be secured.  Newhouse Drive, Baillieston Avenue and Camphill 
Drive adjacent to the north-eastern quadrant of the site all provide potential points at 
which vehicular access would be capable of being provided to serve development at the 
site.  The selection and design of appropriate access arrangements would be a matter for 
consideration at planning application stage and is not a matter that need be prescribed in 
the proposed plan. 
 
10.  Similarly, consideration of other aspects of the detail of any proposed development, 
including layout, design, parking provision, relationship with nearby residential properties 
and related aspects, are all matters appropriate for consideration at planning application 
stage.  As the council acknowledges, a certain amount of noise or other disturbance may 
arise from construction activities, but this would be limited to the duration of such 
activities.  Such potential disturbance would, in any event, be able to be mitigated by the 
appropriate management of construction activities and would not amount to a reason for 
preventing development at the site. 
 
11.  In the light of the above considerations, I have no reason to conclude that residential 
development at the site, as envisaged in the proposed plan, would be inappropriate.  No 
modification to the plan is therefore required in relation to this site. 
 
Other matters 
 
12.  Policy 27 (sustainable transport and active travel) of the proposed plan makes 
reference to support being given to the provision of infrastructure to enable positive 
change to transport technologies, including explicit reference to electric vehicle charging 
points.  It also gives encouragement to sustainable transport options, including those that 
support a shift towards more sustainable and active travel.  These aspects of policy are to 
apply throughout North Ayrshire and there is no need for the plan to be modified to 
duplicate these provisions specifically in relation to Kilbirnie. 
 
13.  Some representations also criticised the consultation process.  However, in our 
examination of the council’s report of conformity with the participation statement we 
concluded that the planning authority consulted on the proposed plan and involved the 
public in the way it said it would in its participation statement.  The processes followed by 
the council in this regard were appropriate. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
No modifications. 
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Issue 14  
 

Kilwinning 

Development plan 
reference: 

Strategic Development Policy 4: Delivering 
on Community Priorities: Kilwinning 
Settlement Map Page 44. 
Schedule 2: Housing Sites Page 107 

Reporter: 
Rob Huntley 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Niamh Burns & Tracy Gilmour (035) 
David McKee (097)  
Marston’s Developments Ltd (198) 
Michelle Browne (206) 
SEPA (216) 
Taylor Wimpey (260) 
Craig Nixon (328) 
SNH (390) 
Elizabeth Moses (408) 
 

Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Strategic Development Policy 4: Delivering on Community 
Priorities: Kilwinning Locality Settlement Map 
Schedule 2: Housing Sites Page 107 
Housing Site at Wood Farm, Dalry Road, Kilwinning (Cfs15) 
Non-Inclusion of Sunnyside Nursery, Kilwinning 
Non-Inclusion of site at Stevenston Road, Kilwinning 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Inclusion of Housing Site at Wood Farm, Dalry Road, Kilwinning (Cfs15) 
 
Michelle Brown (206) & Craig Nixon (328) - Raise concerns regarding the impact that the 
development will have on wildlife including bats, the impact on the natural environment, 
the impact on surrounding roads both in terms of safety and capacity and the impact on 
amenities, infrastructure and services including schools, healthcare and travel. Finally, 
concerns have been raised in relation to flooding and drainage.  
 
Michelle Brown (206) – The representee also raises concerns regarding disruption to gas 
and water services, that the site will be over-developed and asks why the greenbelt is 
being developed first when there is excessive derelict land in Kilwinning. The representee 
also asks whether a Coal Mining Risk Assessment needs to be carried out, the impact the 
development will have on Wood Farm and what percentage of homes will be allocated for 
affordable housing.  
 
Craig Nixon (328) – Raises concerns regarding noise, landscape issues and lighting; and 
also raises concerns regarding the impact the development will have on residential 
amenity in terms of privacy and overlooking from the new development. 
 
Elizabeth Moses (408) – Raises concerns regarding flooding as their property has been 
flooded previously due works within the vicinity. The representee states that the land has 
previously been considered as prime agricultural land.  
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SEPA (216) – Raise no concerns with the allocation of this site for housing and state that 
appropriate surface water management measures should be adopted.  
 
Marston’s Developments Ltd (198) – The site is uncertain because a Floor Risk 
Assessment, a Health Risk Assessment and a Water and Drainage Assessment have still 
to be carried out. With no new alternative housing sites allocated within Kilwinning this 
provides uncertainty and risk for the Council in terms of meeting the Housing Land Supply 
targets should the site at Wood Farm not be delivered.   
 
SNH (390) – The site is located on elevated and exposed ground in a prominent location 
which defines the edge of the settlement gateway to Kilwinning from the North. The site 
would lead to locally significant adverse landscape and visual impacts. 
 
Taylor Wimpey (260) – Representee supports the allocation of this site for housing. It is 
the representee’s intention to bring forward the site in the short term therefore contributing 
to effective housing land supply. They accept that a Flood Risk Assessment, a Health 
Impact Assessment and a Water and Drainage Assessment will require to be submitted 
with any forthcoming planning application. It is the representee’s intention to deliver a mix 
of housing tenure at Wood Farm to meet local housing need and demand. The allocation 
will also help deliver the Community Priorities listed for Kilwinning within the Proposed 
Plan (CD04 Page 39). These are Housing, Employability and Traffic and Parking. The 
allocation will deliver new homes, a Transport Assessment will be submitted and parking 
provision requirements adhered to and the development would create local employment 
opportunities during the construction phase. The representee states the allocation of this 
site will add choice and variety to the housing stock in North Ayrshire. The representee 
states that they agree with the Council’s strategic approach and methodology to housing 
land supply. They also fully support the Council’s approach to developer contributions set 
out within the Proposed Plan (CD04).  
 
Niamh Burns & Tracy Gilmour (035) – Representee supports the housing allocation and 
states that it is a good use of land which will attract more people to Kilwinning.  
 
Non-Inclusion of Sunnyside Nursery, Kilwinning  
 
David McKee (097) – Seeks that the whole site as shown in (RD25 Diagram A) is included 
within the settlement boundary. Alternatively, if this change is too substantial then the 
settlement boundary should be extended to the edge of the developed part of Sunnyside 
Nursery (RD26 Diagram B). Sunnyside Nursery currently operates as a plant nursery, 
garden centre and florist. Currently, both the adopted LDP and the PLDP excludes 
Sunnyside Nursery from the Kilwinning settlement. When the nursery started it was away 
from the settlement edge of Kilwinning. However, as the town has expanded outwards the 
site is now bound on three side by residential properties. As such, it is logical to include 
the site within the settlement boundary so any future development does not have to be 
assessed against Countryside policies.  
 
Non-Inclusion of site at Stevenston Road, Kilwinning 
 
Marston’s Developments Ltd (198) - The site extends 9.9 acres and is identified within 
(RD27). Access can be taken from the road to the north west of the fire station which can 
be widened with a through road to Haycocks Road with a bus stop provided on 
Stevenston Road. 
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Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Inclusion of Housing Allocation at Wood Farm, Dalry Road, Kilwinning (Cfs15) 
 
Michelle Brown (206) – No modification proposed. It is assumed the representee seeks 
deletion of the site.  
 
Craig Nixon (328) - Delete proposed housing allocation at Wood Farm, Dalry Road, 
Kilwinning (CfS15). 
 
Elizabeth Moses (408) - No modification proposed. 
 
SEPA (216) - No modification proposed. 
 
Marston’s Developments Ltd (198) - Include site at Hawkhill Retail Park Stevenston to 
include retail and residential development and identify site within the settlement area 
(RD27).  
 
SNH (390) - A development brief should be prepared for this site to set out the siting, 
design and mitigation measures.  The brief should ensure an effective development edge 
treatment with proposals being well-integrated with existing development to the south of 
the site, a positive interface with A737 Dalry Road integrated with existing development to 
the south the incorporation of a landscape framework into the development design. 
 
Taylor Wimpey (260) – Seeks no modification to the plan.  
 
Niamh Burns & Tracy Gilmour (35) – No modification sought. It is assumed that they wish 
the site to remain within the Plan.  
 
Non-Inclusion of Sunnyside Nursery, Kilwinning 
 
David McKee (097) - Seeks that the whole site as shown in (RD25) Diagram A) is included 
within the settlement boundary. Alternatively, if this change is too substantial then the 
settlement boundary should be extended to the edge of the developed part of Sunnyside 
Nursery (RD26) Diagram B). 
 
Non-Inclusion of site at Stevenston Road, Kilwinning 
 
Marston’s Developments Ltd (198) - Include entire site highlighted in blue on (RD27) to the 
settlement map for Kilwinning and include area to the north of the site for housing, a new 
retail site and to identity the existing Roadside Services at Hawkhill Retail Park within the 
settlement plan. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
Inclusion of Housing Allocation at Wood Farm, Daly Road, Kilwinning (Cfs15) 
 
Michelle Brown (206) & Craig Nixon (328) – In relation to wildlife and the impact on the 
natural environment, a planning application would have to be screened to assess whether 
an Environmental Impact Assessment would be required. Protected species such as Bats 
would also be considered as would trees affected by the development. 
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A Transport Assessment (TA) would be required for this development which would assess 
road safety and capacity. In addition, the Roads Authority have raised no concerns in 
relation to the allocation. In relation to travel, SPT state that the site is in the vicinity of a 
regular bus route, however, it was highlighted that the site should consider active travel 
links.  
 
The Council’s Employment and Education Service (which acts as the Education Authority 
has also confirmed in consultation talks) that schools are likely to have capacity to 
accommodate additional pupils. This was highlighted in the SEA Environmental Report 
(CD12) which accompanied the Proposed Plan. There will be no major impacts on 
infrastructure services.  
 
Scottish Water state that there is capacity, however, a Drainage Impact assessment (DIA) 
is likely to be required to establish what impact the development will have on the existing 
network. Again this was highlighted SEA Environmental Report (CD12). In addition NHS & 
the Health & Social Care Partnership state that the impact on health care services will be 
acceptable. 
 
In relation to flooding, a surface water flood hazard has been identified. This has been 
highlighted in the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (CD30) and suggested that a flood risk 
assessment should be carried out but did not suggest that development could never be 
achieved on the site.  As such, a Flood Risk Assessment is required to be also be carried 
out and submitted with any forthcoming planning application as per potential site mitigation 
listed in Schedule 2a of the Proposed Plan (CD04).  
 
Michelle Brown (206) - The development should not disrupt gas and water services in the 
long term. Scottish Water were consulted on this site and state that there is sufficient 
capacity (CD12A). Any upgrade to the electricity supply would be met by the developer. 
The development pattern and density of the site will be assessed by Development 
Management if a planning application is received. The Proposed Plan is required to 
identify land to maintain a five year effective land supply. Whilst redevelopment of 
brownfield land is a priority the Council also have to ensure that there is choice and variety 
within the land supply. The site does not fall within a Coal Mining High Risk Area and, as 
such, a Coal Mining Risk Assessment is not required by statue to accompany a planning 
application. Finally, due to the Council’s Strategic Housing Investment Programme to build 
1500 new homes for rent the Council have taken the view in this plan that an affordable 
housing contribution is no longer required. As such, we cannot determine at this stage 
how many homes will be affordable.  
 
Craig Nixon (328) – Representee does not state which type of noise and lighting they are 
objecting to. Residential amenity in relation to privacy and overlooking would be assessed 
as part of any forthcoming planning application to ensure the development does not have 
a significant adverse impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties. Any local 
landscape and visual issues would be considered as part of any forthcoming planning 
consent and can be mitigated through good design.  
 
Elizabeth Moses (408) – The development will result in the loss of agricultural land, 
however, the land is not prime agricultural land. The land is classified with a rating of 3.2 
which is Land capable of supporting Mixed Agriculture on the Land Capability for 
Agriculture in Scotland map. This rating of 3.2 whilst the land is capable for agricultural 
use it is not considered to be land of prime agricultural quality. The representee raises 
concerns regarding flooding, however, SEPA raise no concerns to in their response to this 
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consultation. Any forthcoming planning application would be accompanied by a Flood Risk 
Assessment which will assess the risk of flooding before the determination of any 
application to ensure the development would not have an unacceptable impact on the 
surrounding area.  
 
SEPA (216) - Comments noted and acknowledge that the any flooding issues raised as a 
result of the Flood Risk Assessment will be addressed with through the Development 
Management process.  
 
Marston’s Developments Ltd (198) – A Site Deliverability Assessment is contained in the 
Housing Technical Paper (CD05) and sets out the sites effictiveness and ability to be 
delivered within the plan period. The Council has confidence in this allocation and does 
not seek to add further allocations within Kilwinning at this stage of the plan process.  
  
SNH (390) – The development site is located on the northeast edge of Kilwinning. The 
2008 Landscape Assessment (CD44) indicated that the northern and eastern edges of 
Kilwinning were appropriate for expansion of the settlement. The Council strongly 
disagrees with SNH’s view on the landscape impact of the development of the site. The 
representation references the potentially adverse impact on the gateway entrance to 
Kilwinning. The Council considers that this view detaches the matter from the visual 
quality of the entrance to the settlement, which is understated and defined by road 
signage and a row of suburban rear garden boundary walls/fences. The site only becomes 
visible on approach to the settlement at close proximity, by which time, the recent 
suburban development on the west of Dalry Road can also be viewed. Continuing along 
Dalry Road towards Kilwinning reveals more of the settlement, and increases the 
transition between rural and settlement area. The development west of Dalry Road 
extends beyond the boundary of the proposed allocation and at that northern edge of the 
allocation, the development opposite on Dalry Road establishes the locality as a part of 
the settlement. Because of this development pattern, and the urban form along Dalry 
Road to the south (and within the settlement), the sense of being within the settlement 
area does not cease until beyond the development edge on the western side of Dalry 
Road. 
 
The form of the development to the west of Dalry Road compromises the entrance to 
Kilwinning by turning away from the road and presented rear garden boundary enclosures 
to this prominent gateway would be undesirable to replicate within the allocation; however, 
this is a matter over which the Council has significant influence. It was a significant 
consideration in allocating the site that siting and design matters related to a development 
offer the potential to significantly improve the gateway entrance to Kilwinning from what 
currently forms this gateway. 
 
Overall, the Council disagrees with the representation. Although the site will be prominent 
from close proximity, that is always likely to be true of development. What is of greater 
relevance is the urban form of the locality; and previous development and its urban form 
and road demarcation establish a natural sense of where the settlement ends, which is 
beyond the boundary of the proposed allocation. Additionally given the poor urban form of 
the gateway entrance, the Council considers that the allocation offers the potential to 
significantly improve the gateway to the settlement, through appropriate design. The 
representation appears to discount these matters in reaching its view on the prominence 
of the site and likely harm to the visual amenity of the gateway. 
 
Taylor Wimpey (260) – Comments of support are noted. The Proposed Plan (CD04) seeks 
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to attract investment and increase population to North Ayrshire. Pre-recession rates of 
development have not retuned to North Ayrshire and the Proposed Plan seeks to reverse 
this trend. The allocation of effective and deliverable housing sties is one of the ways the 
Council seeks to grow the population of North Ayrshire. 
  
Niamh Burns & Tracy Gilmour (35) – Comments of support noted. This view is reflected 
within the allocation of the site for housing in the plan.  
 
Non-Inclusion of Sunnyside Nursery, Kilwinning 
 
David McKee (097) - This is the first time this site has been presented to be included 
within the emerging LDP. It was not submitted during the previous call for sites and, as 
such, has been not been subject to any assessment by the Council. The Council rejects 
the inclusion of this site within the emerging LDP. However, the land owner will have an 
opportunity to submit the site for consideration within a future plan. 
  
Non-Inclusion of site at Stevenston Road, Kilwinning 
 
Marston’s Developments Ltd (198) - This is the first time this site has been presented to 
be included within the emerging LDP. It was not submitted during the previous call for 
sites and, as such, has been not been subject to any assessment by the Council. The 
Council rejects the inclusion of this site within the emerging LDP. However, the land owner 
will have an opportunity to submit the site for consideration within a future plan. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.  The council has listed above a number of matters raised in representations which are 
in support of the provisions of the proposed plan.  Examination of the plan is limited by 
regulations to addressing only the unresolved issues which have been raised in 
representations.  My conclusions below therefore address only the unresolved matters 
raised in representations, including relevant matters raised in further procedures. 
 
Inclusion of Housing Allocation at Wood Farm, Dalry Road, Kilwinning (Cfs15) 
 
2.  The proposed housing allocation at Wood Farm is identified in schedule 2a of the 
proposed plan as having an indicative capacity of around 173 new homes.  Following 
notification from the council at a late stage in the examination process, I am aware that a 
planning application has recently been submitted for residential development on the site 
however such matters are not a consideration in my assessment of the allocation in the 
proposed plan, and would be for the council to assess as part of the separate 
development management process.   
 
3.  Although the construction of new homes at the site would give rise to a northward 
extension of development on the east side of Dalry Road, the built-up area in this vicinity 
already extends further north on the west side of the road.  The houses at Grotholm Way 
and Clonbeith Court back onto the main road, with their garden walls and fencing creating 
a rather stark and uninviting edge to the built-up area in this vicinity.  With appropriate 
attention to the layout and design, which can be secured in connection with the 
consideration of any application for planning permission, new housing development at the 
site of the proposed allocation could create a more attractive transition between the urban 
area and the countryside to the north.  This could appropriately include the augmentation 
of landscape planting adjacent to the access track leading to the Wood Farm complex of 
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buildings on the northern edge of the site.  Subject to appropriate attention to design and 
the landscape treatment of the northern edge of the site, development at the site need not, 
for the above reasons, result in any unacceptable landscape impact. 
 
4.  Although some of the field boundaries around and across the site comprise hedgerows 
with interspersed trees, these would be likely to be able to be retained through careful 
attention to layout and design.  The pastureland which comprises the majority of the land 
is not identified as containing any rare or protected habitats and there is no basis for me to 
conclude that development would be unduly harmful in nature conservation terms. 
 
5.  The concerns that development could be harmful to local amenity, in terms of light and 
noise pollution and effects on privacy, raised in some representations, are matters capable 
of being addressed and avoided through consideration of design details and appropriate 
conditions at planning application stage.  These do not amount to reasons for not 
allocating the land for residential development in the proposed plan. 
 
6.  As the Scottish Environment Protection Agency confirms, the site is not in the 
floodplain of the River Garnock so as to be potentially susceptible to inundation from that 
source.  I appreciate that some representations refer to instances of localised flooding in 
the vicinity, but this appears to have arisen from surface water ponding.  In any event, as 
would be usual where development of a sizeable site is proposed, a flood risk assessment 
would be undertaken to inform an appropriate drainage strategy for the site.  In this 
context I also note that a flood risk assessment and water and drainage assessment are 
included in the potential site mitigation requirements in schedule 2a of the proposed plan.  
I have no reason therefore, to conclude that development of the site would be 
inappropriate in these terms. 
 
7.  Although the site is on the periphery of the settlement of Kilwinning, around a kilometre 
from the town centre, I am satisfied that its location is such that development here would 
be reasonably well located in relation to schools, retail, community, recreational and 
related facilities.  Relatively frequent bus services pass the site along Dalry Road, 
providing connections between Irvine and Beith, with Kilwinning rail station being around 
800 metres from the site, providing services to Glasgow, with connections to destinations 
further afield.  The design of vehicular access to the adjacent highway network would be a 
matter for consideration at planning application stage, but there is no suggestion from the 
highway authorities that there would be any insuperable impediment to the provision of 
appropriate access to the site in this regard. 
 
8.  For the above reasons, I conclude that there is no reason why the site proposed to be 
allocated for residential development should not be retained in the proposed plan.  No 
modification to the proposed plan is therefore required in relation to this site. 
 
Non-Inclusion of Sunnyside Nursery, Kilwinning 
 
9.  The site of Sunnyside Nursery is bounded on three sides by the established settlement 
boundary defined in the existing adopted local development plan in this part of Kilwinning.  
In policy terms it comprises a finger of “countryside” extending somewhat incongruously 
into the residential area in the vicinity of Hazel Grove, Redstone Avenue and Redstone 
Wynd.  The southwestern third of the site of Sunnyside Nursery supports substantial built 
forms, comprising a series of several large buildings, as well as glasshouse structures, 
occupied in connection with the nursery use.  Between these buildings, the majority of this 
part of the site is hard surfaced. 
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10.  In view of these characteristics, and the location of the existing vehicular access to 
the land from within the adjacent residential area at Hazel Grove, I conclude that the 
south-western part of the overall site has more affinity in visual and functional terms with 
the built up area than with the countryside.  I agree with the council that, as the site has 
not been the subject of detailed consideration through the plan-making process (including 
strategic environmental assessment), it would not be appropriate to identify the land as a 
specific allocation for development in the proposed plan.  Inclusion of the land within the 
settlement boundary would not amount to an allocation of the site for development and I 
note that the representation does not propose this.  It seeks only inclusion within the 
defined settlement boundary, although I acknowledge that, consistent with the spatial 
strategy set out in strategic policy 1, development for residential, employment or other 
purposes of land within the settlement boundary would be supported where it met the 
criteria set out in that policy and subject to detailed considerations.  The north-eastern part 
of the Sunnyside Nursery site has a more open character, more closely associated with 
the countryside beyond.  That part of the land should therefore, I conclude, not be 
included within the settlement boundary, but should remain part of the countryside.  I 
therefore recommend that the settlement boundary be adjusted to include the south-
western part of the Sunnyside Nursery land within the extent of the defined settlement at 
Kilwinning, as shown by the blue line on the plan (diagram B) included in document 
reference RD025 submitted with representation 097. 
 
Non-Inclusion of sites at Stevenston Road, Kilwinning 
 
11.  As the site is located between Stevenston and Kilwinning, reference to it, by 
Marston’s Developments, is also made in Issue 16.  In addition to my consideration of the 
representation in the paragraphs below, I also include reference to aspects of the 
representation under Issue 16 also. 
 
12.  The overall site occupies the northern quadrant formed by the four arms radiating 
from the Pennyburn roundabout which forms the junction between the A78 and A738 
roads.  It lies between the settlements of Kilwinning and Stevenston, separated from these 
by major roads and open land in mainly agricultural use.  The representation seeks 
changes to the proposed plan in respect to three distinct parts of the overall area.  These 
are: 
 

 that the developed southern part of the land should be included within the defined 
settlement boundary; 

 that an area of around 0.85 hectares in the western part of the land, close to the 
A78, be allocated for retail development; 

 that the northern approximately 4 hectares should be allocated for residential 
development. 

 
13.  In relation to the third element, the representation suggests that the residential 
allocation sought would be in substitution for the proposed plan allocation at Mayfield 
Farm, Saltcoats and Dalry Road Kilwinning, to which objection is raised.  I have addressed 
these aspects of the representation separately, in connection with other site-specific 
representations referring to these sites (the Dalry Road site is addressed above, and that 
at Mayfield Farm is addressed in the context of Issue 16). 
 
Settlement boundary 
 
14.  The development which currently exists within the southern part of the representation 
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site comprises a series of facilities providing hotel accommodation, together with food and 
refreshment outlets.  Although the southern part of the representation site, together with 
the adjacent Kilwinning Fire and Rescue Station, comprises a significant amount of built 
development and associated parking and similar hard surfaced areas, it is not closely 
associated with either of the neighbouring settlements.  Overall, the complex of 
refreshment and accommodation facilities provides roadside services more closely related 
to the use of the major transport network in the vicinity rather than being a component part 
of the nearby urban areas.  In view of these characteristics, and notwithstanding the 
developed nature of the southern part of the representation site, I conclude that the 
settlement boundary of either Kilwinning or Stevenston should not be extended to 
encompass the roadside facilities part of the site.  No modification to the proposed plan is 
therefore required in response to this part of the representation.  
 
Retail 
 
15.  Although the representation refers to the site as lying adjacent to Hawkhill Retail Park, 
it is separated from that retail complex by the A78 dual carriageway, which is in cutting in 
this vicinity.  Retail facilities, as the representation seeks within the western part of site, 
would not have any close physical or functional connection with the Hawkhill Retail Park 
and could not be regarded as a logical extension of that out-of-town retail facility.  No 
information has been provided to suggest that there is any unmet need for additional retail 
floorspace in the vicinity, or that such provision, if needed, could not be met within existing 
centres nearby.  I conclude that the western part of the representation site, extending to 
around 0.85 hectares, should not be allocated in the plan for retail development.  No 
modification to the proposed plan is therefore required in response to this part of the 
representation. 
 
Residential 
 
16.  The northern part of the overall representation site, extending to around 4 hectares, 
rises up from the northern edge of the roadside services complex referred to above, 
towards Hawkhill Cottage.  It is bounded to the west by the cutting of the A78 dual 
carriageway and to the north and north-east by an un-named minor road, part of which is 
of single-track width. 
 
17.  During my site inspection I noted that traffic passing along the busy A78 dual 
carriageway, with the Pennyburn roundabout close-by, gives rise to a significant level of 
traffic noise at the site.  In view of its elevated position, development at the site would be 
prominent in northward views from the A78 and A738 roads.  This would lead to a sense 
of coalescence between the built-up areas of Stevenston and Kilwinning, the visual 
separation of which is contributed to by the presently undeveloped part of the site where 
the representation seeks a residential allocation. 
 
18.  For these reasons, I conclude that the northern part of the overall representation site 
should not be allocated for residential development.  In any event, no development bid 
was received for this site.  It was therefore not included as a candidate site and has not 
been subject to any formal public consultation or strategic environmental assessment.  
Paragraph 64 of Planning Circular 6/2013: Development Planning identifies the difficulties 
of including a site within a local development plan where these statutory procedures have 
not been undertaken.  The promoter of the site has not provided an assessment of 
potential environmental impacts or of any consultation.  All of this is set in the context of a 
generous supply of land for residential development.  For these additional reasons it is not 
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appropriate to modify the plan to identify this site for development.  
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Modify the local development plan by: 
 
Altering the settlement boundary in the north-eastern part of Kilwinning to include the 
developed south-western part of the site of Sunnyside Nursery within the Kilwinning 
settlement, to follow the blue line as indicated on diagram B included in document 
reference RD025, submitted with representation 097, and reproduced below. 
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Issue 15  
 

Largs 

Development plan 
reference: 

Strategic Policy 4: Delivering on Community 
Priorities 

Reporter: 
Rob Huntley 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Stephen Downie (059) 
Scottish Wildlife Trust (145) 
Mr D A Chown (161) 
Lynch Homes (188) 
SEPA (216) 
Woodland Trust Scotland (242) 
SNH (392) 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Strategic Policy 4: Delivering on Community Priorities – North 
Coast, Largs Settlement Map – Page 52.  
Schedule 2 - Brisbane Glen Road, Largs new housing allocation 
(Cfs48). 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Inclusion of Housing Site at Brisbane Glen Road (Cfs48) 
 
Woodland Trust Scotland (242) - The site is adjacent to ancient and native woodland. The 
site boundary should be reviewed to exclude developing on this area and allow for an 
appropriate buffer between the riparian woodland and the development.  
 
Mr D A Chown (161) - The site is not easily accessible, the road infrastructure cannot 
accommodate increased traffic use and there is no bus service. They raise concerns in 
relation to SPT comments regarding the possibility of having to re-route services to 
accommodate the development. The representee states that this will increase journey 
times and reduce frequency of service (CD12 A). The representee asks if a replacement 
bridge or another crossing could be provided upstream as The Roads Authority state that 
there is potentially insufficient capacity in the existing road network. The allocation does 
not comply with Policy 27 on sustainable transport and active travel.  
 
The allocation will not help achieve financial inclusion and social inclusion; nor address 
social isolation for the elderly or relieve stress and anxiety in young people. 
 
The area is at risk from flooding. Policy 23 in the Proposed Plan (CD04) states that 
development should avoid building in such areas. Representee raises concerns relating to 
the impact on water flow and pressure if the site is developed as they currently experience 
pressure fluctuations.  
 
The allocation does not comply with Policy 16 within the Proposed Plan (CD04) relating to 
protection of Nature Conservation Sites of Local Importance. The site also encroaches on 
the Clyde Muirshiel Park and the allocation does not comply with Policy 17 & 18 within the 
Proposed Plan.  
 
Representee agrees with SNH response that development shouldn’t encroach further up 
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the glen than currently adopted site Cfs74 Noddsdale Meadow (CD22); and that this is a 
suitable place to stop development to avoid encroachment onto Murshiel Park. SNH and 
the representee reference the site as CfS74 from the Interim SEA report (CD22). 
However, this site is a housing site (34: Noddsdale Meadow within Page 22 of the 
Adopted Local Development Plan (CD09).  
 
Disagrees with NHS comments that there is capacity within the current medical practice as 
it is difficult to get an appointment. Representee also questions the socio-economic 
benefits from the development. 
 
Stephen Downie (059) - Impact on roads, amenities and services. There is regular 
flooding in the area. The site is out with the Town Centre and it is a green field site. 
Brownfield sites or those closed to the town centre should be developed first.  
 
SNH (392) - The site is within Clyde Muirshiel Regional Park (CMRP), the Noddsdale 
Water (Brisbane Glen) and Kilburn Glen Local Nature Conservation Site (LNCS) and the 
Special Landscape Area (SLA) identified on page 81. Allocation does not accord with 
proposed Policy 17: Clyde Muirshiel regional Park. 
 
SNH considers that the existing allocation Noddsdale Meadow within Table 1 page 22 of 
the adopted LDP (CD09) to the south of the proposed site represents a logical northern 
boundary to the settlement with the potential to establish a strong landscape edge along 
its northern boundary. The proposed site is a relatively; large site which would represent a 
northward expansion of Largs in the CMRP resulting in the incremental erosion of the 
strong rural landscape setting and recreational function with no defensible boundary. The 
proposed boundary does not appear to relate to any landscape features on the ground. 
The development would be visually prominent from the North Ayrshire Coastal Path (one 
of Scotland’s Great Trails). 
 
Scottish Wildlife Trust (145) - The site is located with the Clyde Muirshiel Regional Park 
and partially within the Noddsdale Water. The allocation is contrary to the Towns and 
Villages objective on page 10 as the development will extend beyond the normal 
settlement boundary of /Largs and into open countryside. The site also extends right up to 
the river bank. 
 
Lynch Homes (188) - Representee supports the allocation of the site. The site is 
marketable and supported by Homes for Scotland and its members. The representee 
confirms that an agreement has been reached in principle with Miller Homes and 
Cunninghame Housing Association. The site is effective and capable of being delivered in 
the short term with a range of house sizes and types being provided, including bungalows, 
to meet the demographics of Largs and the wider North Coast area. The allocation will 
deliver 95 homes with a build out rate of 30 – 40 homes per year. The promoter has 
submitted accompanying supporting documents (RD34) Development Framework Report - 
Brisbane Glen Road, Largs (CFS48) and (RD35) Site Effectiveness Statement - Brisbane 
Glen Road, Largs (CFS48). 
 
SEPA (216) – No concerns over the allocation of the site and welcome that a Flood Risk 
Assessment has been identified for the site as per Schedule 2a of the Proposed Plan (04). 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Woodland Trust Scotland (242) - The area of woodland should be excluded from the 
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allocated site.  
 
Mr D A Chown (161) - Delete proposed housing allocation CFS48 Brisbane Glen Road, 
Largs from Plan. 
 
Stephen Downie (059) - Delete proposed housing allocation CFS48 Brisbane Glen Road, 
Largs from Plan.  
 
SNH (392) - Delete proposed housing allocation CFS48 Brisbane Glen Road, Largs from 
Plan. 
 
Scottish Wildlife Trust (145) - If site is retained a buffer zone of no less than 50 metres 
from the river bank should be included to maintain and enhance the riparian wildlife 
corridor. 
 
Lynch Homes (188) – No modification proposed. Site to remain within Proposed Plan.  
 
SEPA (216) – No modification sought.  
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
Woodland Trust Scotland (242) - Section 159(a) of The Town and Country Planning Act 
1997 requires the Planning Authority to consider the preservation of trees as part of all 
planning applications. Policy within the PLDP 18 takes into consideration the ‘Control of 
Woodland Policy’ (CD14) where removal of woodland is proposed and takes all other 
necessary precautions to protect designated or any other woodlands of importance. As 
such, the Council’s rejects the modification proposed by the representee to include a 
developer requirement relating to ensuring a buffer is incorporated. The planning 
application process is sufficient to ensure that the impact of development is managed. 
 
Mr D A Chown (161) - In relation to roads it is noted that the Roads Authority state that 
there is potentially insufficient at the Noddleburn lea Bridge to accommodate a further 
development. However, a new road bridge is proposed by the developer to overcome this 
and Transport Scotland raised no concerns in relation to the proposed site. SPT state that 
there may be need to support the introduction/rerouting of a bus service with provision for 
direct and attractive pedestrian links to these facilities. 
 
The representee raises concerns regarding social isolation. The Council considers that the 
site will not lead to problems of social isolation as the site has the opportunity to provide 
new homes within a marketable area with excellent links to core paths. A new bridge will 
also be provided as part of the development ensuring the site is fully accessible and well 
linked with the existing settlement.  
 
In relation to the impact on water flow and pressure Scottish Water state that a flow and 
pressure test would be required to establish the impact, if any, on the existing network. A 
requirement was therefore added, as per Schedule 2a in the Proposed Plan, for potential 
site mitigation for a water and drainage impact assessment to determine if further 
investment is required prior to development (CD 04).   
 
In relation to flooding a Flood Risk Assessment will be required. SEPA recommend that 
the development is set back from the watercourse and welcomed the findings of the 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (CD22).   
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Stephen Downie (059) - No sites within the town centre were submitted during the call for 
sites process. The Planning Authority are constrained in that it can only allocate land 
which is brought forward for development.  Should any sites come forward in the lifetime 
of the Plan within the settlement boundary, the Proposed Plan (CD04) contains within it 
flexible policies to support sustainable development in the General Urban Area.  
Representee also raises concerns regarding the impact on roads, amenities and services 
a response to which has been outlined above in response to Mr Chown’s (161) 
representation. 
 
SNH (392) & Scottish Wildlife Trust (145) – It is acknowledged that the site is within the 
boundary of the Clyde Muirshiel Park and Local Nature Conservation Sites (Noddsdale 
Water and Kilburn Glen). The Clyde Muirsheil Regional Park Authority was consulted 
during the preparation of the LDP and was satisfied with the content of the LDP and raised 
no concerns. The site is identified as a provisional wildlife site. It is for this reason the 
environmental assessment of the site ensured that the Proposed LDP included a proviso 
to ensure that any planning application is accompanied by an ecological survey, which 
should ensure that the development of the site is informed by sufficient guidance to protect 
any valuable ecological parts of the site. 
 
The site was assessed is terms of its landscape and while the development will expand 
the settlement boundary of Largs the site has no significant environmental, infrastructure 
on other constraints precluding to its development over the lifetime of the plan and it would 
contribute positively towards new homes within the North Coast. 
 
The Landscape Assessment by Entec (CD44) identifies the location as a potentially 
suitable location for development, indicated that an extended settlement boundary extent 
of approximately the edge of the site. The study states that the surrounding topography 
forms an area of containment to the north of Largs and any capacity is limited to the lower 
slopes (including this site) which is within the lower slopes. Those parts of the site outwith 
the landscape capacity area are contained within the promoter’s supporting material as 
being free from development to allow access to historic environment features that occupy 
that part of the site. The landscape assessment also recognises the value of the tree belt 
to the site frontage (i.e. the east). The Council would ensure the development 
management process retains this tree belt; and this reflects the promoter’s indicate layouts 
and landscape assessment work. Overall, the Council considers that there is strong 
supporting information recognising that the landscape impact of the site is acceptable. 
SNHs concerns that the site is a LNCS site are separate from landscape impacts; and in 
any case, are addressed. 
 
It is acknowledged that Brisbane Glen Road, adjacent to the site, forms part of the route 
for the Great Scottish Trail Ayrshire Coastal Route. However, it is considered that the site 
is screened from Brisbane Glen Road due to the topography of the site and by tree cover 
to the east of the site and as such its impact on users of the route would be minimal.  
 
Scottish Wildlife Trust (145) – Raise similar concerns to SNH (392) regarding the Clyde 
Muirshiel Regional Park and Noddsdale Water which have been addressed above in 
response to SNH.  
 
Lynch Homes (188) – Support noted.   
 
SEPA (216) – Comments of support noted. The Development Management process will 
address any issues arising from the Flood Risk Assessment.  
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Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Inclusion of Housing Site at Brisbane Glen Road (Cfs48) 
 
1.  The proposed housing site is identified as having an indicative capacity of around 95 
homes in schedule 2a of the proposed plan, and is anticipated to be active within the 
period 2019-2024. 
 
2.  In Issue 1 above we consider the council’s approach to the provision of new homes 
and conclude that there is no reason to take issue with the strategy of planning for a 
greater number of homes than the published Housing Needs and Demand Assessment 
establishes to be necessary.  This is intended to support the contribution that such 
development can make to the local economy and to help to reinvigorate the local housing 
market.  This objective is more likely to be achieved with the allocation of sites for the 
development of homes in locations which are attractive to developers.  In this regard, I 
note that Largs is identified as a location where the housebuilding industry has stated its 
interest in developing new homes. 
 
3.  Paragraphs 28 and 29 of Scottish Planning Policy make clear that the planning system 
should direct the right development to the right place, and not to allow development at any 
cost.  This includes the application of a presumption in favour of development that 
contributes to sustainable development.  I have therefore had regard to these principles in 
my consideration of the representations made in relation to the proposed allocation of the 
Brisbane Glen Road site for housing. 
 
4.  As Scottish Natural Heritage, and others making representations in opposition to the 
allocation of the proposed site, have pointed out, the site lies within the Clyde Muirshiel 
Regional Park.  It also forms part of the Noddsdale Water and Kilburn Glen Local Nature 
Conservation Site and is encompassed by the Local Landscape Character Area referred 
to at page 81 of the proposed plan which wraps around this part of the Largs built up area.  
Although, as the council comments, topography limits views of the site from Brisbane Glen 
Road, development at the site would be clearly visible in views southwards from the inland 
loop of the North Ayrshire Coastal Path where it climbs the west side of the Noddsdale 
valley in the vicinity of Brisbane Mains Farm, and from the hill fort at the summit of The 
Knock.  The northward extension of the Largs built-up-area in this vicinity would represent 
a prominent encroachment into such views which would in my view be unacceptably 
damaging to the quality of the local landscape.  This would not be consistent with the 
objectives of policies 15, 16 and 17 of the proposed plan, which seek to avoid 
unacceptable landscape impacts, protect the natural environment and safeguard the 
recreational potential of the Clyde Muirshiel Regional Park, respectively.  Whilst I note that 
the Landscape Assessment undertaken by Entec for the council, as part of its preparation 
of the proposed plan, identifies the site as potentially able to accommodate some 
development, from my own observations as highlighted above I have to disagree.  For the 
above reasons I consider that development here would cause significant adverse 
landscape impacts.  In these ways development at the site would not accord with the 11th 
of the sustainable development principles set out in paragraph 29 of Scottish Planning 
Policy. 
 
5.  I note that the council and the promoters of the site consider that development at the 
site would be readily deliverable, and refer to the ability to provide access via a new bridge 
over the Noddsdale Water connecting to Brisbane Glen Road through land to the north of 
houses served by the cul-de-sac of Kilburn Water.  I acknowledge that this area lies within 
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the settlement boundary defined in the adopted local development plan but, as I observed 
during my site inspection, this comprises a belt of woodland occupying a spur of higher 
ground rising above the course of the Noddsdale Water.  The promoter of the site draws 
attention to a planning permission granted in 2009 for the development of 9 houses in this 
area and comments that the road to be provided for that development could be amended 
to enable access to be provided to the proposed site via a new bridge across the 
Noddsdale Water.  However, such a modification would be likely to cause increased loss 
of the riparian woodland in this vicinity, as a result of the need to cater for around 100 
houses instead of the 9 of the previously permitted development, to incorporate a bridge 
over the substantial watercourse and to take account of the significant level differences on 
either side of the watercourse.  This would exacerbate the adverse landscape effects that 
I have found would be caused by development at the proposed site. 
 
6.  I note that the council and the site promoter both comment that development at the 
proposed site would represent an appropriate northward extension of development of the 
land at Noddsdale Meadow Phase 2, which is allocated for residential development in the 
adopted local development plan, in which it is referred to as site 34.  I acknowledge that 
the construction of new houses at the Noddsdale Meadow site would involve consolidation 
of the built development within the valley but, in view of the harmful landscape impact that 
I have found would arise, I do not regard this as providing an appropriate justification for 
an extension of the built-up area of Largs further north into the sensitive landscape of the 
Noddsdale valley. 
 
7.  The site was not proposed by the council for residential development as part of the 
2014 local development plan process but land in the vicinity was promoted in 
representations which were considered during the examination of the plan at that time.  At 
that time, the representations sought the allocation of either a larger or a smaller site, 
referred to at that time as “Brisbane Meridian”.  The land to which this representation 
relates (site Cfs48), appears to equate to the smaller of the two alternative sites previously 
considered. 
 
8.  In the report of the examination (CD24, issue 53, page 294 paragraph 12), the reporter 
concluded that “… the allocation of either the larger or the smaller site for housing would 
have negative environmental consequences, and in particular an adverse impact on the 
landscape setting of the northern edge of Largs.  I therefore find that the allocation of 
either the larger or the smaller site for housing in the local development plan would not be 
appropriate.”  As a result, he made no recommendation that either the larger or smaller 
site be included as an allocation in the plan. 
 
9.  Some representations make express concern over infrastructure, drainage, transport 
and other considerations in relation to development at the site.  However, in view of my 
findings in landscape terms, I have not found it necessary to come to any definitive 
conclusion on those aspects.  I also note that in the environmental report prepared in April 
2018 for consultation alongside the proposed local development plan, potential ground 
contamination issues are highlighted as a potential constraint.  In any event, such matters 
would be likely to be able to be addressed through the consideration of detailed design at 
planning application stage. 
 
10.  Although I have made my own assessment of the effect of potential development at 
the site in landscape and other terms, as explained above, I agree with the findings of the 
previous reporter’s consideration and conclude that allocating the site for residential 
development would be inappropriate.  Although I appreciate the council’s wish to stimulate 
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the local economy and housing market by promoting housing development in locations 
where developers wish to build, I conclude that the adverse effects of developing this site 
would be such that the proposed allocation should not be retained in the plan. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Modify the local development plan by: 
 
1. Deleting the entry relating to the Brisbane Glen Road site (Cfs48) from Schedule 2a of 
the plan on page 107. 
 
2. Deleting the references to the Brisbane Glen Road site (Cfs48) from the plan at page 52 
and the diagram on page 63, together with any consequential modifications as may be 
necessary elsewhere in the proposed plan.  
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Issue 16  
 

Three Towns (Ardrossan, Saltcoats, Stevenston) 

Development plan 
reference: 

Strategic Policy 4: Delivering on Community 
Priorities – Settlement Maps: Three Towns 
Locality, Page 42 

Reporter: 
Rob Huntley 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Lewis Docherty (002) 
Steven Johnston (043) 
Persimmon Homes (112) 
Persimmon Homes (114) 
Mr S & Mr J Stevenson + Mr R 
McConnachie (131) 
Network Rail (148) 
Ms Gillian Beeby and Mr Colin Auld (162) 
RSPB Scotland (172) 
Marston’s Developments Ltd – c/o Mackay 
Planning (198) 
 

 
G Higgon, M Higgon, D Lee, J Montgomery 
(214) 
SEPA (216) 
Iain Hamlin (225) 
Andrew Jackson (341) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (365) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (366) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (393) 
Strathclyde Passenger Transport (397) 

Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Strategic Policy 4: Delivering on Community Priorities – Three 
Towns, Page 42 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Housing Allocation at Mayfield Farm, Saltcoats (CFS51) 
 
Andrew Jackson (341) - objects to the allocation of the site due to its current use as 
agricultural land and greenbelt.  The land is elevated and would Impact on privacy. 
 
Steven Johnston (043) - objects to the site as it is currently countryside and green belt.  
The housing development would have an impact on privacy and value of house.  
Responder also argues that there is more than enough land allocated in North Ayrshire.   
Also highlights increase in pollution, noise and light pollution, having a negative impact on 
families.  Also states that the site has a number of mineshafts which would make 
development unsafe.   
 
Ms Gillian Beeby and Mr Colin Auld (162) - highlights the drainage problems on the site 
and nearby; and can’t find research in to drainage conditions for the site. 
 
G Higgon, M Higgon, D Lee, J Montgomery (214) - highlights the drainage and surface 
water problems the nearby properties have as a result of recent development.  Also 
highlights that the site has a history of mine workings.   
 
Lewis Docherty (002) - objects to inclusion on site as it is contrary to the Open Space 
Strategy, increases housing density in the area, traffic impacts, impacts on drainage and 
flood risk. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (393) - objects to the site as presented.  However, if a 
development brief is drawn up to ensure appropriate siting, design and mitigation 
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measures are in place, then there is the potential for the site to have capacity for housing 
development.  The responder further highlights that active travel provision is important for 
the site to ensure integration with Saltcoats and Stevenston.   
 
Marston’s Developments Ltd – c/o Mackay Planning (198) - objects to the Mayfield site as 
the only site in the Saltcoats area and that there is no site in the Stevenson area.   
 
Persimmon Homes (112) - shows support for the development of the site.  The responder 
further states that the site is deliverable and any issues that may arrive (specifically 
drainage due to the sloping nature of the site) can be overcome.  The responder also 
included marketability information of the site.   The representee SEPA (216) showed no 
concern over the allocation of the Mayfield site.   
 
Ardeer Peninsula, Stevenston Employment Location 
 
RSPB Scotland (172) - highlights that the Northern part of the Ardeer Peninsula, including 
the Black Powder Wood and Garnock west is perhaps the best site in Scotland for Bees 
and Wasps and requests for it to be retained as open space.   
 
Iain Hamlin (225) - objects to the site at Ardeer being designated for Business and 
Industry uses at Black Powder wood due to the existence of Semi-natural woodland and 
as it is a LNCS as it is the most diverse site in North Ayrshire.  The responder submitted a 
map showing the area of concern (RD31).  
 
Ardrossan North Shore Strategic Development Area 
 
Network Rail (148) - supports the regeneration of the Strategic Development Area.  
However, it should be noted that if development creates increased usage of transport 
corridors, developers should be made fully aware of their responsibilities to contribute to 
the required infrastructure to support the development.   
  
SEPA (216) - recognises that the proposals in the Ardrossan Harbour and North Shore 
area have been subject to previous planning submissions and have no significant 
concerns with the identification of the area as a SDA. Updated advice on site NA0923 is 
included in their site assessment (RD32); we welcome that the site will be subject to FRA 
as per Schedule 2b. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (365) - suggests that the criteria listed on page 25 appears to be 
for all development.  The responder suggests that this is made clear. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (366) - suggests that amendments are made to ensure green 
infrastructure and active travel routes are sufficiently incorporated into development.   
Strathclyde Passenger Transport (SPT) (397) suggest adding “providing direct 
connections to existing public transport infrastructure and the surrounding local 
community” to the final paragraph on page 25.   
 
(114) support for the Council/Joint Venture initiative to relocated the high school to 
Ardrossan Harbour and create a development hub.  
 
Non-inclusion of Commercial centre adjacent to Hawkhill Retail Park  
 
Marston’s Developments Ltd – c/o Mackay Planning (198) - objects to the content of the 
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map for Three Towns and Kilwinning not showing the site of the roadside services.   
Responder also objects to the lack of availability of allocated housing sites in Kilwinning 
and seeks to include a site for housing on Stevenston Road.  The responder indicates the 
access arrangements that the site could accommodate and provides a map showing this 
(RD27).  Responder also looks for the Roadside services site adjacent to Hawkhill Retail 
Park to be zoned as a Commercial Centre.   
 
Land at former Kerelaw School 
 
Iain Hamlin (225) - objects to the site of the former Kerelaw School being included within 
the General Urban Area due to the site being classed as green space in the last local 
development plan and now is a locally valuable, biodiverse, community greenspace which 
has been designated as a LNCS.  Reasons for it being designated include the presence of 
birds, habitats, invertebrates and its community importance.     
 
Non-inclusion of Site West of Dalry Road, Ardrossan (CFS27) 
 
Mr S & Mr J Stevenson + Mr R McConnachie (131) - seeks inclusion of site CFS 27, West 
of Dalry Road Ardrossan as it would be a more appropriate site than those allocated at 
West Kilbride.  The responder highlights and questions the findings of the (CD22 and 
CD12), namely that the assessment should reconsider the impacts on cultural heritage, 
landscape, material assets.  The responder additionally questions the balance that the 
LDP placed on delivery and states that some sites are not as acceptable in planning terms 
but are allocated because there is a developer attached and this should not always be the 
case.  To support their representation, the responder also submitted a Location Plan 
(RD38), Site Layout Plan (RD39) and Agricultural Land Grading Map (RD40).   
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Housing Allocation at Mayfield Farm, Saltcoats (CFS51) 
 
Andrew Jackson (341), Ms Gillian Beeby and Mr Colin Auld (162), Lewis Docherty (002) 
and Steven Johnston (043) - seeks the removal of the Mayfield Farm allocation. 
 
G Higgon, M Higgon, D Lee, J Montgomery (214) - seeks removal of site unless there has 
been consideration of existing problems associated with drainage and potential mining 
works contamination in this area have been rectified. 
 
Persimmon Homes (112) – supports the site, but seeks a boundary change to reflect 
recent land ownership changes. 
   
Scottish Natural Heritage (393) - advise preparing a development brief for this site to 
ensure appropriate siting, design and mitigation measures, ensuring that there is a 
positive interface with existing development. The following developer requirement should 
be included in the Local Development Plan 2:  “• Proposals must demonstrate appropriate 
active travel provision is provided through improving existing routes and/or creating new 
routes to contribute to the wider strategic active travel network to ensure integration 
between Saltcoats and Stevenston”.  
 
Ardeer Peninsula, Stevenston Employment Location 
 
RSPB Scotland (172) and Iain Hamlin (225) - seek the North part of the Ardeer peninsula, 
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including the Black Powder Wood and Garnock West re-zoned as Open Space.  
 
Ardrossan North Shore Strategic Development Area 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (365) - suggest clarifying the criteria for development proposals 
for Ardrossan Harbour and North Shore. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (366) - suggest amendments are made to ensure active travel 
and green infrastructure are sufficiently incorporated into the design of the development.  
Suggest adding the following: “The Plan supports development in accordance with the 
Placemaking policy that: 
 
 • Enhances and provides new active travel routes into and throughout the site, 
providing connections between the harbour, the rail station, the town centre as well as 
linking into the wider strategic active travel network…” 
 • Safeguards, enhances and creates new green infrastructure to contribute to the wider 
green network, including the regeneration of vacant land to form a high quality green 
space…” 
 
Non-inclusion of Commercial centre adjacent to Hawkhill Retail Park  
 
Marston’s Developments Ltd – c/o Mackay Planning (198) – requests the allocation of the 
roadside services site next to Hawkhill as a commercial centre.  
 
Land at former Kerelaw School 
 
Iain Hamlin (225) - Remove the site at the former Kerelaw school as general urban area. 
 
Non-inclusion of Site West of Dalry Road, Ardrossan (Cfs27) 
 
Mr S & Mr J Stevenson and Mr R McConnachie (131) - Delete proposed housing 
allocations at Portencross Road and Chapelton Road, West Kilbride. Replace allocation 
with the site at West of Dalry Road, Ardrossan (CFS27). 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
Housing Allocation at Mayfield Farm, Saltcoats (Cfs51) 
 
Key concerns regarding the site include the impacts on current drainage of the 
surrounding area, the impact on privacy, loss of green belt and open space, history of 
mining activity on the site, the density of development proposed, flood risk, and 
Landscape and Visual impacts.   
 
Drainage and water impacts - As part of the site selection process, the site was consulted 
with Key Agencies and one of the issues that arose from Scottish Water was the potential 
drainage impacts development of the site may have.  The appropriate course of action 
was to ensure that a Drainage Impact Assessment would be required to part of any 
planning application. Further consultation with Scottish Water on the issue has raised the 
implication that further work to the water capacity is required.  However, the agency has 
made a commitment to work with developers in order to increase the capacity of the water 
network and did not highlight that the capacity issue could not be overcome. The 
requirement for a water and drainage impact assessment is listed within Schedule 2a: 
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Schedule of Allocated Sites anticipated to be active in 2019-2024.  The Action and 
Delivery Programme (CD25) also has listed Scottish Water as a partner to the site to 
ensure that the agency and prospective developer works with the agency to ensure 
development can happen within the Plan Period.   
 
Privacy - The concerns over loss of privacy from development occurring on the site are 
noted.  However, it is felt that unacceptable levels of impact can be mitigated through 
design and would be more appropriately addressed through the Development 
Management process.  It is considered that the site has adequate capacity to facilitate 
development in principle without unacceptable impacts on privacy and does not see any 
reason to not allocate the site on those grounds.   
 
Open Space and Open Space Strategy - the site in question was not allocated in the 
Adopted Local Plan as Open Space but as Countryside.  Therefore, the Open Space 
Strategy would not be relevant in this case.  It is accepted that development of the site will 
result in a loss of countryside.  It was felt, however, on balance, that the site offers an 
opportunity to meet the overall housing strategy and contribute positively to the Vision and 
Spatial Strategy of the LDP.  The site requires to have a Health Impact assessment to 
accompany any planning application for the site.  The desired effect of this is that 
developers will have to consider how the development can have a positive influence on 
active travel and linkages to other natural assets nearby.  In this instance, the site is 
considered within walking distance to the core path and it would be expected that 
developers consider strong links to the network.   
 
History of mining activity on the site - Both the SEA Environmental Report (CD12) and the 
Site Deliverability Assessment –part of the housing technical paper (CD05) highlights the 
history the site has of mining works and rates it as either wholly or part within a High Risk 
Coal Area.  The developer has been made aware of this, however they consider the site 
conditions can be remediated and that costs can be absorbed without compromising the 
site viability.    
 
Density - The proposed density of 300 units is considered consistent with recent 
developments in the area.  It is important to highlight that this number is simply indicative 
at this stage and a slightly different number of homes may be proposed on the site when a 
planning application is submitted.   
 
Flood risk - SEPA and the Council’s flooding department as the Flooding Authority, were 
consulted at the Main Issues Report and Proposed Plan stages.  SEPA stated that a 
surface water flood hazard had been identified and should be discussed with the Flooding 
Authority.  Subsequently, the Council produced a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
(CD30) which highlighted the flood risk from surface water and recommended that the site 
could be part of the Local Development Plan providing a water and drainage impact 
assessment is undertaken to determine how surface water will drained, treated and 
managed.  SEPAs (216) summary from the Proposed Plan consultation is that they have 
no concerns arising from the allocation of the site.   
 
Landscape impact - it is noted the site is undulating and in parts elevated.  This was 
highlighted within the Environmental Report (CD12) and SNHs comments which were part 
of that assessment were noted and presented at that time.  The Council considers that the 
site, when viewed from any public elevation, can only be viewed in the context of the 
development that has over the longer term stretched to and beyond the north and south 
boundaries of the allocated site. In this sense, the development of the site would be in 
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keeping with the development pattern in the urban area of the three towns.  This is 
reflected in ENTEC’s Ayrshire Settlement Landscape Capacity Assessment (CD44), which 
recognises that the site offers strategic capacity for growth of this urban area. In addition 
to this, it is felt that careful siting and design would help alleviate most of concerns raised.  
Further concerns regarding active travel and coalescence between Stevenston and 
Saltcoats from SNH are noted.  The comments above relating to the existing requirement 
on developer to conduct a health impact assessment.  This will be required to include 
active travel links and enhancements which would alleviate some of their concerns.  Any 
subsequent planning application on the site would have to demonstrate how it complies 
with the placemaking and green infrastructure policies (amongst others) in order to avoid 
these impacts and perhaps enhance the distinctiveness of the edges of the two 
settlements. It is felt that there is opportunity however to enhance the site using green 
features.  
 
Ardeer Peninsula, Stevenston Employment Location    
 
The presence of Black Powder Wood is noted.  However, the allocation has been carried 
forward by the Adopted Local Plan and largely follows the boundary of the Special 
Development Order (SDO).  While the Proposed Local Development shows support for 
the removal of the SDO, it is acknowledged that the Local Development Plan is not the 
appropriate legal mechanism to remove such an Order.  So the allocation is regarded as 
an (albeit informal, with little weight while the SDO is in place) mechanism to guide 
development in this area, removing the allocation would have the potential to expose the 
site with little guidance or information on how the site could be developed in line with the 
rest of the Proposed Plan. It is therefore considered premature to adjust the Ardeer 
Employment Location until the SDO situation has either being concluded or progressed 
significantly.  It is also highlighted that the site is part of a planned woodland from previous 
business/industrial activity.  
 
Ardrossan North Shore Strategic Development Area 
 
SNH’s (365) recommended modification is not specific in the change it seeks; however, in 
any case, is rejected. The policy text is clear and sets out expectations on infrastructure 
delivery, which are specific to the operational harbour; and the supporting text is more 
generic in its ambitions for the wider area. This is self-evident in reading the LDP, and the 
Council does not consider that any clarification is needed. 
 
With regards to SPT’s (397) comment, it is felt that the addition to the final paragraph 
would not change the overall policy position of the Council’s support for the site.  That 
being said, the Council would not object should the reporter wish to add “providing direct 
connections to existing public transport infrastructure and the surrounding local 
community” to the final bullet point on page 25, on the basis that it does not significantly 
alter the interpretation of the LDP as a whole.    
 
Non-inclusion of Commercial centre adjacent to Hawkhill Retail Park  
 
The designation of the site adjacent to Hawkhill Retail Park as a Commercial Centre is 
considered unfavourably for a number of reasons.  These include the sites current location 
within the countryside (The PLPD’s strategic policies aims to direct development to within 
our Towns and Villages).  The Plan promotes a town centre first approach and the addition 
of further commercial centres would have the potential to jeopardise the vibrancy and 
vitality of North Ayrshire’s town centre network.  It is also considered that this particular 
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section of Countryside is important for the setting of both Kilwinning and the Three Towns 
and further development of the site has the opportunity to have a negative impact. The 
existing services will retain their current status and the Council does not consider that this 
position appreciably damages the commercial operation of the roadside services. 
However, it equally does not support the elevated status of the site as a commercial 
centre, because (in addition to the forementioned reasons), it is not a logical expansion 
area for growth as it is remote from the urban area of Ardrossan, Saltcoats and 
Stevenston and separated by the significant pedestrian barrier of the A78; and is also 
poorly connected to Kilwinning in terms of proximity and pedestrian links to the site. The 
Council is of the view that the retention of the location as it is currently presented in the 
LDP is the most appropriate position. The modification is rejected. 
 
Land at former Kerelaw School (Na1110) 
 
The responder seeks the removal of the above site in its entirety due to the existence of a 
Local Nature Conservation Site and that the site was designated as Open Space in the 
Adopted Local Plan (CD09).  It is noted that the site contains a Local Nature Conservation 
site (Kerelaw LNCS).  This site is featured within the Proposed Plan (CD04) in the Natural 
Environment Map on page 83.  It has been an omission from the Council to not include the 
site as open space in the Locality Map for the Three Towns.  Therefore, we would have no 
objection should the Reporter see fit that the designated site is included within the locality 
map.  It is considered that this adjustment to the Plan would not change the Policy 
considerations of the site. It is considered that the site still remains to have sufficient 
potential to be developed in the longer term and that the zoning of General Urban Area is 
appropriate.  The site was included in the Adopted Local Plan (CD09) and is largely a 
brownfield site.   
 
Non-inclusion of Site West of Dalry Road, Ardrossan (Cfs27) 
 
It is considered that the site would not, as presented, contribute to the Council’s strategy 
of adding housing sites which have been demonstrated to be deliverable within the Plan 
Period.  The Council’s call for sites process and Main Issues Report were clear that the 
strategic approach to housing was substantially different to that followed for the adopted 
LDP (CD09), which allocated a large number of housing sites in response to a high 
housing land requirement that was generated from the output from a needs and demands 
assessment, and the profound impact of the recession on North Ayrshire’s housing 
market. Instead of following a similar approach, a more targeted allocation strategy was 
followed which placed the onus on site promoters to demonstrate that the site has a clear 
delivery mechanism by being promoted by a party capable of ensuring delivery. In the 
applicant’s submissions, no evidence has been presented that this is the case. Indeed, 
meetings with the site promoters and the Council, which were intended to provide further 
clarity on the position, during the LDP consultation, as well as the representation under 
consideration all confirm that there is no evidence that a delivery mechanism for the sites 
exists (for example, delivery programme, committed developer). This was clearly sought in 
the Council’s promotional material, and in light of the fact that this hasn’t been addressed, 
the Council does not have sufficient evidence to confirm the effectiveness of the site and it 
is not considered appropriate to add the site to the Council’s Land Supply which is 
considered to be sufficient in order to meet demand as it is currently.   
 
The Council would refer to the response to the Proposed LDP consultation from Homes 
for Scotland (representation 048), which reviewed the Council’s assessment of 
effectiveness of proposed housing allocations, which confirms the Council’s assessment 
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that those sites promoted and which have not been allocated cannot be considered 
effective because there is insufficient evidence to suggest they are effective and/or they 
are not in a marketable location. The site promoter has been advised that it may be 
prudent to improve the supporting information for the site to ensure that effectiveness and 
delivery are considered, should they wish to promote in future. 

 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Housing Allocation at Mayfield Farm, Saltcoats (CFS51) 
 
1.  The site is indicated in schedule 2a of the proposed plan as having an indicative 
capacity to provide around 300 homes.  It is the largest of the new allocations of the 
proposed plan and is therefore a significant element of the council’s strategy for new 
housing development.  That strategy seeks to bolster the local economy and stimulate the 
housing market by promoting residential development in locations where the market 
wants to build.  Development at the site is promoted by a national housebuilder 
(Persimmon Homes), who has control of the land and expresses confidence in the ability 
of the site to deliver new homes within the plan period.  
 
2.  As addressed under Issue 1, we find that there is no reason to take issue with the 
council’s underlying strategy for the provision of new homes.  The council’s proposed 
allocation of the site for housing development should therefore be retained unless there 
are compelling environmental or other reasons to the contrary. 
 
3.  Several representations express the view that development at the site would have 
adverse landscape impacts and would cause coalescence between the built-up areas of 
Saltcoats and Stevenston.  I acknowledge that the land comprises the southern part of a 
tongue of open, mainly agricultural land which projects between urban areas to the west 
and south-east.  However much of the frontage along the A738 High Road adjacent to the 
southern part of the site already contains built development in the form of a supermarket 
and petrol filling station, together with their associated car parking and circulation areas.  
These features, together with the extensive housing areas to the south of High Road, 
mean that there is no real perception of physical separation between Saltcoats and 
Stevenston as one passes along High Road between the two settlements.  Although 
several representations comment that development would encroach on greenbelt land, I 
note that no such designation applies to the site, or to any other land within North 
Ayrshire.  Nor would development of the site involve the loss of any established area of 
public open space. 
 
4.  There are few prominent landscape features within the wedge of open land of which 
the proposed site forms part.  However, in views from the north, including from the minor 
road (Middlepart) connecting between the B714 Dalry Road and Kerelaw Road, the 
undulating landform and the complexes of buildings at Mayfield Farm and Mayfield School 
would provide a degree of visual containment to development at the site.  Additional 
landscape planting, particularly at the northern edge of the site, and where it abuts 
existing residences, could be incorporated in any proposed development at the site.  This 
would be consistent with the objectives of policies 14, 15 and 18 of the proposed plan and 
could be satisfactorily addressed at detailed design stage.  Such aspects of design and 
layout could be addressed through the preparation of a development brief as suggested in 
the representation made by Scottish Natural Heritage.  However, I do not consider it 
necessary for the proposed plan to be modified to make reference to such a brief. 
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5.  Similarly, consideration of other aspects of the detail of any proposed development, 
including design, potential ground instability and the relationship with nearby residential 
properties, are all matters appropriate for consideration at planning application stage.  
These considerations do not give rise to a need for any modification to the proposed plan. 
 
6.  I note that, notwithstanding the comments in some representations that recent 
development in the vicinity has caused drainage problems and low water supply pressure, 
neither the Scottish Environment Protection Agency nor Scottish Water has expressed 
objection to development on these grounds.  Appropriate design measures, informed by 
water and drainage assessments as referred to in the entry for the site in schedule 2a of 
the proposed plan, would enable a satisfactory resolution to any water supply or drainage 
issues at the site to be secured.   
 
7.  The site is located within reasonable proximity of a range of services and community 
infrastructure, including retail outlets, primary and secondary schools and recreational 
facilities.  These locational characteristics, and the existence of bus services passing 
close-by along High Road between Stevenston and Ardrossan, contribute to the ability of 
future residents to make use of sustainable transport opportunities locally.  The detail of 
vehicular access to the site, including the spacing of junctions on High Road, can 
appropriately be the subject of consideration through the development management 
process, but I have no reason to conclude that there would be any insuperable difficulty in 
this regard.  
 
8.  In the light of the above, I have no reason to conclude that residential development at 
the site as envisaged in the proposed plan would be inappropriate.  No modification to the 
proposed plan is therefore required in response to the representations made in respect of 
this site. 
 
Ardeer Peninsula, Stevenston Employment Location    
 
9.  I have addressed aspects of the council’s longer-term ambitions for the promotion  
of growth for employment and other development within the Ardeer Peninsula under 
Issue  12.  Those conclusions are relevant to the peninsula as a whole.  However, the 
north-western part of the peninsula, referred to in representations by RSPB Scotland and 
Iain Hamlin, including Black Powder Wood, comprises land allocated for employment 
development in the adopted local development plan.  This includes the Ardeer Energetics 
Cluster strategic business location referred to in policy IND 1 and adjoining land allocated 
for employment purposes through policies IND3 and IND12 of the adopted plan.  The 
allocation shown on page 42 of the proposed plan largely follows the boundary defined in 
the 1953 Special Development Order which remains in force.  This operates to remove 
the need for planning permission to authorise development within a substantial area of 
land in the north-western part of the peninsula.  Although, as explained under Issue 12, 
the council intends to seek revocation of the Special Development Order, that outcome 
would necessitate separate statutory processes which are out-with the scope of the 
proposed plan.   
 
10.  To the extent to which any development proposals for which planning permission 
would be required may give rise to potential effects on protected species or habitats, 
specific assessments of those matters would be required to be undertaken as a matter of 
law.  In any event, policies 14 (green and blue infrastructure) and 15 (landscape and 
seascape) of the proposed plan provide for the protection and enhancement of natural 
habitats and the safeguarding of landscape features respectively.  I am satisfied that 
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these measures can ensure the appropriate consideration of any specific proposals at 
development management stage, such that proper regard would be paid to the 
safeguarding of nature conservation interests and woodland.  There is therefore no need 
for the proposed plan to be modified in response to these representations. 
 
Ardrossan North Shore Strategic Development Area 
 
11.  The inclusion of two bulleted lists, on pages 24 and 25 of the proposed plan, are not 
in my opinion a source of confusion, as suggested in the representation by Scottish 
Natural Heritage.  The list on the annotated aerial photograph on page 24 sets out items 
of infrastructure improvement sought at Ardrossan Harbour and North Shore.  The second 
bulleted list, on page 25 of the proposed plan, identifies specific objectives that should be 
fostered through development.  There is no ambiguity or lack of clarity in the policy aims 
of the proposed plan in this regard.  No modification is therefore required in response to 
this representation. 
 
12.  The text of the first bullet point criterion listed on page 25 of the proposed plan 
already encompasses the desire expressed in the representation by Strathclyde 
Partnership for Transport, to build upon connections to existing public transport 
infrastructure.  There is no need for a modification to be made to the proposed plan in this 
regard. 
 
Non-inclusion of commercial centre adjacent to Hawkhill Retail Park  
 
13.  The site is located between Stevenston and Kilwinning and reference to the 
representations made by Marston’s Developments is also included in Issue 14, which is 
where I deal comprehensively with the representations relating to this site.   
 
14.  Although the representation refers to the land as being adjacent to Hawkhill Retail 
Park, it is separated from this by intervening major roads.  The site occupies the northern 
quadrant formed by the arms of the A78 and A738 radiating from the Pennyburn 
roundabout.  The existing development there comprises a series of facilities including 
hotel accommodation, together with food and refreshment outlets, which the 
representation appropriately characterises as providing roadside services.  Those facilities 
are more closely related to the use of the major road network in the vicinity than being a 
component part of the nearby urban areas of either Kilwinning or Stevenston.   
 
15.  In my consideration under Issue 14, I conclude that the settlement boundary of neither 
Kilwinning nor Stevenston should be extended to encompass the roadside facilities at the 
site.  Nor is it necessary for the proposed plan to be modified to reflect the existence of the 
roadside facilities at the site.  No modification to the proposed plan is therefore required in 
response to this representation. 
 
Land at former Kerelaw School (Na1110) 
 
16.  The cleared site of the former Kerelaw School is identified as an allocated site for 
housing development in the adopted local development plan (site RES2(14)).  The 
inclusion of the site within the general urban area is therefore consistent with this pre-
existing designation.  However, the existence of woodland and other natural 
characteristics within the northern part of the site has led to the identification of that part 
as a local nature conservation site. 
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17.  The council acknowledges that it is an omission that the nature conservation status  
of the land is not reflected in the locality map at page 42 of the proposed local 
development plan.  However, it points out that this is shown on the natural environment 
map at page 83.  The very small scale and diagrammatic nature of the map at page 83 
means that this designation is by no means clear, in terms of the existence of the 
notation, or the boundaries of the site intended to be depicted.  To reflect this, the council 
comments that the part of the former Kerelaw school site should have been identified as 
open space on the locality map and that it would be content to adjust the locality plan to 
correct this.   
 
18.  Under Issue 2 we reported that the council has confirmed that it would produce an 
interactive online version of the proposals map.  This would improve functionality by 
showing all designations, allocations and constraints.  Such mapping would assist the 
usability of the proposed plan, including making clear that part of the former Kerelaw 
school site is identified as open space reflecting the local nature conservation site 
designation.  However, it is appropriate for such clarity also to include the mapping within 
the local development plan itself.  I therefore recommend that the locality map at page 42 
of the local development plan be modified to show the Kerelaw local nature conservation 
site identified as open space within the site of the former Kerelaw school.  Consistent with 
the recommendations under Issue 2, this modification should also be reflected on the 
on-line mapping to be published alongside the local development plan. 
 
Non-inclusion of Site West of Dalry Road, Ardrossan (Cfs27) 
 
19.  The main focus of representation 131 is in opposition to the plan’s proposed 
allocation of two sites elsewhere for residential development.  The representation 
proposes the allocation of the Dalry Road site in replacement for allocations made in the 
proposed plan at Portencross Road and Chapelhill Road, West Kilbride.  Those sites are 
addressed under issue 17.  As explained under Issue 1, it is not in our remit to assess 
whether one site is preferable to another and I confine my consideration under this issue 
to matters which relate directly to the appropriateness, or otherwise, of identifying the 
Dalry Road site as an additional housing allocation in the proposed plan. 
 
20.  The representation site, comprising rough grassland and shrub vegetation, abuts the 
northern edge of the built-up area of Adrossan, adjacent to Longcraigs Avenue and Crinan 
Place.  To the north and east the site is bounded by the A78 Three Towns by-pass and 
the B780 Dalry Road respectively, with an area of woodland between the site and the 
Chapelhill roundabout junction of these two roads, close-by to the northeast.  Although the 
site is situated on perhaps the highest point in the vicinity, with views south-westwards 
towards Arran on a clear day, it is visually well contained by roads and existing 
development.  Residential development here would not be unduly prominent so as to give 
rise to an unacceptable intrusion into open countryside. 
 
21.  Under Issue 1 we accept the council’s approach of emphasising marketability as a 
major criterion in the identification of sites for housing development, in order to stimulate 
the housing market.  Although the site was put forward for development as part of the 
council’s call for sites process and featured in the Main Issues Report, no convincing 
evidence has been presented to demonstrate the deliverability of residential development 
of the land.  Notwithstanding that some attributes of the site may point towards its potential 
suitability for residential development in principle, the absence of evidence of deliverability, 
and the context of a generous supply of land for residential development, lead me to 
conclude that the proposed plan should not be modified to include the Dalry Road site as 
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an allocation in the proposed plan.  The potential appropriateness of identifying the site for 
residential development can be reviewed in the context of a future local development plan, 
at which time further attention could be given to questions of deliverability.  
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Modify the local development plan by: 
 
1.   Amending the locality map on page 42 to:  
 

a) identify the Kerelaw local nature conservation site within the area of the former 
Kerelaw school, and 
b) remove the beige general urban area colouring from that part of the site and 
replace it with green open space colouring. 
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Issue 17  
 

West Kilbride 

Development plan 
reference: 

 
Strategic Policy 4: Delivering Community 
Priorities: Settlement Maps: North Coast 
Locality. Page 51 
 

Reporter: 
Rob Huntley 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Jane Watson (006) 
Patricia Payne (015) 
Fiona Fitzsimmons (016) 
Graeme Moore (017) 
Janet Martin (018) 
Colette Mathieson (019) 
Jane Molloy (021)  
Lynn McLaren (022)  
Dean Quinn (023)  
Shannon Ewi  (024) 
Jillian Dillon (025) 
Val Penny (026) 
Cara Forbes (027) 
Suzanne Kean (028) 
Denise Rae (029)  
Caroleann McKinnie (030) 
Douglas McKinnie (031) 
Alison Lavington (032) 
Ian Allan (033)  
Adam Lennox (038)  
Colin Hamilton (040) 
Margaret Whittaker (044) 
The West Kilbride Development Group 
(046) 
Craig Kinniburgh (047) 
Jamie Moffat (051) 
Margaret Faris (053) 
Jocelyn Faris  (060) 
Janet Martin (063)  
Kenneth Ling  (068) 
Ian Allan (089) 
Billy Gibson (090)  
George Cloughley (093) 
Gavin and Elaine Savage (094)  
Tracey Graham (102) 
Mary Cloughley (103) 
Jonathan Andrews (104) 
Margaret Faris (106) 
Fiona Macintosh (108) 
Persimmon Homes (115) 
Thelma Ling (121)  

 
Ethel Harrington (155) 
Susan Rutherford (157) 
Rosalind Kinniburgh  (163) 
Tom McInally McInally Associates (190)  
Iceni Projects (191) 
Mr M Montgomery (192) 
Susan Ferguson (196) 
James Bell (201)  
Ian Charles Stilson (212) 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency 
(216)  
McTaggart Construction on behalf of Lawhill 
Farm (220) 
McTaggart Construction on behalf of Lawhill 
Farm (221) 
McTaggart Construction on behalf of Lawhill 
Farm (222) 
Jane Fraser (223)  
Patricia Rutherford (256)  
Mr R MacMillan (257) 
Mr R MacMillan (258)  
Derek and Kathleen Halliday (287)  
Henry R Thomson (289) 
Alison Thomson (292) 
Henry Elliot (293) 
Pauline Buckley (294) 
Ms W Macnab (295) 
Elizabeth Willey (296) 
Janet Martin (301)  
Janet Martin (302) 
Gerald M Flinn (303) 
Stephen Connachan (304)  
Walter Kolon (305) 
Audrey H Naismith Kolon (306) 
Derek and Kathleen Halliday (309)  
Graham Buckley (310) 
Peter Holden  (311)  
T Wright (315)  
T Wright (316) 
T Wright (317)  
C Wright (318)  
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Mary Cloughley (123) 
Christine C Jeffrey (124) 
David Jeffrey (125) 
George Cloughley (127) 
Neil Martin (128) 
Mr S & Mr J Stevenson + Mr R 
McConnachie (131)  
Jane Watson (132) 
Margaret Faris (133) 
Patricia Anslow (138) 
David R Campbell CBE (139)  
Elizabeth Davidson (142) 
Peter Macnab (143)  
Alan Harrington (153) 
 

C Wright (319) 
A Wright (320) 
A Wright (321) 
Murielle Boyd (278)  
Gladman Scotland (285) 
Louise Knight (323) 
Victoria Ramage (324) 
John Kane (325) 
Neil Buckley (342) 
Mrs Jean Gillan (344) 
Jocelyn Faris (348) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (389) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (394) 
West Kilbride Community Council (409) 
West Kilbride Civic Society (412) 
 

Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Strategic Policy 4: Settlement Maps: North Coast Locality. Page 50 
Additional Housing Site at Portencross Road (CFs65)  
Additional Housing Site at Chapelton Road (Cfs08) 
Non-inclusion of CFS58 at Lawhill Farm (including extension of 
Adopted Local Plan Site NA1133) 
Non-Inclusion of site at Upper Chapleton (CFS 64) 
Non-inclusion of site at the Orchards (CFS56) 
Non- inclusion of site South of Lawoodhead, Springside, West 
Kilbride (CFS57) 
Non-inclusion of Site South of Meadowfoot Road 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Additional Housing Site at Portencross Road (CFs65)  
 
Janet Martin (005), Watson (006), Patricia Payne (015), Fiona Fitzsimmons (016), Graeme 
Moore (017), Colette Mathieson (019), Jane Molloy (021), Lynn McLaren (022), Dean 
Quinn (023), Jillian Dillon (025), Val Penny (026), Cara Forbes (027), Suzanne Kean 
(028), Denise Rae (029), Caroleann McKinnie (030), Douglas McKinnie (031), Alison 
Lavington (032), Ian Allan (033), Adam Lennox (038), Margaret Whittaker (044), Craig 
Kinniburgh (047), Jamie Moffat (051), Margaret Faris (053), Jocelyn Faris (060), Janet 
Martin (063), Kenneth Ling (068), Ian Allan (089), George Cloughley (093), Gavin and 
Elaine Savage (094), Mary Cloughley (103), Jonathan Andrews (104), Jane Margaret 
Faris (106), Fiona Macintosh (108), Thelma Ling (121),Christine C Jeffrey (124), David 
Jeffrey (125), George Cloughley (127), Neil Martin (128), Mr S & Mr J Stevenson + Mr R 
McConnachie (131), Jane Watson (132), Margaret Faris (133), Patricia Anslow (138), 
David R Campbell CBE (139), Elizabeth Davidson (142), Peter Macnab (143), Alan 
Harrington (153), Ethel Harrington (155), Susan Rutherford (157), Rosalind Kinniburgh 
(163), Susan Ferguson (196), James Bell (201), Ian Charles Stilson (212), McTaggart 
Construction on behalf of Lawhill Farm (221), Jane Fraser (223), Patricia Rutherford (256), 
Murielle Boyd (278), Derek and Kathleen Halliday (287), Henry R Thomson (289), Alison 
Thomson (292), Henry Elliot (293), Pauline Buckley (294), Ms W Macnab (295),  Elizabeth 
Willey (296), Janet Martin (302), Gerald M Flinn (303), Stephen Connachan (304), Walter 
Kolon (305), Audrey H Naismith Kolon (306),Graham Buckley (310), Peter Holden (311), T 
Wright (315), C wright (318), A Wright (320), Louise Knight (323), Victoria Ramage (324), 
John Kane (325), Neil Buckley (342), Mrs Jean Gillan (344), Jocelyn Faris (348), West 
Kilbride Civic Society (412). 
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Objection is made to the site for one or more of the following reasons: 
 
Impact on Health Care Provision – the GP surgery is currently at full capacity and has no 
permanent doctor in place.   
 
Impact on Education services – The primary school is at capacity and further housing will 
make the matter worse.  Some respondents also highlighted the distance from the site to 
Secondary Schools.   
 
Housing Need – question the need for this amount of housing given the amount of 
properties for sale currently.   
 
Road Safety – the road is dangerous and will put children and the elderly at risk. 
General Infrastructure – the settlement cannot cope with this level of housing without 
investment in infrastructure 
 
Road Capacity and Access – the road is quite often busy and it is hard to turn right onto 
the A78 from Summerlea Road.  Janet Martin (063) also submitted a photograph (RD23) 
showing the road as being congested.   
 
Parking – the extra houses would result in more cars, making the current problem of 
parking worse in the town centre and the train station.  This will be in addition to the 
current parking and congestion problems around the Primary School and drop off/pick up 
times. 
 
Landscape – the impact landscape and views would be unacceptable.  Numerous 
responders reference the Environmental Report (CD12) and Interim Environmental Report 
(CD22), in particular, the comments made by key agencies in these documents.  Janet 
Martin (063) also submitted a series of photographs highlighting the landscape value of 
the site (RD24).   
 
Loss of Prime Agricultural Land – numerous representations stated that the field was 
currently in use for agriculture, some stating the field yields two crops a year.  (220), (221) 
and (222) reference the Macaulay Land Institute (now the James Hutton Institute) 
classifications and submitted documents showing the site being designated as an area 
capable of producing a moderate range of crops.  Some responders also question why an 
Agricultural Assessment is not required to develop the site.  
 
Loss of Open Space – the loss of open space will result in less people using the nearby 
paths and routes for walking, jogging and cycling.   
 
Impact on wildlife – numerous species of wildlife has been spotted on the field in recent 
times.  Including, hares, rabbits, weasels, deer, lapwings, voles, stoats, curlews, Canadian 
Geese, badgers, hedgehogs, bees and other insects.  Responders also highlight that 
there are wildflowers seen in the vicinity of the site.   
 
Amenity and character– a number of representees feel that the site would have significant 
impacts to the “feel” and character of what they called the village.  They also state that the 
development would result in the settlement no longer being a small village.  Some other 
representees highlight the impact on the edge of the settlement being subject to such a 
size of development.   
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Planning History– Previous reporters have considered the site unsuitable for development.  
Reasons for this include; impact on prime agricultural land, coastal views and village 
setting.  Also highlighted was the reporter’s comments from LDP1 examination (CD24) 
and stated those were still relevant.  The issues that arose there was landscape impact, 
infrastructure, flood risk and effectiveness of the site. Some responders highlight that 
planning application 02/00453/PP (for 29 units (on the South East section of the site) was 
dismissed because of impacts on landscape, Adopted Local Plan Policy (which 
respondents believes are still valid) 
 
Other planning decisions - a number of responders highlight the refusal of planning 
application 18/00340/PPP (Planning Permission in Principle for Residential Development 
for site South of Meadowfoot Road (CD48)) and feel that the Portencross Road site should 
be deleted for the same reasons that application was refused.   
 
Disproportionate level of development – West Kilbride (and sometimes the North Coast) is 
subject to an unfair proportion of housing land allocated.  Also questions the need for 
housing when a large amount of housing development has occurred in the past. (093) also 
submitted a supporting document containing assumptions regarding past and future 
development in West Kilbride (RD36) 
 
Health Impacts – the stress associated with living next to a building site and the possible 
knock-on effect of not being able to obtain a doctor’s appointment due to the GPs surgery 
being under staffed. Representation (412) also highlighted air quality concerns due to 
increase traffic pollution. 
 
Sewerage/Water Capacity – there will be little capacity for sewerage, waste and drinking 
water which will be detriment to the environment.   
 
Flooding – the field is prone to flooding (through own observations) and even though less 
rainfall has occurred lately the site still has a prominent burn running through the site.   
Public transport – both buses and trains are not adequate currently and will be made 
worse with the arrival of 175 houses 
 
Availability of brownfield sites – the Council should focus on delivering brownfield sites 
instead of this greenfield site in the Countryside 
 
Lack of services – the village does not have the amenities of a town, no bank, no high 
school and a lack of things to do for young people.   
 
Impact on active travel – walkers, joggers and cyclists use nearby paths and the site is too 
far and hilly to the town centre for people to walk to the shops or train station.  
 
Nuisance from construction – the amount of housing proposed means that building will 
take place for a long time, causing noise and dust to be become a nuisance.  
 
Impact on trees on the site – There are a number of mature trees on Summerlea Road 
and Wildcat Lane.   
 
Impact on tourism – The loss of view and pleasant nature of the village will have an 
immediate effect on tourism in the area of people will no longer wish to visit.  
 
Proposal is contrary to Councils own Strategic Policies – Numerous responders feel that 
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the development would conflict with the strategic policies listed in the plan including the 
Placemaking policy and the Countryside Objective.  
 
Accuracy of information supplied – some respondents question the accuracy of the 
schedule of land ownership (schedule 1) which states that some of the site is owned by 
the Council.   
 
One representation (018) queries safety distances between nuclear power plants and new 
residential development. 
 
West Kilbride Community Council (409) – The Community Council do not explicitly object 
to the allocation.  However, they do raise several of the points above to why the site is not 
suitable, including that the ENTEC Landscape Assessment of Potential Development 
Areas (CD44) findings were inaccurate. 
 
McTaggart Construction (221) - suggest that there is a medieval rig and furrow located 
somewhere on the site.  (221) submits supporting documents RD44 -RD47). 
 
In addition to the above, Scottish Natural Heritage (389) highlight that the site is large, 
visually open, prominent, and defines the landscape setting and characteristic gateway to 
the settlement. SNH also notes that development would represent a significant northward 
expansion into the rural and locally distinctive agricultural landscape setting, along what is 
the main approach road to the settlement. Development would have significant and 
adverse impacts on the local landscape character, on the landscape setting, and would 
impact coastal views towards Arran, particularly from the north of the site.  They further 
state that development would be incongruous within the wider landscape, taking West 
Kilbride out of its natural landscape setting and significantly compromising the quality of 
that landscape setting. However, they consider that there is capacity for development 
should a development brief be prepared to protect the coastal views, particularly from the 
North of the site.  SNH suggest that a development brief is prepared for the site to ensure 
appropriate mitigation takes place.  A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment should 
be part of the brief, and an area of open space should be retained at the northern end of 
the site to mitigate some of the impacts.    
 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (216) - highlights that there is a water body 
located adjacent to the site and that a surface water flood hazard has been identified.  
This should be discussed with SEPA and Scottish Water in the first instance but welcome 
that a Flood Risk Assessment is required under potential mitigation for the site.  
Additionally, the summary of their response concluded that they have no concerns of the 
allocation of the site.   
 
Graham Buckley (310) - asks why there are no employment opportunities listed for West 
Kilbride. 
 
Janet Martin (005), Derek & Kathleen Halliday (309) - disagrees that the site represents 
"delivering on Community Priorities”. 
   
The West Kilbride Development Group (46), Billy Gibson (90), Colin Hamilton (40), 
Persimmon Homes (115), McInally Associates (190) – show support for the site.  (190) 
has submitted a supporting planning statement (RD42 and RD43). 
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Additional Housing Site at Chapelton Road (Cfs08) 
 
Colette Mathieson (019), Lynn McLaren (022), Shannon Ewing (024), Val Penny (026), 
Cara Forbes (027), Douglas McKinnie (031), Ian Allan (033), Adam Lennox (038), 
Margaret Whittaker (044), Ian Allan (089),Tracey Graham (102), Jonathan Andrews (104), 
Fiona Macintosh (108), Mr S & Mr J Stevenson + Mr R McConnachie (131),Patricia 
Anslow (138), Murielle Boyd (278), Henry R Thomson (289),Ms W Macnab (295), Gerald 
M Flinn (303), Derek and Kathleen Halliday (309), Peter Holden (311), T Wright (317), A 
Wright (321), Scottish Natural Heritage (389), West Kilbride Community Council (409),  
 
Objection is made to the site for one or more of the following reasons: 
 
Health Care Provision – the GP surgery is currently at full capacity and has no permanent 
doctor in place.   
 
Education services – The primary school is at capacity and further housing will make the 
matter worse.   
 
Housing Need – question the need for this amount of housing given the amount of 
properties for sale currently.   
 
Road Safety – the road is dangerous and will put children and the elderly at risk. 
General Infrastructure – the settlement cannot cope with this level of housing without 
investment in infrastructure. 
 
Location of site – the site is disconnected to the village and will not encourage people to 
walk to the town centre. The walk to the train station will also be dark as there are no 
street lights on the way.  
 
Landscape – Scottish Natural Heritage (389) - This site is elevated and is physically, 
visually and perceptually detached from existing development. The site provides an 
important contribution to the landscape setting of West Kilbride. Development would have 
significant and adverse landscape and visual impacts. It would compromise the quality of 
the landscape setting, spreading development onto the higher slopes, compromising the 
established development pattern and resulting in the loss of open space important to the 
setting of West Kilbride and Tarbert Hill.  
 
Protection of Open space – housing activity should take place on brownfield sites first. 
Impact on agricultural land – An agricultural assessment should be undertaken as these 
sites are important farmland.   
 
Volume of development – the amount of housing proposed for the settlement would be of 
a detriment to the quality of life of residents.   
 
(023) suggests that the density of the site is too high and should be reduced to 
approximately 35 homes.  
   
Iceni Projects (191) – supports the inclusion of the site at Chapleton Road. The site is 
considered to meet the criteria for effective housing sites set out in PAN 2/2010 (CD03). 
Balfour Beatty Homes are committed to the delivery of this effective housing site, subject 
to adoption of the LDP and any planning application requirements. In support of their 
submission, the responder also submitted a transport and Access Preliminary Access 
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Statement (RD15), a Landscape and Visual Landscape Assessment (RD22) and a flood 
risk and drainage assessment (RD14)   
 
Non-inclusion of CFS58 at Lawhill Farm (including extension of Adopted Local Plan Site 
NA1133) 
 
T Wright (316), C Wright (318) - The site is much better connected with the settlement and 
would be easier to access services and facilities than the Chapelton road (CFS 08) site.  
West Kilbride Community Council (409) also show support for the site and state as it 
would deliver affordable homes within the settlement envelope. It is assumed that this 
support does not include the extension of the site.   
 
McTaggart Construction on behalf of Lawhill Farm (220) - The site is better suited for 
development than the Portencross Road site (CFS65) as it is has a lower class (3.2) on 
the Macaulay Institute and therefore of lower agricultural value.  The responder also 
questions the scoring placed in the SEA assessment of the site in terms of its potential 
impact on the Landscape and prime agricultural land.    In support of their representation, 
a MaCaulay Land Institute map and key (RD16), a letter from SAC Consultancy providing 
their analysis of land classification (RD17), West Kilbride Community Council’s MIR 
Representation (RD19) an email of support for the site from West Kilbride Community 
Council (RD18) was submitted.   
 
Non-Inclusion of site at Upper Chapleton (CFS 64) 
 
Mr M Montgomery (192) - objects to the site being designated as countryside and wishes 
for the site to be included in Schedule 2a: Housing Sites.  The responder highlights their 
Main Issues Response (RD33) should have been adequate to allocate the land for 
housing.  Further stating that sufficient information was available on how potential 
constraints could be mitigated against in order to allow appropriate development to take 
place.  The site is considered effective and deliverable in the Proposed Plan period.   
  
Non-inclusion of site at the Orchards (CFS56) 
 
R MacMillan (257) - the site should be included in the Local Development Plan and would 
help introduce a flood amelioration proposal which would benefit the settlement from 
known flooding issues.  The responder also questions the Interim SEA assessment 
(CD22), stating that it assesses the site to have more of an impact on soil, water 
(flooding), water (environment) and landscape than what would occur.  With regards to 
landscape, the responder feels that the site is discreetly located and offers little, if any, 
negative landscape impacts and that landscaping and location of the site allows it to be 
less visible and naturally settle within the village setting.   
 
Non- inclusion of site South of Lawoodhead, Springside, West Kilbride (CFS57) 
 
R MacMillan (258) - the site should be included in the Local Development Plan for 5 
homes and an Equestrian/Commercial site.  The site would help introduce flood 
amelioration which would benefit the settlement from known flooding issues.  The 
responder also questions the Interim SEA assessment (CD22).  With regards to 
landscape, the responder feels that the housing aspect of the development could be sited 
and designed in a manner that is in keeping with its surroundings and in accordance with 
the Council’s policy.   
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The site is promoted on the grounds that it would provide an offering of:  
i) leisure pursuit, that has a known high demand, but is unavailable, to this scale, within 
the immediate area,  
ii) create jobs within the local area,  
iii) provide a different offering of sustainable house provision 
 
Non-inclusion of Site South of Meadowfoot Road 
 
Gladman Scotland (285) seek an enlarged version of the Adopted Local Plan Site at 
Ardrossan High Road (the site is referred to as both Ardrossan High Road and South of 
Meadowfoot Road) (Na1103) is allocated in the Local Development Plan.  The site would 
be capable of delivering 50 homes (the site listed in the Proposed Plan is 30) within the 
Proposed Plan period which would help with the shortfall in the Local Authority Area. The 
enlargement of the site is required to aid site viability, mainly to overcome the required site 
mitigation.  
 
The site also has the potential to meet the criteria placed within the Proposed Local 
Development Plan and will contribute to the Spatial Strategy of the Plan.  The 
representation also included a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment  
(RD 20), A transport Assessment (RD21), a Design and Access Statement (RD05), a 
location plan (RD54), correspondence with North Ayrshire Council Education and 
Employment Services (as a Freedom of Information Request) (RD55). 

 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Portencross Road (CFs65)  
 
Janet Martin (005), Jane Watson (006), Patricia Payne (015), Fiona Fitzsimmons (016), 
Graeme Moore (017), Jane Molloy (021), Jillian Dillon (025), Suzanne Kean (028), Denise 
Rae (029), Caroleann McKinnie (030), Alison Lavington (032), Craig Kinniburgh (047), 
Jamie Moffat (051), Margaret Faris (053), Jocelyn Faris (060), Janet Martin (063),  
Kenneth Ling (068), George Cloughley (093), Gavin and Elaine Savage (094), Mary 
Cloughley (103), Margaret Faris (106), Thelma Ling (121), Christine C Jeffrey (124), David 
Jeffrey (125), George Cloughley (127), Neil Martin (128), Jane Watson (132), Margaret 
Faris (133), David R Campbell CBE (139), Elizabeth Davidson (142), Peter Macnab (143), 
Alan Harrington (153), Ethel Harrington (155), Susan Rutherford (157), Rosalind 
Kinniburgh (163), Susan Ferguson (196), James Bell (201), Ian Charles Stilson (212), 
Jane Fraser (223), Patricia Rutherford (256), Derek and Kathleen Halliday (287), Alison 
Thomson (292), Henry Elliot (293), Pauline Buckley (294), Elizabeth Willey (296), Janet 
Martin (301), Janet Martin (302), Stephen Connachan (304), Walter Kolon (305), Audrey H 
Naismith Kolon (306), Graham Buckley (310), Louise Knight (323), Victoria Ramage (324), 
John Kane (325), Neil Buckley (342), Mrs Jean Gillan (344), Jocelyn Faris (348), West 
Kilbride Civic Society (412)  - All wish for Portencross Road (CFs65) site to be removed 
from the Local Development Plan. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (389) – site to be subject to a development brief with particular 
regard to siting, design and landscape impacts. 
 
(018) Make consultation documents with Nuclear Safety Advisory Committee public. 
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Chapleton Road (CFs08) 
 
Shannon Ewing (024), Derek and Kathleen Halliday (309), T Wright (317) A Wright 
(321),Scottish Natural Heritage (389) delete Chapelton Road (Cfs08) site from the Local 
Development Plan.   
 
Dean Quinn (023) - seeks a reduction in the Chapleton Road (CFs08) to approximately 35 
homes.    
 
Non-inclusion of CFS58 at Lawhill Farm 
 
C Wright (317) (318) - seeks to delete Portencross Road (CFS 65) and replace it with the 
site at Lawhill Farm (CFS 58). 
 
C Wright (319) - seeks to delete Chapleton Road (CFS 08) and replace it with the site at 
Lawhill Farm (CFS58). 
  
West Kilbride Community Council (409) - shows support for the site for delivery of 
affordable housing.   
 
McTaggart Construction (220) - seeks the allocation of the extended site as submitted in 
the Main Issues Report (CD10).   
 
Non-Inclusion of site at Upper Chapleton (CFS 64) 
 
Mr M Montgomery (192) – seeks inclusion of site and removal of its current designation as 
Countryside. 
 
Non-inclusion of site at the Orchards (CFS56) 
 
R MacMillan (257) - seeks the inclusion of the Orchards (CFS56) as a housing site. 
 
Non- inclusion of site South of Lawoodhead, Springside, West Kilbride (CFS57) 
 
R MacMillan (258) - seeks the inclusion of site South of Lawoodhead, Springside, West 
Kilbride (CFS57) for 5 homes and an Equestrian /commercial uses. 
 
Non-inclusion of Site South of Meadowfoot Road (enlargement of site at Ardrossan High 
Road (NA1104) 
 
Gladman Scotland (285) - seek the enlargement of site at Ardrossan High Road (the 
representee referred to the site as South of Meadowfoot Road) to from 30 units to 50 and 
an enlargement of the site boundary.  Responder also seeks that the site be moved from 
Schedule 3 (long term sites) to Schedule 2 (sites anticipated to be delivered in the Plan 
Period).   
 
West Kilbride Housing general 
 
Patricia Payne (015), Fiona Fitzsimmons (016), Graeme Moore (017), Colette Mathieson 
(019), Lynn McLaren (22), Val Penny (026), Cara Forbes (027),  Douglas McKinnie 
(031),Ian Allan (033), Adam Lennox (038), Margaret Whittaker (044), Ian Allan (089) 
Tracey Graham (102), Jonathan Andrews (104), Fiona Macintosh (108), Patricia Anslow 
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(138), Murielle Boyd (278), Ms W Macnab (295), Gerald M Flinn (303)- wish for no 
additional housing sites to be allocated in West Kilbride.   
 
Mr S & Mr J Stevenson + Mr R McConnachie (131) – state that the Housing sites in West 
Kilbride should be deleted and the site proposed at west of Dalry Road, Stevenston should 
be allocted in its place.  This matter is dealt with in Schedule 4 form issue 16 Three 
Towns.   
 
Peter Holden (311) - seeks to reduce the additional new housing supply in West Kilbride 
by 70-170 units. 
 
West Kilbride Community Council (409) - does not specifically call for an adjustment to the 
plan, however, show concerns about the volume of housing proposed and asks for their 
comments to be taken into consideration.     
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
Inclusion of Portencross Road (CFs65)  
 
Health Care Provision – During the production of the Proposed Plan, NHS and Social 
Care Partnership was consulted on the potential impacts on Health Care Provision should 
the site be developed (with 175 homes).  The Environmental Report (CD12) contains a 
summary of their position. This states that the scale of development proposed will result in 
acceptable impacts on health care services.  Additionally, The Health and Social Care 
Partnership highlighted the strategic socio-economic benefits that arise from a proactive 
approach to housing delivery.  
  
Impact on Education services – All preferred sites were consulted with the Council’s 
Education and Youth Employment Service.  It was highlighted that the Primary School has 
capacity though would like to be able to investigate potential options should all the 
development West Kilbride come forward.  This could include using the spare capacity 
which is at the school, or by potentially expanding.  To address this issue, the Proposed 
Local Development Plan (CD04) has proposed mitigation contained within Schedule 2a for 
an Education Contribution Assessment to be carried out along with any planning 
application.  This will allow the Council to fully consider the potential impact of any new 
housing.  This assessment may result in contributions being sought as per the Supporting 
Development Objective: Infrastructure and Services Section of Strategic Policy 1: Spatial 
Strategy. This approach has been supported by the Education and Youth Employment 
Service.  The overwhelming opinion from the consultation is that the school is currently 
over capacity, which the service has indicated is not the case.  However, the mitigation 
proposed is seen as a pragmatic approach to ensure that this perception is acted upon 
and should further education provision be required, then it can be requested as per 
Scottish Government Circular 3/2012.   
 
Housing Need - Housing need is addressed as part of Schedule 4 Form Issue 1.    
Road Safety, Road Capacity and Access - Both Transport Scotland and The North 
Ayrshire Roads Authority took part in the Main Issues Report consultation. Transport 
Scotland stated that a new access on the A78 may be acceptable within the 30mph Limit 
and the Roads Authority stated that there were no concerns providing Transport Scotland 
was consulted.  Therefore, there is no reason to believe that the site will result in 
unacceptable impacts on road safety, capacity or access.   
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Parking - the council has consulted with the North Ayrshire Roads Authority who raised no 
concerns with car parking issues as a result of this site being developed.  Any planning 
proposal would also have to consider how the development will be easy to move around, 
adaptable and resourceful.  It will also be expected to show how the development will 
connect with the town and the town centre.   
 
General Infrastructure - It is noted that several responders feel that the general condition 
and provision of infrastructure is inadequate to accommodate the level of development.  It 
is felt that the site is an opportunity to invest in the settlement. This includes the potential 
to investigate infrastructure improvements to public realm which would be supported 
through Proposed Local Development Plan Policy.  
 
Landscape – Impacts relating to landscape were assessed at the Main Issues Report 
stage and reported upon in the Interim Environment Report (CD22) and, subsequently, the 
Environment Report (CD12). Our basis for assessing landscape impact comes from the 
North Ayrshire Settlement Development Strategy: Landscape Assessment of Potential 
Development Areas (CD44).  For the site, the strategy concludes that while being 
important to the setting of the village, this area of West Kilbride has some capacity for 
development.  The assessment further states that the site could create a unique backdrop 
to development expansion and with the appropriate density and structure planting limit the 
overall effects on landscape setting. The Council recognises that the proposed allocation 
is visually prominent from the A78 travelling through West Kilbride (incorporating Seamill), 
although it considers that the cross-roads between Portencross Road and the A78 create 
a visually defined and strong defensible edge to the allocation, which, subject to suitable 
design quality of development of that site, would assist to reinforce the defensibility of the 
edge of the settlement. Furthermore, at the immediate vicinity of the site, development 
along the east of the A78, and along Summerlea Road takes the form of linear 
development pattern extended along the road frontages. Often the pattern is interspersed, 
with tree planting and vegetation – sometimes quite heavily. This creates a clear 
differential between land to the north of Portencross Road and the B7048 to the proposed 
allocation, which is viewed against the backdrop of residential development. The 
development of the site could and would be expected to contain appropriate landscaping 
proposals, which would ensure that development reflects the appropriate residential 
pattern of development and include planting along frontages, as appropriate. This view is 
in line with the Landscape Assessment of Potential Development Areas (CD44).  
 
In addition to the above, the Council would expect all proposals to consider Proposed Plan 
Strategic Policy 2: Placemaking, which safeguards against unacceptable adverse 
environmental or amenity impacts.  It is felt that the policies contained within the Proposed 
Plan have the capability to mitigate and enhance the built environment through high 
quality design. Any proposal would also be required to comply with detailed policies in the 
Proposed Plan where appropriate.  In order to take the considerations of the Landscape 
Assessment of Potential Development Areas, development proposals for the site would 
have to comply with Proposed Plan Policy 15: Landscape and Seascape.  In particular, 
criteria (c) which requires proposals to consider impacts on Local Landscape features and 
looks to enhance those.  
 
The comments from Scottish Natural Heritage (389) are noted. SNH’s representations on 
sites are either clear objections to sites, or ‘holding’ objections seeking the completion, or 
commitment to, development briefs for the site, but which recognises that capacity for 
development. The SNH representation to Portencross Road falls into the latter. In 
response, the Council considers that the matters raised by SNH, which are predominantly 
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addressed in the preceding two paragraphs, generally relate to the landscape impact of 
the proposal. The Council does not consider it necessary or appropriate to withhold the 
allocation subject to a development brief, as the development management process, 
alongside the policies in the Proposed LDP are sufficient to ensure that the landscape 
impact of the development and matters related to design and access are addressed 
sufficiently. It is noted that the SNH response seeks that a visual landscape assessment 
as part of the application. For the foregoing reasons, the Council does not consider this 
necessary; however, offers no objection, should the reporter see fit to include this 
reference in Schedule 2 of the Proposed LDP. Similarly, while the Council may produce 
design briefs for development sites, this would occur outwith the LDP process, and the 
Council does not consider that any modification to the Plan is required to make this a 
mandatory part of the Plan. In any case, the Council’s intent for future development briefs 
would be to use the consultation and SEA information generated through the LDP process 
as the basis for any development briefs, and apply standard processes for forming design 
briefs, such as further consultation (particularly with key agencies). As part of the delivery 
of the Local Development Plan, an Action and Delivery Programme has been prepared.  
This Programme, as it continues to be updated, will highlight how each of the sites and 
policies will be delivered.  This will include where appropriate, drawing up of Master Plans 
and/or Development Briefs or simply highlight some of the sensitivities which proposals 
are expected to consider.   
 
There are other matters relating to landscape consideration addressed under the planning 
history section, which follows.  
 
It is considered that when taking these considerations (and the landscape context of 
relevant planning history), there is nothing to suggest that development should not occur 
in principle due to landscape sensitivity. 
 
Planning History and other decisions - The Planning assessment/decisions that most of 
the responders refer to is contained within the LDP1 Examination Report (CD24).  It is 
important to highlight that the site examined was much larger than the site which the 
Council are proposing to be included in its update to the Local Development Plan. The site 
that was promoted to the adopted Local Development Plan (CD09) is similar to that initially 
presented through the call for sites held to inform the Proposed LDP (CD04). Through 
analysis of the sites promoted through the call for sites, and, in particularly through 
scrutinising the effectiveness of promoted sites, the promoter agreed that the portion of 
the site to the north of West Kilbride would be withdrawn from consideration. Accordingly, 
the promoted sites only includes the site adjacent to Summerlea Road, which the 
promoter considers is likely to be capable of being developed (in a low density manner) for 
around 175 units. This is the basis for all planning, infrastructure and environment 
assessment of the site; and the reduction in the size of the site, significantly improved the 
Council’s view on the overall merits of the site, but particularly from a delivery, 
infrastructure and environmental and landscape impact perspective.   The landscape 
impact of the development is in particular seen as different in the new reduced site area.  
Additionally, the reporters comments concluded that the larger site would have an impact, 
although not insurmountable which the Council referred to when assessing the new 
reduced site.   
 
Referring to the matters raised in the examination of the adopted LDP, it appears that the 
concerns related to the site were largely to do with the scale of development proposed, 
along with cumulative impacts from other developments in the settlement. Furthermore, 
where specific concerns are identified in that examination report, it is not possible for the 
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Council to reach a conclusion on whether the examination process would have reached a 
substantially different view had the site being considered been comparable with the 
currently proposed allocation. It is therefore considered that this reduced site merits a new 
planning assessment based on the considerations raised in this schedule. By way of 
reference to the fact the site has been proposed as an allocation in the Proposed LDP, it is 
clear that the Council has found the site acceptable in terms of its impact on the 
environment (including landscape) and infrastructure. The content of this schedule, as well 
as related background assessments, outline the Council’s reasoning for reaching this 
view. Overall, the grounds for the findings in the adopted LDP examination report (CD24) 
do not give reason to reject the proposed allocation, in light of a comprehensive, and up-
to-date assessment. 
  
The Council would also highlight that the other significantly altered context for assessing 
the site is the strategic approach to stimulating the housing market in North Ayrshire, 
which has failed to recover in the 10 years since the recession occurred. This matter is 
also dealt with in Issue 1 – Housing; and later in this Schedule. 
 
A small number of responders highlight that planning application 02/000452/PP for 29 
units was not supported and the issues were still relevant to this site.  The application the 
responders refer to was never formally determined by the Planning Authority and the 
application was formally withdrawn on 30th January 2003.  Therefore, no formal planning 
assessment or report of handling was carried out. It also predates the previous three 
development plans, and is therefore considered to have little relevance in current context. 
 
Other planning decisions – Some responders highlight the recent decision by the Council’s 
Local Review Body for Planning Permission in Principle for residential development, open 
space, landscaping and associated engineering works and a site to the South of 
Meadowfoot Road (Application Reference: 18/00340/PPP) (CD48).  The application was 
refused on the following grounds; development contrary to adopted LDP (CD09) policies 
RES1, ENV2 and general policy as the applicant did not assess any contribution for 
infrastructure related to education provision. However, the material considerations in 
determining the application are derived from a different context.  The site is not allocated 
in the adopted Local Development Plan (CD09) and therefore the principle of development 
is not supported without justification; and in the case of the application, there was no 
supporting information to warrant approving the application as a departure from the 
adopted LDP.  The application lacked detail of design, siting and external appearance of 
any future development.  Any application would have to satisfy this criteria even if the site 
was allocated in the Local Development Plan.  The same would be said about education 
provision.  Within schedule 2a it is highlighted that impacts on education provision would 
have to be appropriately assessed in order for the principle of development to be 
acceptable.  It is therefore considered that the Planning history does not provide sufficient 
reason to remove the housing allocation; and the salient issues to be addressed are 
outlined throughout the Council’s case and set out in this document.   
 
Loss of Prime Agricultural Land - It is acknowledged that the site is situated on land that is 
currently used for agricultural purposes.  The site has a Land Capability for Agriculture in 
Scotland rating of 3.1 - Land capable of producing consistently high yields of a narrow 
range of crops and/ or moderate yields of a wider range.  However, It is felt on balance, 
the Council’s requirement to ensure there is an adequate supply of housing land that can 
be realistically delivered within the Plan Period will significantly contribute towards the 
Council meeting the overall vision of the plan.  The site has also been reduced 
significantly to minimise the loss of agricultural land in this instance from the site that was 
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considered in the examination report for the adopted LDP (CD24) and subsequently 
submitted in the Call for Sites exercise in 2016. Overall, while the Council strategically 
supports the protection of quality agricultural land; in reviewing the availability of land for 
development in West Kilbride, and noting the relatively low level of development that has 
taken place over the last decade, there is little available land in West Kilbride for new 
housing within the settlement, and the majority of land surrounding West Kilbride is either 
prime or good quality agricultural land. All but one of the proposals for new allocations 
received through the call for sites is on land that is prime or good quality agricultural land. 
The Council is of the view that balancing the impact of loss of some agricultural land 
against the aspiration to deliver the Council’s LDP housing strategy, the allocation of the 
proposed site for residential is acceptable. 
 
Loss of Open Space - The site is currently used for agricultural purposes and not 
considered to be functional Open Space.  It is felt that development on the site presents 
the opportunity to provide some functional open space which would increase overall 
provision and has the potential to enhance links to active travel networks and important 
green infrastructure assets.   
 
Impact on wildlife - The potential presence of wildlife is noted.  The Environmental Report 
(CD12) concluded that no statutory or non-statutory biodiversity designations apply to the 
site.  Scottish Natural Heritage where also consulted on biodiversity matters for the site at 
Main Issues Report Stage and raised no comments.  The Scottish Wildlife Trust was also 
consulted on the Proposed Plan and raised no comments relating to the site.  It may be 
the case that other protected species are on the site, however this would be more 
appropriate for the development management process to ensure no unacceptable impacts 
occur on wildlife.  
 
Amenity and character - A number of respondents feel that the site adds to the amenity 
and character of the area as a field.  Any development would have to comply with the 
aforementioned policies of the Local Development Plan.  Similar to addressing landscape 
concerns, any planning application would have to consider how the development will 
adhere to the Placemaking Policy.  It is felt that a high quality design would allow the site 
act as a gateway to the settlement and re-inforce the settlement boundary.   
 
Disproportionate level of development - Representees concern over the disproportionate 
nature of development towards West Kilbride (and sometimes the North Coast) are noted.  
However, past trends of development has been low for the area.  Over the last ten years, 
building warrant completions were limited to 65 units (in total).  In addition to this the 2017 
Housing Land Audit (CD21) shows the established supply in each of the 5 localities, The 
North Coast is shown to have the lowest capacity on Mainland North Ayrshire.  In addition 
to this, the Main Issues Report (CD10), highlights Homes for Scotland housing market 
analysis which conveyed the importance of the North Coast and West Kilbride in particular 
to achieving development which in turn, contributes in a significant way to the Councils 
LDP strategy and Vison.  The volume of sites submitted to the Council in the call for sites 
process and the interest in general from house builders also show the importance of the 
settlement and area in achieving these aims. 
 
In response to comments raised by (093), the Council would dispute the assumptions 
made regarding past and future development in the settlement.  The figures contained 
within the HLA (CD21) are considered a more reliable source.  The Council also considers 
that it has addressed the cumulative impacts referred to by the representee in its response 
to issues contained within this form.   
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Health Impacts - The concerns are noted.  However, it is felt that a well-designed 
development has the potential to contribute to healthier lives.  The site is directly adjacent 
to the existing settlement and close to active travel networks (Core Paths and cycle ways).  
The Environmental Report (CD12) Human Health summary concluded that there would be 
positive impacts on human health for those reasons.  To ensure that Health Impacts are 
appropriately assessed as part of the development management process, both an Air 
Quality and Health Impact Assessment will be required as part of any application and will 
act as mitigation to unacceptable negative impacts.  Other Health impacts which 
responders highlighted relate to Health Care provision which is addressed above. (18) The 
site is not within a safety exclusion zone for nuclear power plants, and there is no 
requirement to publish related safety information as part of the development plan process. 
This is separate to the planning process. 
 
Sewerage/Water Capacity - Scottish Water was consulted as part of the Main Issues 
Report process and a summary of their comments is provided within the Environmental 
Report (CD12).  They stated that there was sufficient capacity in the Camphill Water 
Treatment Works (subject to flow and pressure tests) and at Stevenston Sewerage Plants.  
Scottish Water also highlighted that there are existing water mains around the site 
boundary.  Scottish Water recommended a Drainage Impact Assessment would likely be 
required to fully assess impact and this is listed in schedule 2 of the Proposed Plan 
(CD04).  Based on the above it is felt that the is no reason that the site could not be 
allocated in the Local Development Plan due to Sewerage/Water Capacity considerations.   
Flooding - SPEA were also consulted as part of Main Issues Report process and they 
highlighted a basic Flood Risk Assessment would likely be required.  Following this 
advice, a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) (CD30) was undertaken to accompany 
the Proposed Local Development Plan (CD04). This concluded that a flood risk 
assessment should be submitted as supporting evidence to a planning application but also 
concluded that there was no reason that the site could not be allocated in the Local 
Development Plan.  SPEA (216) subsequently showed support for the SFRA which 
considered each of the additional housing sites including this site as part of their Proposed 
LDP consultation response.   
 
Public transport - The concerns raised regarding public transport are noted.  Strathclyde 
passenger Transport (SPT) were consulted as part of the Main Issues Report Process and 
there summary comments were included in the Environmental Report (CD12).  Their 
comments highlighted that it may be necessary to provide bus services improvements and 
direct and attractive pedestrian links will be essential.  It is considered that these details 
could be dealt with through the Development Management Process and through the 
Action and Delivery Programme (CD25).  SPT, Transport Scotland and the Council will be 
listed as some of the partners to ensure that this is a consideration before a planning 
application is submitted for the site.  This will also help any proposal comply more fully 
with the Placemaking Policy of the Proposed Plan.   
 
Availability of brownfield sites - The Council has been actively trying to realise the potential 
of brownfield sites throughout the North Coast.  This has been through both the Vacant 
and Derelict Land Fund and through the Council bringing forward its own development.  
The brownfield sites that are within the General Urban Area (or the Settlement Boundary) 
will be supported in principle for both housing and employment uses.  It considered that in 
order to realise the Plans overall vision, that more housing needs to be delivered and the 
Council has undertaken their selected process with a focus on delivery. This strategy is 
explained further in Issue 1 – Housing. There is almost no capacity of vacant and derelict 
sites in West Kilbride to be able to achieve this; with the only site in the Vacant and 
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Derelict Land Register being of any scale to accommodate development now under 
construction for residential.  
 
Lack of services - The majority of respondents concerns are related to amenities that are 
outwith the scope of the planning system to control directly.  The example of the closure of 
the Bank in the town is something that is out with the control of the planning system.  The 
Plan does contain within it policies aimed at maximising the vitality and viability of the town 
centre and it felt that increasing the number of homes being key to the vitality of our 
settlements, helping reach the goals of our communities.   
  
Impact on active travel - As stated above, it is considered that the site represents an 
opportunity to enhance links to the active travel network and delivery partners will be part 
of the Action and Delivery Programme for the site.   
 
Nuisance from construction - It is accepted that there is likely to be some disturbance 
during the construction process.  The detailed planning application will likely contain 
phasing or masterplanning which will allow this nuisance to be kept at a minimum.  Should 
it be deemed necessary, the development management process has the powers to restrict 
activities to certain times to minimise these impacts.  It is not felt that the potential 
nuisance from construction is a valid reason to not allocate the site.   
 
Impact on trees on the site - There no trees which are covered by a Tree Preservation 
Order on the site.  That being said, any development proposal would be expected to 
consider impacts on natural features such as woodland, trees and hedgerows.  Policy 18: 
Forestry, Woodland, Trees and Hedgerows is also in place to help mitigate against any 
locally important features.  Those matters however would be more appropriate to be dealt 
with as part of the development management process.   
 
Impact on tourism - It is not accepted that the development of the site for housing would 
have a detrimental impact on tourism in the village.  There is an opportunity for the site to 
form a gateway to the settlement and add some enhancements to the open space and 
active travel networks as well as preserving and taking consideration of the settlements 
unique landscape setting.   
 
Proposal is contrary to Councils own Strategic Policies - The responders comments 
largely relate to Proposed Local Development Plans Strategic Policy 1: Countryside 
Objective and Strategic Policy 2: Placemaking.  Strategic Policy 1: Countryside Objective 
would not in this instance apply as the Proposed Plan (through due process and through 
thorough planning assessment, aligning with the Council’s overall strategy for 
development) has proposed to extend the Settlement Boundary.  It is felt that this change 
is justified for all aforementioned reasons.      
 
Accuracy of information supplied - A number of responders question the accuracy of the 
information in the Proposed Plan (CD04) with regard in particular to Schedule 1: Schedule 
of Land Ownership.  The representations state that they believe the Council do not own 
the site.  The Council have ownership of a section of the site close to the junction on the 
A78 (i.e. the road verge).  The schedule is intended to improve transparency and show the 
land within Council ownership that is affected by the policies and proposals contained 
within the Proposed Plan.  
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Inclusion of Chapelton Road (Cfs08) 
 
Impact on Health Care Provision - The comments relating to health care and education 
provision are similar to those received for the site at Portencross.  Both the NHS and the 
Health Care and Social Partnership was consulted at Main Issues Report stage and stated 
that there was capacity at the health centre to accommodate the site should it be 
developed.  The Health Care and Social Partnership further added that they recognised 
the socio-economic benefits that can arise from a proactive housing strategy.  These 
comments featured in the Environment Report (CD12) which accompanied the Proposed 
Plan.   
 
Impact on Education services - The Education and Youth Employment service of the 
Council was consulted regarding the potential impact of development the site on education 
provision and while they stated that there is a lack a data on how many pupils are likely to 
be generated in West Kilbride, the primary school has capacity and is likely to be able to 
accommodate new pupils generated by the proposal for 70 units.  This is reflected in the 
Environment Report (CD12) To address this, the Proposed Plan highlights that an 
Education Impact Assessment is required to be submitted with any planning application for 
the site.   
 
Housing Need - The representations that refer to the absence of need to deliver housing is 
dealt with in Issue 1 - Housing. 
 
Road Safety - Both Transport Scotland and The North Ayrshire Roads Authority took part 
in the Main Issues Report and Proposed Plan consultation. Both parties provided no 
objections on the proposed allocation.   Strathclyde Passenger Transport commented that 
there may be a requirement for local improvements to public transport and direct 
pedestrian links should be made available.  These comments are welcomed and 
supported and links to the settlement will be required to comply with the Proposed Plan’s 
Placemaking Policy.  It is considered that these links will help ease some of the 
responders concerns. The promoter of the site (191) included a preliminary transport 
assessment (RD15) which concluded that more research would be required to fully 
understand the impact of the development.  The Council is satisfied with this conclusion 
and considers that the outcomes of the further piece of work (as well as consultation with 
the Roads Authority) will result in appropriate mitigation measures being put in place. 
Therefore, there is no reason to believe that the site will result in unacceptable impacts on 
road safety, capacity or access.   
 
General Infrastructure - It is noted that several responders feel that the general condition 
and provision of infrastructure is inadequate to accommodate the proposed level of 
development.  It is felt that the site is an opportunity to invest in the settlement and that 
includes the potential to investigate infrastructure improvements for example to the public 
realm which would be supported through Proposed Local Development Plan Policy.  
 
Location of the site – The site is considered to be to close enough to the settlement in 
order for the development to integrate with existing community.  Links to the town centre 
would be expected to be investigated as part of any development proposal to aid 
integration.  The Environment Report (CD12) highlights the site is close to the path 
network (close to Core Path NC39 Seamill- West Kilbride Internal Loop) (CD29) and close 
to designated Open Space at Kirktonhall Glen. It is therefore considered accessible to the 
town by both foot and vehicle; and has walking distances to the main amenities of the 
town and town centre than other settlement edge locations for development.  
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Landscape - The interim SEA (CD22) and subsequently the Environmental Report 
(CD12), recognises that the site is sensitive with regards to landscape.  In response to this 
assessment the promoter of the site, Iceni Projects (191), submitted a Landscape and 
Visual Impact Assessment (RD22) this assessment concludes that that the site has the 
capacity to only impact on immediately surrounding areas in terms of visually and in 
landscape terms.  It is considered on balance that the site has the potential to contribute 
the Council’s strategy to deliver housing in the lifetime of the Plan without resulting in 
overall unacceptable negative impacts.  The Council recognises that the development of 
the site will impact on the landscape setting of West Kilbride; however, this is almost 
certain to be true of any greenfield release of land at a settlement edge. In this instance, 
however, the Council considers that the impact of development will have relatively 
localised impacts on the surrounding area. The development of the site will not been seen 
from further afield, and is not visible from the A78. Nor is the site visible from public roads 
to the east of the site, because Tarbert Hill lies to the east of the site. The situation of 
Tarbert Hill in relation to the site also provides a backcloth to any development and will act 
to minimise the potential for the development to breach ridgelines. Because the approach 
to the site, from the south on B7047, rises steeply, then plateaus along the western side of 
Tarbert Hill, the site only comes into visibility at close proximity, and by which time, 
suburban development can be seen on both east and western sites of the B7047. Taking 
this into account, the Council recognises that the development will alter this entrance to 
West Kilbride; however, does not view this impact as being unacceptable because of the 
relatively localised impact of the development. In any case, the development management 
process should be considered as an opportunity for a development proposal to create an 
improved entrance to the settlement than the current entrance point to the statement, 
which an understated entrance, dominated by a sharp road bend and railway bridge. 
 
With regards to Scottish Natural Heritage’s (394) representation, for the reasons outlined, 
the Council does not support the view that the site is incapable of development as a 
matter of principle. However, it is recognised that the development management process 
is critical to ensure that the development of the site delivers a scheme that is appropriate 
for this entry point to the settlement, and the Council would have no objection should the 
examination process modify the plan to ensure that a Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment informs any planning application.  As part of the delivery of the Local 
Development Plan, it is proposed to build upon the work done to date with updating the 
Action and Delivery Programme in order to address the residual concerns.   
 
Protection of Open space - The site is currently used for agricultural purposes and not 
functional open space.  It is felt that development on the site presents the opportunity to 
provide some functional open space which would increase overall provision.   
 
Impact on agricultural land - It is granted that the site is situated on land that is currently 
used for agricultural purposes and has a Land Capability for Agriculture in Scotland rating 
of 4.1 - Land capable of producing a narrow range of crops; enterprises are based 
primarily on grassland and with short arable breaks. Overall, while the Council strategically 
supports the protection of quality agricultural land; in reviewing the availability of land for 
development in West Kilbride, and noting the relatively low level of development that has 
taken place over the last decade, there is little available land in West Kilbride for new 
housing within the settlement, and the majority of land surrounding West Kilbride is either 
prime or good quality agricultural land. All but one of the proposals for new allocations 
received through the call for sites is on land that is prime or good quality agricultural land. 
The Council is of the view that balancing the impact of loss of some agricultural land 
against the aspiration to deliver the Council’s LDP housing strategy, the allocation of the 
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proposed site for residential is acceptable. 
 
Volume of Development – For the size of the site is question, 70 homes is considered 
broadly in line with the surrounding context and landscape.  It is also the number which 
the promoter of the site feels could be developed on site. That being said, the number is 
merely indicative at Proposed Plan stage and is subject to change following detailed 
planning assessment. For information, the Council’s capacity information was calculated 
as standard by assuming that promoted sites could achieve a density of 20 units per 
hectare, as a relatively modest assumption. It was only varied where there were specific 
grounds to believe the site could accommodate a substantially different number; or the 
promoter intended to develop at a reduced rate from the Council’s standard methodology. 
In this instance, the Council’s standard density estimation was circa 120 units for this 
sites; which has been significantly reduced based on information presented by the 
promoter, which indicates that an established builder would develop the site, and a draft 
layout for the site. Therefore the working assumption that the site would deliver 70 units is 
considered reasonable and appropriate; and, importantly, this has formed the basis for 
assumptions on cumulative impact of development on infrastructure. 
 
Non-inclusion of CFS58 at Lawhill Farm 
 
None of the representees who requested that the Council considers the existing Adopted 
Local Plan site at Lawhill Farm have evidenced that they have capacity to develop the site.  
That being said, a portion of the site is included within the General Urban Area (settlement 
boundary) and as such, the Proposed Plan supports housing development in principle.  
The site is also recognised in Schedule 2b: Schedule of Indicative Capacity of Housing 
Sites anticipated to be active between 2019-2024 and has site reference (NA1133).  The 
Proposed Plan only highlights on the maps those sites that are additional to the Adopted 
Local Plan and it is considered that allocating the land as per the request of the 
representees would not change the status of the site. The site is also listed within the 
Council’s Strategic Housing Investment Plan 2018-2023 (CD08) as a high priority for 64 
units, however no developer is yet attached to the site. 
 
With regards to the extension of the site, addressing McTaggart Construction’s 
representation.  No clear plan of delivery has been evidenced in their submission, or at 
any other stage of the Local Development Plan Process. The expression of interest was 
submitted a matter of weeks before the Proposed LDP was considered at the Council’s 
LDP Committee. This was at a time where it was too late to undertake any significant 
assessment of the submission, including exploring with the company what their interest in 
the site is, and any preparatory work they have undertaken to demonstrate the 
effectiveness of the site. Against this backdrop, it should be noted that the interest in 
development allocations for residential at West Kilbride was the highest of all locations in 
North Ayrshire, and the expression of interest from McTaggart was materially different to 
other sites, which provided more detailed information to demonstrate the effectiveness of 
those sites. Overall, given the late submission restricted the Council’s ability to undertake 
any in-depth analysis of the interest and that there is nothing to support the interest to 
demonstrate the effectiveness of the site, the Council cannot confirm that the site, if 
allocated would be effective.  
 
The extension of the site from 64 units to 280 is considered substantial and that the 
comments reflected in the Interim Environment Report (CD22) still valid with regards to 
environmental impacts.   
 



    PROPOSED NORTH AYRSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

247 

There is extensive planning history for this site. The site was initially promoted as an 
allocation by North Ayrshire Council in the adopted LDP (CD09). The examination 
process, however recommended a modification to the plan to remove the majority of the 
site and retain a portion to accommodate a specific housing allocation for 70 units (CD24); 
and the Council adopted the LDP (CD09) in accordance with that recommendation. The 
grounds for deleting the site were related to the Reporter’s view that the site would have 
an unacceptably adverse impact on the locality and the cumulative impact of development 
in West Kilbride. In the interim, a planning application for the same larger site (and the 
same site that has been promoted to this LDP) was refused on the grounds that it was 
contrary to the LDP. This refusal was unsuccessfully appealed with the Reporter having 
reached the view that the landscape impact of the development was unacceptable; that 
there was no requirement to depart from the adopted LDP to approve the site because the 
arguments that it was required to rectify deficiencies in the Council’s ability to maintain an 
effective 5-year housing land supply had not been demonstrated (and in any case, 
approval was not an automatic conclusion should that scenario have transpired); and that 
the appellant had not demonstrated that the site was effective. The appellant also argued 
that the larger development site was required to support the viability (and delivery) of 
affordable houses on the smaller part of the site, allocated through the adopted LDP. This 
argument was also rejected at appeal (CD 47). 
 
When preparing of the Proposed LDP, the Council took account of the views of Reporters 
from the previous examination report and appeal, which, irrespective of the context, are 
clear that they do not support the development site on landscape impact grounds. Added 
to this, the Council remains of the view, as set out above, that the case for development 
has failed to demonstrate satisfactorily to the Council that the site is effective. This is a key 
consideration, in that the LDP housing strategy is markedly different to the adopted LDP. 
Whereas the adopted LDP intended to boost the supply of effective land by allocating a 
significant volume of land across North Ayrshire, as a response to the collapse of private 
sector completions and a high output from the previous HNDA; the current responds to a 
longer than expected supressed housing market, continued risk aversion to investment in 
North Ayrshire by private sector, and low HNDA output (CD01). This focus on deliverable 
land has meant the Council’s allocation process had a particular focus on achieving 
greater confidence in the likelihood of allocations being delivered early, and thus, 
stimulating interest in North Ayrshire; and being market-led in terms of understanding 
locations where market interest is likely to come forward early. Both factors converged and 
demonstrated that West Kilbride was an area of significant interest to developers and the 
quantity of promoted land was high. In these circumstances (and bearing in mind that the 
cumulative impact of additional land would be inappropriate for a single LDP) it was 
therefore relevant to judge the proposals on their merits, weighting planning, 
environmental and infrastructure impact, and the effectiveness of the sites. In this 
instance, and notwithstanding that the Council recognises the prevailing view that 
reporters have found the landscape impact of this site unacceptable, the Council is unable 
to support that the site has been demonstrated as being effective. In support of this view, 
Homes for Scotland’s representation (048) commends the Council’s site selection process 
and has reviewed the rationale for supporting or rejecting promoted sites and has fully 
agreed with the Council’s conclusion. 
 
Non-Inclusion of site at Upper Chapleton 
 
It was concluded that insufficient evidence was submitted to conclude that the site is 
effective and for it to be included in the Plan. It is recognised that the land owner has, in 
the recent past, disposed of land that is now being developed; and in this case, the 
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Council’s deliverability assessment noted that the party that owns the site could be 
considered capable of ensuring development by disposing of the site to a developer. 
However, the Council progressed the development plan on the basis of information 
presented and the proposed allocation were substantiated by significantly better cases to 
demonstrate their effectiveness; and this was a significant consideration in a settlement 
experiencing development currently, and in future and where there was significant 
competition for allocations. Notwithstanding the arguments about the deliverability of this 
site, the Council would express significant concerns about the landscape impact of 
development on this site; which would be highly disruptive to the landscape in a way that 
breaches the ridge of Upper Chapelton in a way that highly prominent from the A78 on 
approach to West Kilbride from the south, and the seascape character of the settlement. 
Although the current settlement pattern of West Kilbride reflects its terrain and geography 
by extending from sea level upwards, it does not disrupt its landscape character at this 
edge of the settlement (and nor do the proposed allocations), and it is considered 
particularly inappropriate to support development with such profound landscape impact. 
Overall, in addition to the lack of evidence to support that the site would make an effective 
addition to the housing land supply; it is would be significantly opposed the allocation of 
the site from a landscape perspective. 
 
Non-inclusion of site at the Orchards (CFS56) 
 
It is considered that the site would not, as presented, contribute to the Council’s strategy 
of adding housing sites which have been demonstrated to be deliverable within the Plan 
Period.  The Council’s call for sites process and Main Issues Report were clear that the 
strategic approach to housing was substantially different to that followed for the adopted 
LDP (CD09), which allocated a large number of housing sites in response to a high 
housing land requirement that was generated from the output from a needs and demands 
assessment, and the profound impact of the recession on North Ayrshire’s housing 
market. Instead of following a similar approach, a more targeted allocation strategy was 
followed which placed the onus on site promoters to demonstrate that the site has a clear 
delivery mechanism by being promoted by a party capable of ensuring delivery. In the 
applicant’s submissions, no evidence has been presented that this is the case (for 
example, delivery programme, committed developer). This was clearly sought in the 
Council’s promotional material, and in light of the fact that this hasn’t been addressed, the 
Council does not have sufficient evidence to confirm the effectiveness of the site and it is 
not considered appropriate to add the site to the Council’s Land Supply which is 
considered to be sufficient in order to meet demand as it is currently.  The Council would 
refer to the response to the Proposed LDP consultation from Homes for Scotland 
(representation 048), which reviewed the Council’s assessment of effectiveness of 
proposed housing allocations, which confirms the Council’s assessment that those sites 
promoted and which have not been allocated cannot be considered effective because 
there is insufficient evidence to suggest they are effective and/or they are not in a 
marketable location. The site promoter has been advised that it may be prudent to 
improve the supporting information for the site to ensure that effectiveness and delivery 
are considered, should they wish to promote in future. 
 
Non- inclusion of site South of Lawoodhead, Springside, West Kilbride (CFS57) 
 
The promoted site is for a mix of up to 5 residential units and equestrian business. It is not 
considered that development of this scale is appropriate for the LDP to consider. It would 
not be normal to subsume such a large extent as this site into the settlement boundary, 
given that the promoter has indicated it would accommodate a maximum of 5 houses and 
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unspecified details of an equestrian facility. The Proposed LDP (CD04) contains policies 
for management of development in rural areas, and it appears, on the basis of the 
information submitted, that the proposals would be best tested at development 
management stage. The scale of development proposed in insignificant in terms of 
management of housing land supply. The Council would have concerns about the 
environmental impact of the development outwith the settlement boundary; however, as 
stated, development management procedures are better placed to determine the 
acceptability of any development, based on a detailed and substantive case. At present, it 
is likely that there is insufficient evidence to support a planning application for the site. 
 
Non-inclusion of Site South of Meadowfoot Road (enlargement of site at Ardrossan High 
Road (NA1104) 
 
The promoted site is the extension of an allocation made in the adopted LDP. The request 
for extension was not submitted to the call for sites. A small number of sites that were first 
promoted to the Council in response to the Main Issues Report consultation (i.e. they were 
received too late to be part of the call for sites process and consequently could not be 
consulted on through the Main Issues Report) were subject to a second consultation, to 
ensure that if the Council was minded to allocate those sites, that there was a basis for 
doing so, since Circular 6/2013 indicates that proposed plans should not include new 
proposals or sites that have not been subject to some form of prior consultation. The 
proposed extension was submitted after the secondary consultation was launched. It was 
therefore too late to be able to accommodate consideration of the site in the LDP, without 
adding significant delay to the process, since it had not been the subject of any 
consultation. The Council has therefore undertaken no consultation on the site through the 
development plan preparation process, because it was submitted outwith consultation 
windows for site submission; and, without prejudice to the view the Council may have 
taken on the site had it been submitted timeously, it would be contrary to established 
Government procedure for the Council to include the enlarged site.  
 
Notwithstanding, the Council would highlight that there has been a refused planning 
application for the site: 18/00340/PPM (CD14), which is under consideration at appeal; 
and this reflects the Council’s view on that site, as assessed against the adopted LDP. 
The outcome of that process is likely to precede the conclusion of the examination; 
however, since the two processes are separate, the Council recognises that should the 
site be supported through appeal, any consent granted would be valid, irrespective of the 
LDP position. If the appeal if found favourably in advance of the conclusion of the 
examination,  the Council would has no view on the requirement for consequential 
modifications to the Proposed LDP to reflect any such outcome, because it recognises 
that even without the inclusion of the site in the LDP, the consent would be valid. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Introduction 
 
1.  Under Issue 1 above we consider the council’s approach to the provision of new homes 
and conclude that there is no reason to take issue with the strategy of planning for a 
greater number of homes than the published Housing Needs and Demand Assessment 
establishes to be necessary.  The council’s approach is intended to support the 
contribution that such development can make to the local economy and to help to 
reinvigorate the local housing market.  Those objectives are more likely to be achieved 
with the allocation of sites for the development of homes in locations which are attractive 
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to developers.  In this regard, I note that West Kilbride is identified as a location where the 
housebuilding industry has stated that it is interested in developing new homes. 
 
2.  Several representations express the view that the scale of new housing development 
involved in the proposed plan’s allocations at West Kilbride is excessive.  I accept that the 
two sites proposed to be allocated, at Portencross Road and Chapelton Road, totalling 
some 245 homes, would amount to a significant numerical addition to the relatively small 
settlement of West Kilbride.  However, when set against the over 4300 new homes 
identified in schedule 2b, I do not consider that the proposed plan places a 
disproportionate reliance on West Kilbride in housing delivery terms. 
 
3.  However, Scottish Planning Policy at paragraph 28 is clear that planning should direct 
the right development to the right place, and not allow development at any cost.  This 
includes the application of a presumption in favour of development that contributes to 
sustainable development.  These objectives are also features of strategic policy 1 (spatial 
strategy) in the proposed plan.  In my consideration of the representations made in 
relation to the proposed allocations of sites for housing at Portencross Road and 
Chapelton Road, and those which promote the allocation of other sites at West Kilbride, I 
have therefore had regard to whether the development would be consistent with Scottish 
Planning Policy and the objectives of strategic policy 1.  My consideration of these matters 
is also set in the context of our findings under Issue 1, which identifies a generous supply 
of housing land and no requirement to address any identified shortfall in such provision.  
 
General matters 
 
4.  Several of the representations made in opposition to the two sites allocated by the 
council for residential development in the proposed plan, or which relate to sites proposed 
for inclusion by others, raise issues of general application.  These include comments that 
additional housing growth would overstretch the available provision of local health service 
facilities, primary education resources, sewage treatment and water supply capacity and 
that the range of retail, banking and similar facilities available in West Kilbride is 
inadequate. 
 
5.  I acknowledge that additional residential development would increase the demands 
placed on these and other categories of physical and social infrastructure locally.  The 
nature and extent of such additional demands would clearly depend on site specific 
considerations, but the development management process provides the appropriate 
context in which some of these matters can be addressed.  For example, the provision of 
finance to enable the enhancement of education capacity could be secured by means of a 
planning obligation entered into at application stage, as could any enhancement to directly 
related physical infrastructure.  In this regard I note that the entries in schedule 2a on page 
107 of the proposed plan relating to the Portencross Road and Chapelton Road sites 
include reference to an education contribution assessment being required.  I also note that 
reference to air quality and health impact assessments are included in the schedule in 
respect of the Chapelton Road site but not in respect of the Portencross Road entry.  I 
regard this as an omission which should be corrected by a modification to the wording of 
the schedule relating to the Portencross Road site.   
 
6.  With regard to sewage treatment and water supply capacity, I note that Scottish Water 
has stated that the Camphill water treatment works has adequate capacity to meet the 
scale of development proposed at West Kilbride in the proposed plan, as has the 
Stevenston sewerage works.  The reference in schedule 2a to the need for water and 
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drainage assessments to be undertaken would enable details of any necessary 
site-specific works to be undertaken and secured as part of the development management 
process. 
 
7.  Although I acknowledge that West Kilbride, as a relatively small settlement, supports a 
limited range of retail and other facilities, I agree with the council that the planning system 
has little ability directly to secure enhancement of such provision.  However, the proposed 
plan does include provisions, especially in policy 3 (town centres and retail), which seek to 
foster vitality and viability in town centres, including at West Kilbride.  In any event, 
increased demand on such facilities, arising from population growth associated with new 
housing development, would tend to encourage the retention and expansion of such 
facilities rather than undermine them.  I do not therefore regard the potential for increased 
demand for retail and related facilities as being a reason to resist or constrain new housing 
development in the locality. 
 
8.  For the above reasons, and subject to any site-specific factors which I address below, I 
find that the scale of residential development at West Kilbride in the proposed plan would 
not be inappropriate in principle.  Nor do I consider that there are any overarching reasons 
for me to conclude that any social or physical infrastructure requirements could not be 
adequately addressed through the development management process.  In the following 
paragraphs I therefore address the relevant site-specific issues raised in representations 
in the light of this background. 
 
Inclusion of Portencross Road (CFs65)  
 
9.  The proposed housing site at Portencross Road, West Kilbride is identified in schedule 
2a of the proposed plan as having an indicative capacity of around 175 homes and is 
anticipated to be active within the period 2019-2024.  The site was not included by the 
council as a proposed housing allocation in the 2014 local development plan, although it 
had featured as a preferred option for development earlier in that process.   
 
10.  The land, together with an additional area to the northeast of the junction of the A78 
and B7048 Portencross Road was, however, the subject of representations seeking its 
inclusion as a site for residential and other development during the preparation of the 
previous local development plan.  Those representations indicated that around 400 homes 
could be accommodated on what was then a larger site than is now proposed.  In the 
report of examination of the now adopted local development plan, the reporter concluded 
that development of the larger site as then advocated would have unacceptable 
environmental consequences.  He commented that there would be an adverse impact on 
the landscape setting of West Kilbride as a result of the scale, location and prominence of 
the development envisaged (examination report document CD24, issue 62 paragraphs 26 
and 27, page 370).  As a result, the reporter did not recommend modification of the plan to 
include the site as an allocation in that plan. 
 
11.  As indicated above, the site allocated in the proposed plan is significantly smaller than 
that considered, and rejected, in the context of the previous local development plan.  The 
field parcel occupying the north-easterly quadrant formed by the junction between the A78 
and Portencross Road is not now included in the proposed allocation and the promoter of 
the site has confirmed that this part of the site is not now proposed for development.  
 
12.  The approximately “teardrop-shaped” site of the proposed allocation lies to the south 
of Portencross Road and west of the A78 Snowdon Terrace.  It is bounded around its 
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southern edge by existing houses fronting Summerlea Road, which is tree-lined on its 
northern side.  These houses are mainly detached residences set in sizeable and well-
vegetated plots.  A belt of trees, with some understorey shrub vegetation interspersed, lies 
adjacent to the western edge of the site, along the rural footpath known as Wildcat Road.   
 
13.  Although development at the site would be prominent in views from Summerlea Road 
and would undoubtedly significantly change the outlook northwards from those existing 
houses, it would be seen against the backdrop of the built-up area of West Kilbride, 
comprising Gorsehill Drive rising up beyond Snowdon Terrace (A78).  In views eastwards 
from the Wildcat Road path, the site appears as a slight dome of arable land, with the 
built-up area of West Kilbride occupying rising ground beyond to the east.   
 
14.  The peripheral vegetation along Wildcat Road, although largely deciduous, serves to 
filter, but not wholly obscure, easterly views of the site from further to the west along 
Portencross Road.  In these views towards West Kilbride, the slight rise in the field to the 
west of the proposed allocation is such that the lower parts of any built development would 
be screened.  It is likely that the roofs of houses built on the site would be visible 
notwithstanding the undulations in the topography.  Such built forms would, however, be 
seen in the context and against the backdrop of the developed ridge comprising the 
existing built-up area of West Kilbride, with a group of prominent wind turbines visible 
beyond. 
 
15.  Taking all these aspects into account, while I acknowledge that development at the 
site would have a locally significant landscape effect, this would affect a limited area within 
which the existing development of the West Kilbride settlement is already apparent.  I note 
that Scottish Natural Heritage has commented that a development brief should be 
prepared to guide development so as to mitigate its landscape effects.  Consideration of 
the detailed aspects of the scale, design, layout of development and landscaping are 
matters appropriate for consideration through the development management process, 
including taking account of the provisions of policy 14 (green and blue infrastructure) and 
policy 15 (landscape and seascape) of the proposed plan.  It is not therefore necessary to 
modify the plan to make preparation of a development brief a specific policy requirement.  
I therefore conclude that the landscape impact of housing development at the site would 
not be such as to preclude its retention as an allocation for housing development in the 
proposed plan. 
 
16.  I note that there are no objections from the transport authorities and details of 
development at the site are matters to be addressed through the development 
management process at the stage of consideration of an application for planning 
permission.  Aspects of the design, layout, relationship with nearby properties so as to 
safeguard amenity, car parking and access arrangements, can all be appropriately 
considered at that stage.  I have no reason to conclude that development at the site would 
be incapable of satisfactorily addressing these matters.  I accept that construction works 
have the potential to cause disruption locally during the implementation phase.  However, 
such effects would be temporary and would not amount to a justifiable reason for resisting 
development at the site.  In any event, measures can be taken to ensure that noise, dust 
or other potential adverse effects are appropriately managed during construction. 
 
17.  I appreciate that the site comprises prime agricultural land, however paragraph 80 of 
Scottish Planning Policy is permissive of development of such land where it is necessary 
as a component of the settlement strategy.  I do not therefore regard the agricultural 
quality of the land as a reason for deletion of the site as a proposed allocation for housing 
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development in the proposed plan. 
 
18.  I note that several representations draw attention to previous findings against 
development at the site, including in the context of the examination of the previous 2014 
local development plan.  However, as I outline above, the proposal under consideration at 
that time was substantially greater in extent and scale of development envisaged than the 
allocation now proposed.  It also extended to the northeast of the A78 / Portencross Road 
junction.  
 
19.  I note that, in schedule 2a, the preparation of a health impact assessment is 
mentioned as amongst the potential site mitigation aspects in respect of the two other 
proposed residential allocations within the north coast area.  The demand placed on 
health facilities locally would be likely to be broadly proportional to the scale of the 
increased population accounted for by the proposed residential development.  Although 
the scale of development at the proposed Portencross Road allocation would be greater 
than that envisaged in the proposed plan at Chapelton Road, West Kilbride or Brisbane 
Glen Road, Largs, no such health impact assessment is referred to in schedule 2a in 
respect of the Portencross Road site.  As I note in paragraph 5 above, I regard this as an 
omission which should be addressed by an addition to the entry in schedule 2a. 
 
20.  As explained above, I have concluded that any landscape or other effects arising from 
the development of the Portencross Road site are not such as to warrant modification of 
the proposed plan by deletion of the allocation. 
 
Inclusion of Chapelton Road (Cfs08) 
 
21.  The proposed site at Chapelton Road, West Kilbride is identified in schedule 2a of the 
proposed plan as having an indicative capacity of around 70 homes.  The site was not 
included by the council as a proposed housing site in the 2014 local development plan but 
was however promoted in representations made during the preparation of that previous 
local development plan.  Following notification from the council at a late stage in the 
examination process, I am also aware that a planning application has recently been 
submitted for residential development on the site, however such matters are not a 
consideration in my assessment of the allocation in the proposed plan, and would be for 
the council to assess as part of the separate development management process.   
 
22.  In the report of the examination of the previous plan (CD24, issue 60, page 346 
paragraph 7), the reporter commented that “… approaching the village of West Kilbride 
along the Chapelton Road from the south is an important gateway into the village”, and 
that the pastureland comprising the site “… is very prominent, sloping down towards the 
southern edge of the built up area”.  In paragraph 8, the reporter went on to comment that 
the site “… contributes significantly to the landscape setting of the south eastern edge of 
West Kilbride.  I have no doubt that the development of the site for housing would have a 
significant adverse effect on the landscape setting of the settlement”.  In the same 
paragraph he went on to conclude that “This major extension of development into the 
countryside would not integrate at all well into the existing settlement pattern.”  As a result, 
he did not recommend that the site be included as an allocation in the plan. 
 
23.  During my site inspection I noted that the site occupies a linear ‘bench’ in the local 
topography, lying between the partially wooded and steep-sided valley of the Kilbride Burn 
to the west and the steeply-rising west-facing flank of Tarbert Hill to the east, at the foot of 
which runs the railway line.  In views north-north-eastwards from close to the southern 
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edge of the proposed site, the built-up area of West Kilbride is not prominent.  A distant 
and partial view can be obtained of existing development on rising ground to the east of 
the rail station, with the restored Law Castle being a distinctive landmark in this vicinity.  
However, because of local topography, the intervening development in the area of 
Meadowfoot Road, Lawfield Avenue and their connecting roads is largely hidden. 
 
24.  The presence of built forms occupying the higher ground to the west of Kilbride Burn, 
in the vicinity of Bowfield Road and the network of streets on either side, can be seen in 
northward views along Chapelton Road.  However as the site is separated from the built-
up area by the steep-sided and wooded valley of the Kilbride Burn, urban influences, 
although present, do not dominate.  The overall impression I gained is of a site with a 
distinctly rural character.  I acknowledge that the recently developed houses at the 
southern extremity of Bowfield Road are readily noticeable, but this does not alter my 
conclusion that the prevailing impression of the site is that it possesses a rural rather than 
urban setting.  I also viewed the site in a south and south-eastward direction from the 
development nearing completion at the southern end of Bowfield Road.  From this 
somewhat elevated viewpoint, above the Kilbride Burn, I noted the open and rural 
character of the site and its surroundings, with Tarbert Hill rising beyond.  Development at 
the site would fundamentally alter that character, harming the setting of this part of West 
Kilbride. 
 
25.  My overall assessment is that development at the Chapelton Road site, as envisaged 
in the proposed plan, would bring about a substantial and highly noticeable incursion of 
built development into largely open countryside where the character is essentially rural.  
The tongue of new development that development of the proposed allocation would bring 
about would appear as a discordant southward projection divorced from the existing 
settlement of West Kilbride.  My conclusions in terms of the landscape impact of 
development at the site accord with the findings of the previous reporter’s consideration.   
 
26.  Some representations make express concern over infrastructure, drainage, transport 
and other considerations in relation to development at the site.  However, in view of my 
findings in landscape terms, I have not found it necessary to come to any definitive 
conclusion on those aspects.  I note however that in the environmental report prepared in 
April 2018 for consultation alongside the proposed local development plan, flood risk is 
identified as a potential constraint.  In any event, such matters would be likely to be able to 
be addressed through the consideration of detailed design at planning application stage. 
 
27.  I appreciate the council’s wish to stimulate the local economy and housing market by 
promoting housing development in locations where developers wish to build.  However, in 
the context of the finding in Issue 1, that there is an overall generous supply of housing 
land, and bearing in mind the inclusion of the allocation identified at Portencross Road, I 
do not consider deletion of this site would undermine either the sufficiency of the housing 
land supply nor the strategy of the plan.  In view of the harmful landscape impact that I 
have found would arise, I do not regard the promotion of residential development at the 
Chapelton Road site as appropriate.  I conclude that the adverse effects of developing this 
site would be such that the proposed allocation should not be retained.  I therefore make a 
recommendation that the site be deleted from the proposed plan. 
 
Non-inclusion of CFS58 at Lawhill Farm 
 
28.  Two parcels of land at Lawhill Farm were included as proposed allocations for 
residential development in the previous local development plan.  During examination of 
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the then proposed plan the reporter found that there would “… be significant 
environmental consequences from the allocation …” of the larger of the two sites then 
proposed, which had an indicative capacity of around 250 homes (examination report 
CD24 issue 61 paragraph 46 on page 362).  However, the reporter found that the smaller 
site, allocated for affordable housing with an indicative capacity of around 70 homes, 
would “… not raise the same significant environmental consequences.  It is a much 
smaller site and is adjacent to the existing housing, to which it would form an extension 
without having a significant landscape impact.” (examination report CD24 issue 61 
paragraph 49 on page 362).   
 
29.  Following its adoption, the 2014 local development plan therefore retained the 
allocation of the smaller site to provide around 70 affordable homes, but excluded the 
larger site previously proposed to be allocated for residential development.  The proposed 
plan now shows, on the locality map at page 51, the inclusion of the smaller previous 
allocation as being included within the general urban area, with the larger previously 
proposed site remaining without allocation and therefore being included within the 
countryside beyond the defined settlement of West Kilbride. 
 
30.  Several of the representations made which refer to the Lawhill Farm site, including 
those of the community council, comment that development there would be preferable to 
the site proposed by the council at Chapelton Road.  It is not the function of this 
examination to undertake a comparative assessment of potentially competing sites, and I 
have not done so.  My consideration comprises separate assessments of the suitability or 
otherwise of each of the sites I have considered.  This is in the context of our acceptance, 
as set out under Issue 1, of the council’s approach of seeking to encourage residential 
development and stimulate the housing market as a contributor to the local economy.   In 
this context I am mindful of the recommended deletion of the Chapelton Road site and the 
other sites suggested for inclusion under this issue. 
 
31.  The site that is promoted in representations made on behalf of Lawhill Farm 
encompasses an extensive area on the east side of the built-up area of West Kilbride, 
occupying the lower slopes of Law Hill.  It extends from Law Brae, in the vicinity of Law 
Castle in the north, to Ardrossan High Road in the south.  The representation site lies 
adjacent to existing residential areas at Craufurd Avenue, Hauplands Way, Ailsa View and 
Cubrishaw Park.  It wraps around the eastern and southern sides of the Craufurd Avenue 
site allocated in the 2014 local development plan, which although not yet developed is 
now shown as part of the general urban area on the settlement map at page 51 of the 
proposed plan. 
 
32.  I note that the council has commented that, during the preparation of the proposed 
plan it was not provided with sufficient evidence for it to be satisfied that the representation 
site would be effective so as to deliver homes during the plan period as its strategy seeks.  
I note however that further promotional activity has since been undertaken in respect of 
part of the site.  This has included submission of a proposal for application notice together 
with analysis and technical assessments.  These give some support to the assertion by 
the site promoter that delivery of homes at the site could be achieved.  However, that 
further material relates only to part of the site promoted in the representation, which the 
promoter explains is regarded as the first phase of the overall development of the more 
extensive representation site.  
 
33.  I appreciate that those supporting the allocation of the site comment that a larger 
scale of development in this vicinity would help to overcome viability or other constraints 
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that are said to have so far prevented the allocated Craufurd Avenue site being able to be 
brought forward for development.  However, I have not been provided with sufficient 
evidence on which I can safely base a conclusion that the larger representation site should 
be included as an allocation for housing development to enable development of other land 
nearby. 
 
34.  In any event, I concur with the conclusions expressed by the previous reporter that 
development of the representation site would constitute a significant extension of the 
built-up area onto quite steeply rising land such that it would be a prominent incursion into 
open countryside.  This would cause unacceptable harm to the setting of West Kilbride on 
its eastern edge.  In view of my findings in landscape terms, I have not found it necessary 
to come to any definitive conclusion on aspects of deliverability or viability.  Such matters 
would be likely to be able to be addressed through the consideration of detailed design at 
planning application stage. 
 
35.  The landscape impact of the development of the part of the site in respect of which a 
proposal for application notice has more recently been submitted to the council would be 
less marked than that of the wider representation site.  The potential appropriateness of 
identifying land in this vicinity for residential development can be reviewed in the context of 
a future local development plan, at which time further attention could be given to questions 
of landscape impact and deliverability. 
 
36.  I therefore conclude that the representation site should not be included as an 
allocation for residential development and no modification to the proposed plan is required 
in that regard.   
 
Non-Inclusion of site at Upper Chapleton 
 
37.  Linear development along the A78 Ardrossan Road, together with the development 
underway at the time of my site inspection to the north of Chapleton Mains, consolidates 
the southern extent of the built-up area in this vicinity.  Although this extends further south 
than the Upper Chapleton site which the representation seeks to be included as an 
allocation in the proposed plan, it occupies lower-lying land within the Seamill coastal strip.  
This area has a distinctly different character to that of the representation site. 
 
38.  The narrow tongue of land which is the subject of the representation lies between 
Chapelton Road and the steep hillside running parallel to the coast.  Development here 
would be prominent in views northward from the A78 and the southern part of the B7047 
Chapelton Road.  Such development, separated from Seamill by the intervening 
topography, would not be perceived as a logical extension of that built-up area.  Rather, it 
would appear as an incongruously detached development.  It would also be detached from 
the West Kilbride built-up area, from which it is separated by the intervening steep-sided 
and wooded valley of the Kilbride Burn.  I agree with the council that development of this 
site would have a significant adverse landscape impact, such that it would be 
inappropriate for inclusion as an allocation in the proposed plan.   
 
39.  I appreciate that the council draws a distinction between the landscape impact that it 
acknowledges at this site and that which it asserts would arise with development of the 
land at Chapelton Road it proposed as an allocation, a short distance to the northeast.  
While I agree with the council’s comment that development at the Upper Chapelton site 
would be unacceptable in landscape terms I consider that similar, if not more severe, 
adverse landscape effects would also arise from the Chapelton Road site, as I have 
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explained above. 
 
40.  I note the council’s comment about the absence of sufficient evidence on which to 
base a conclusion of the site’s ability to deliver new houses during the plan period, so as 
to be regarded as effective in these terms.  However, I conclude that the adverse 
landscape consequences of development here would be such that it would be 
inappropriate for inclusion as an allocation in the proposed plan even if it could be 
demonstrated to be an effective site in these terms.  No modification is required to the 
proposed plan in response to this representation. 
 
Non-inclusion of site at the Orchards (CFS56) 
 
41.  This site is well located in close proximity to the retail and associated facilities within 
the village centre of West Kilbride and to the rail station immediately to the west of the site, 
providing services to Largs and Glasgow and to intermediate destinations including 
Kilwinning, Stevenston and Paisley.  Bus services are also available from the vicinity of 
the station serving local destinations, as well as Greenock, Largs, Ardrossan and others.   
 
42.  The broadly triangular site is bounded on two sides by the existing defined settlement 
boundary of West Kilbride, with one of these boundaries comprising the railway line, with 
the station platform immediately opposite.  The mature trees along the boundaries of the 
site, and the local topography, would enable development at the site to be accommodated 
without undue impact on the surrounding landscape.  In principle therefore I find that the 
site is suitably located to make a contribution towards any requirement for new housing 
development. 
 
43.  Under Issue 1 we accept the council’s approach of emphasising marketability as a 
major criterion in the identification of sites for housing development, in order to stimulate 
the housing market.  Although the site was put forward for development as part of the 
council’s call for sites process, no convincing evidence has been presented to 
demonstrate the deliverability of residential development of the land.  Notwithstanding that 
some attributes of the site may point towards its potential suitability for residential 
development in principle, the absence of evidence of deliverability, and the context of a 
generous supply of land for residential development, lead me to conclude that the 
proposed plan should not be modified to include the Orchards site as an allocation in the 
plan.  The potential appropriateness of identifying the site for residential development can 
be reviewed in the context of a future local development plan, at which time further 
attention could be given to questions of deliverability.  
 
Non- inclusion of site South of Lawoodhead, Springside, West Kilbride (CFS57) 
 
44.  The representation seeks identification of an extensive site to the north-east of West 
Kilbride rail station to accommodate up to five residential units and an equestrian 
business.  I agree with the council’s comment that such a proposal would more 
appropriately be considered through an application for planning permission, rather than 
the inclusion of a site-specific allocation in the local development plan or including the land 
within the defined settlement boundary.  Item (d) of the countryside objective set out in 
strategic policy 1 (spatial strategy), as well as policy 6 (supporting sustainable tourism), 
establishes the context within which such a proposal could be considered.  No 
modification is required to the proposed plan in response to this representation. 
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Non-inclusion of Site South of Meadowfoot Road (enlargement of site at Ardrossan High 
Road (NA1104) 
 
45.  Land which forms part of the site in respect of which this representation is made is 
allocated for housing development in the adopted 2014 local development plan 
(RES2(29)), with an indicative capacity of 30 dwellings.  The representation seeks an 
enlargement of the site and comments that interest from housebuilders in developing the 
site is on the basis of a development capacity of 50 dwellings.  This is said to be, at least 
in part, because of abnormal costs of development at the site.  An illustrative layout 
accompanied the representation reflecting this scale of development of the site as sought 
to be enlarged. 
 
46.  I am aware that an appeal against the council’s refusal of planning permission for 
development at the site has recently been decided.  That appeal, which was dismissed, 
was in respect of the same site as is referred to in the representation (appeal reference 
PPA-310-2031), with the indicative layout being the same as that which accompanied this 
representation.  That appeal was decided against the policy context of the adopted 2014 
local development plan.  The appeal reporter’s findings are not therefore of direct 
relevance to my consideration of the representations made in response to the proposed 
plan. 
 
47.  In response to a further information request the council has drawn attention to the 
submission of a subsequent proposal for application notice at the site.  The illustrative plan 
submitted with that notice indicates residential development providing around 50 houses 
(as envisaged in the representation on the proposed plan), with the built forms and roads 
shown as largely confined within the extent of the site previously allocated in the 2014 
local development plan and now shown as being within the general built-up area in the 
proposed plan.  In this most recent illustrative plan, much of the site beyond the previous 
allocation and within the larger representation site, is shown as being laid out as open 
space, including a sustainable drainage feature in the northwest corner of the site. 
 
48.  I have been provided with no clear evidence with which I can conclude that a 
minimum of 50 dwellings is required to make development at the site viable.  However, 
even if that were the case, the material contained in the proposal for application notice 
makes clear that the ability to accommodate that number of dwellings does not require 
enlargement of the site as sought in the representation. 
 
49.  During my site inspection I was able to see that the southern boundary of the 
previously allocated site (now the edge of the defined general urban area), is somewhat 
arbitrary and does not follow any clearly defined feature on the ground.  Although the outer 
boundary of the site as proposed to be enlarged would follow existing field boundaries and 
thereby potentially better reflect physical features, development within the higher levels of 
the enlarged site, further up the slope of Tarbert Hill, would be visually more prominent.  
This would have a greater and harmful effect on local landscape character, including the 
setting of this part of West Kilbride. 
 
50.  For the reasons set out above, I conclude that it has not been demonstrated to be 
necessary for the site to be enlarged as sought in the representation in order for an 
appropriate scale of housing development to be achieved at the site.  No modification is 
therefore required in response to this representation. 
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Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Modify the local development plan by: 
 
1. Inserting the words “Air Quality Assessment, Health Impact Assessment,” before 
“Education” in the potential site mitigation column of schedule 2a on page 107 relating to 
Portencross Road, West Kilbride (Cfs65). 
 
2. Deleting the entry relating to the Chapelton Road site (Cfs08) from Schedule 2a of the 
plan on page 107. 
 
3. Deleting the references to the Chapelton Road site (Cfs08) from the plan at page 51 
and the diagram on page 63, together with any consequential modifications as may be 
necessary elsewhere in the proposed plan.  
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Issue 18  
 

PLDP Schedules 

Development plan 
reference: 

Proposed LDP Schedules  (pages107-115) 
Reporter: 
Karen Black 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (216) 
Historic Environment Scotland (218) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (375) 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Schedules of the Proposed LDP 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
SEPA (216) – Objects to the inclusion of the following sites being identified as housing 
sites in the Proposed Plan on the basis they are within (or partially within) flood plains : - 
 
 Grahamston Avenue, Glengarnock (Ref. NA0512) 
 Glebe, Glengarnock (Ref NA0537) 
 Arranton, Lamlash (Ref. NA0270) 
 
SEPA (216) also supports that sites within Schedule 2 were subject to Strategic Flood 
Risk Assessment.  However, after assessing schedules 2b, 3 and 4, 54 of the sites listed 
will require to be supported by a Flood Risk Assessment as potential mitigation to better 
understand the developable footprint of the site. Those sites are as follows: 
 
Schedule 2b: 
 
Balnagowan 2, Skelmorlie (Na0106), 112 Main Rd, Fairlie (Na0577), Margnaheglish 2a, 
Lamlash (Na0095a), Tarryholme (Phase 1), Irvine (Na0649), South And West Of 
Springbank Farm, Brodick (Na0411), Springbank, Brodick (Na0343), Beach House 
Nursing Home, Skelmorlie (Na1072), Tournament Park, Irvine (Na1095), Montgomerie 
Park West Private, Irvine (Na0525), Blair Road, Dalry (Na0883), East Of Fairlie And South 
Of Keppenburn, Fairlie (Na0969), Land At Blairland Farm, Dalry (Na1113), West Bankside 
Farm, Kilbirnie (Na1115),  Auldlea Road, Beith (Na1117), Brathwic Terrace, Brodick 
(Na1127), Benlister North, Lamlash (Na1130), Lawhill Farm, West Kilbride (Na1133), 
Brisbane Glen Road, Largs (Na1143), Tarryholme (Phase 2), Irvine (Na0649a),  
 
Schedule 3: 
 
Putyan, Dalry (Na0703), Breadalbane Hotel Site, Kildonan (Na1088), East Of Golf Course 
Road, Skelmorlie (Na1106), Skelmorlie Golf Club, Skelmorlie (Na1107), West Of Sharphill, 
Saltcoats (Na1108), Arranton Bridge, Lamlash (Na0341), Torrlinn Terrace 1, Kilmory 
(Na0345), Cairnmount (Montgomerie Park East), Irvine (Na0750), Kings Road, Beith 
(Na0899), Woodside K, Kilwinning (Na0987), Lochshore, Kilbirnie (Na1144), South End Of 
Knoxville Road, Kilbirnie (Na1050) 
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Schedule 4: 
 
Ayrshire Central Hospital, Irvine (Na0634), Whitehouse Hotel, Lamlash (Na0732), 44-48 
Holmhead, Kilbirnie (Na1005), Grange Hotel, Harbour Street, Saltcoats (Na1023), West 
Byrehill Industrial Estate, Kilwinning (Na1092), New Street, Irvine (Na0825), Muirend 
Works,Muirend St, Kilbirnie (Na0850), Former Reservoir, Skelmorlie (Na0920), Mill Road 
2, Kilbirnie (Na0539a), Bridgend, Dalry (Na0546), Bridgend Mill, Dalry (Na0546a) 
 
HES (218) – seeks amendments to Schedule 5: Schedule of Employment Locations at 
Page 115 to include mitigation advice for Hunterston. 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (375) – Request that information contained with the “Potential 
Site Mitigation” field of the Schedules align with Detailed Site Assessment Pro-formas as 
set out in the Environmental Report.  The responder suggests that the following sites 
should have the requirement to undertake a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment: 
 
 CFS44: West of Newhouse Drive, Kilbirnie  
 CFS15: Wood Farm, Kilwinning  
 CFS65: Portencross Road, West Kilbride  
 CFS51: Mayfield Farm, Saltcoats  
 
It should be noted that the responder has left out sites from the above list that they have 
requested be removed from the Local Development Plan.   

 
The responder also suggests that the schedules should set out where development briefs 
are required or have been prepared.    
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
SEPA(216) – Requests the removal of the following sites from Schedule 3 of the PLDP: - 
 
 Grahamston Avenue, Glengarnock (Ref. NA0512) 
 Glebe, Glengarnock (Ref NA0537) 
 Arranton, Lamlash (Ref. NA0270) 
 
SEPA(216) – Request that floodrisk assessment is added as potential mitigation to 54 
sites (listed above) in schedules 2b, 3 and 4 of the Plan.   
 
HES (218) - Amend Schedule 5: Schedule of Employment Locations at Page 115 to 
include the following mitigation advice for Hunterston: 
 
‘The scale of any development should be informed by a masterplan, taking into account 
the landscape setting of the heritage assets identified on page 22. Any such masterplan 
should be prepared in consultation with Historic Environment Scotland.’ 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage (375) – Add the requirement for Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment to the potential mitigation field to the following sites: 
 
 CFS44: West of Newhouse Drive, Kilbirnie  
 CFS15: Wood Farm, Kilwinning  
 CFS65: Portencross Road, West Kilbride  
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 CFS51: Mayfield Farm, Saltcoats  
 
Responder also suggests that the schedules should outline where a development brief is 
required or has already been prepared and also highlight which sites have planning 
permission.   
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
(216) In respect of SEPA’s objection to the site in Glengarnock, the Council notes the 
aspirations for a Flood Prevention scheme for Garnock Valley. Following the 
implementation of the scheme, which proposes flood prevention works in the immediate 
locality of the site, it is anticipated that there will be a significant reduction in flood risk. In 
this respect, the Council considers that it is not appropriate to remove the sites from being 
identified as being suitable for residential in the LDP. The flood prevention scheme 
documentation can be viewed on the Council website at https://www.north-
ayrshire.gov.uk/community-safety/upper-garnock-valley-flood-protection-scheme.aspx. 
 
The Council notes the objection to the site at Arranton, Lamlash. This is identified for 
housing in the 1983 Isle of Arran Local Plan, with an indication that it has been the subject 
of a historic consent (CD28), which the Council understands remains extant due to a small 
number of houses that have been completed some time ago. Due to the age of the 
consent, however, the Council has no up-to-date record of such. This scenario is typical of 
Arran whereby relatively speaking, larger sites can take a significant long period of time to 
develop, because there is rarely sufficient demand to develop housing at what might be 
considered a ‘normal’ rate for the mainland. The Council remains of the view that the site 
is in an appropriate location for residential development, being that it is within a 
recognised settlement and is physically surrounded by residential development.  
Notwithstanding, the Council would highlight that the length of time the site has been part 
of the established housing land supply and the fact that there are no known immediate 
plans for development (as well as the substantial land supply on Arran, and, indeed, the 
immediate vicinity) create a circumstance where the site is not strategically significant to 
the housing land supply, including on Arran. 
 
Referring to the 3 sites that are subject to SEPA objection, collectively, these are identified 
in the longer term for development, because they are currently not considered to be 
effective. The Council formulation of its housing strategy is set out in Schedule 1, 
however, this explains that the Council has taken a cautious estimation of likelihood of 
development of sites identified in Schedule 3 of the LDP, assuming that only 20% of those 
site will be developed within the LDP period. In this respect, and notwithstanding SEPA’s 
objection to the site, the Council has created latitude to accommodate a significant portion 
of the long term sites not coming forward (i.e. 80%), and still being able to maintain a 5-
year effective land supply. The deletion of the sites would therefore have no fundamental 
impact on the Council’s ability to maintain an effective housing land supply; however, the 
Council remains of the view that they should be retained for housing – particularly the 
Glengarnock sites which are immediately adjacent to a financially committed flood 
prevention development works and are expected to develop after those works are 
complete. 
 
SEPAs comments are noted.  There are numerous reasons to why the schedules did not 
include a flood risk assessment as potential mitigation.  These include: 
 
  The site has a current (or recent) planning permission – so the developable area has 
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been determined; or it features in the Council’s SHIP and will be developed under the 
Council’s permitted development rights (and therefore its inclusion in the LDP is not 
confirming its acceptability, but providing information on the source of the Council’s 
effective housing land supply),  

 The site is contained within the general urban area and while the principle of 
residential development is supported under the Spatial Strategy, proposals which are 
at risk of either low to medium or medium to high flooding, would be subject to a flood 
risk assessment as per Policy 23 and Schedule 7 of the Proposed Plan (CD04).   

 The site is long term and while it is noted that a flood risk assessment may be 
required, there are other external factors which effect these constraints over time, 
such as infrastructure or flood management schemes which are due to implemented – 
where this is the case, it has been highlighted in the Updated Action and Delivery 
Programme (CD25).  This applies to all sites within Schedule 3 listed above.   

 The potential use of the site is not yet known (this applies to schedule 4: regeneration 
opportunity sites listed above).  It was therefore considered too premature to highlight 
mitigation which may constrain sites coming forward until a use is known.   

 
The following sites relate to the first bullet point (sites benefiting from a valid or recent 
planning permission or are permitted development SHIP sites): 
 
 Balnagowan 2, Skelmorlie (Na0106), Planning Ref: 18/00220/PP 
 112 Main Rd, Fairlie (Na0577), Planning Ref: 12/00159/PMM 
 Margnaheglish 2a, Lamlash (Na0095a), Planning Ref: 06/00302/PP 
 Beach House Nursing Home, Skelmorlie (Na1072) – 08/00167/PP 
 Putyan, Dalry (Na0703) – Planning Ref: 14/00051/PP 
 Blair Road, Dalry (Na0883) – Planning Ref: 15/00100/PP 
 East Of Fairlie And South Of Keppenburn, Fairlie (Na0969) – Planning Ref: 

18/00659/PP 
 Tarryholme (Phase 1), Irvine (Na0649), Planning Ref: 17/010961/PPM 
 Land At Blairland Farm, Dalry (Na1113) – Planning Ref: 18/00328/PPM 
 Montgomerie Park West Private, Irvine (Na0525) – Planning Ref: 06/01070/OPP 
 Cairnmount (Montgomerie Park East), Irvine (Na0750) – Planning Ref: 06/01070/OPP 
 Woodside K, Kilwinning (Na0987) – Planning Ref: 05/01109/PP 
 South End Of Knoxville Road, Kilbirnie (Na1050) – Planning Ref: 08/00766/RMA 
 Breadalbane Hotel Site, Kildonan (Na1088) Planning Ref: 08/00786/ PP  
 West Bankside Farm, Kilbirnie (Na1115), Planning Ref:15/00778/PP 
 Auldlea Road, Beith (Na1117), Planning Ref: 16/01187/PP 
 South And West Of Springbank Farm, Brodick (Na0411), Planning Ref: 03/00869/PP 
 Lawhill Farm, West Kilbride (Na1133), Planning Ref:18/00393/PPPM 
 Brathwic Terrace, Brodick (Na1127) SHIP 2018-23 
 
The following sites are located within the General Urban Area and expected to be 
developed with the lifetime of the plan (2019- 2024) 
 
 Springbank, Brodick (Na0343) 
 Tournament Park, Irvine (Na1095) 
 Benlister North, Lamlash (Na1130)  
 Brisbane Glen Road, Largs (Na1143) 
 Tarryholme (Phase 2), Irvine (Na0649a) 
 
Taking the above into account, it is felt that should a planning application (or further 
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application) be submitted concerning any of the 54 sites, a flood risk assessment would 
likely be required in order to comply with the content of the Proposed Plan.  However, 
should the reporter wish to add potential mitigation for transparency in the Schedules of 
the plan, the Council would not object. 
 
Housing Land Audit 2017 (CD20) should be referred to for site plans of the above sites.   
 
In response to SNHs (375) comments, the Council considers that already the potential 
mitigation field takes into consideration the findings of the Site Assessment pro-forma 
found in the Environmental Report (CD12).  It is also considered that (given the size and 
nature of the sites) in order to comply with other policies in the Proposed Plan (CD04), 
statements and assessments regarding landscape and visual impacts of development 
would be required to be part of any planning application for the site.  Therefore, it is felt 
that the modification is not necessary.  However, should the reporter wish to add potential 
mitigation for transparency in the Schedules of the plan, the Council would not object. 
 
With regards to the placement of information of which sites benefit from planning 
permission, it is considered that the best place for the information is the Action 
Programme (CD25) as this a document which can be updated as required throughout the 
plan period.  The Action Programme also details information regarding development briefs 
and masterplans where appropriate.   
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.  Policy principles for managing flood risk and damage are set out in paragraph 255 of 
Scottish Planning Policy.  It advocates locating development away from functional flood 
plains and medium to high risk areas.  Flood risk assessments are also required for 
development in areas of medium to high category of flood risk, and may be required in the 
low to medium category as identified in the flood risk framework (in paragraph 263 of 
Scottish Planning Policy and replicated in schedule 7 of the proposed plan).  
 
2.  Policy 23 (flood risk management) of the proposed plan also states that development 
proposals that demonstrate accordance with the flood risk framework, and are shown in 
flood risk management strategies and local flood risk management plans would be 
supported.  In Issue 4 above, in response to representations from the Scottish 
Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) we also recommend modifications to this policy 
to reflect the above requirements of Scottish Planning Policy and that development 
proposals should also take account of SEPA’s flood risk and land use vulnerability 
guidance (2018) and any relevant updates to, or replacements of this guidance. 
 
3.  The three sites which are subject to objection are identified in schedule 3 of the 
proposed plan as longer term development sites (2024-2029).  The two sites in 
Glengarnock are, as the council points out, located adjacent to, and in close proximity to 
the Garnock flood prevention development works, which has secured funding.  This flood 
prevention scheme is also included in the Ayrshire Flood Risk Management Strategy and 
Local Flood Risk Management Plan.  However, given that the sites are identified as being 
within, or partly within flood plains and a risk has been highlighted by the national agency 
with responsibility for these matters, there is clearly a substantial flood risk associated 
with development of these sites.  Until such time as the flood prevention works are 
complete there is a degree of uncertainty that the risk can be addressed.  
 
4.  I am also mindful however that development of the sites is unlikely to take place until 
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after 2024, and as noted under Issue 1, schedule 3 sites remain part of the established 
supply but are not relied on to be effective prior to 2025.  Consequently, I consider it 
would be appropriate to retain the two sites in Glengarnock at Grahamston Avenue 
(Na0512) and Glebe (Na0537) in schedule 3 on page 111 of the proposed plan but that a 
requirement for a flood risk assessment under the potential site mitigation requirements 
for both sites be included.  A further note should be added under the potential site 
mitigation column for both sites to highlight the potential significant constraint in respect of 
potential flooding on each site.  A modification to the proposed plan is therefore required. 
 
5.  The site at Arranton, Lamlash (Na0270) to which objection is made is also identified in 
schedule 3 of the proposed plan and programmed for development beyond 2024.  There 
appears to be some uncertainty on the part of the council as to whether it benefits from an 
extant consent.  In these circumstances, and in view of the potential risk and concerns 
outlined by SEPA, I consider it would be appropriate to retain the site in schedule 3 on 
page 111 of the proposed plan but that a requirement for a flood risk assessment under 
the potential site mitigation requirements be included.  A further note should be added 
under the potential site mitigation column for the site to highlight the potential significant 
constraint in respect of potential flooding.  A modification to the proposed plan is therefore 
required. 
 
6.  I also note the concerns in respect of a site at Church Street, Irvine (Na1093) listed in 
schedule 4 of the proposed plan.  Although the council does not refer to this site 
specifically in its response, I note that a requirement for a flood risk assessment is 
included as potential site mitigation.  However, in view of the potential risk and concerns 
outlined by SEPA, I consider a further note should be added under the potential site 
mitigation requirements for the site to highlight the potential significant constraint in 
respect of potential flooding.  A modification to the proposed plan is therefore required. 
 
7.  Taken together, I am satisfied that the inclusion of a requirement to undertake a flood 
risk assessment, including application of national guidance noted above, together with the 
provisions of policy 23 (as modified), would ensure that as part of any future planning 
application, any potential flood risk is properly addressed.  It also seems reasonable to 
highlight the potential constraints of these sites within the local development plan in order 
to clarify the position for potential developers.  In addition, if there is no prospect of the 
flooding constraints being addressed, it would be open to the council to review the 
effectiveness of all these sites as part of the housing land audit process and consequently, 
the next local development plan.  
 
8.  I have also considered the council’s response to the request by SEPA to include a 
requirement for a flood risk assessment for a further 42 sites listed in schedules 2b, 3 
and  4 of the proposed plan.  I note in the council’s response that 19 of those sites benefit 
from a valid or recent planning permission or are included in the council’s strategic 
housing investment programme and as required by proposed policy 23 (as modified), any 
future applications for those sites would, in any case, require to be supported by a flood 
risk assessment.  Five sites are also programmed to be developed in the period 2019-
2024.  However, given that a risk has been highlighted by the national agency with 
responsibility for these matters, for consistency, it would be appropriate to highlight a 
requirement for a flood risk assessment in the potential site mitigation for each of the sites 
identified in the representation from SEPA.  I also note that the council would not object to 
such a modification. 
 
9.  The council has not responded to the representation from Historic Environment 
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Scotland seeking amendments to schedule 5 of the proposed plan to include mitigation 
advice for Hunterston.  However, I have previously considered such matters in more detail 
in Issue 11 above.  I agreed that any future development proposals will require careful 
consideration of potential impacts and recommend a modification to the text on page 23 of 
the proposed plan to include a specific reference to consideration being given to the 
potential impact of uses on the natural and built heritage assets in the area.  
Consequently, I do not consider modification to schedule 5 is required. 
 
10.  Scottish Natural Heritage has commented on the need for landscape and visual 
impact assessments for a number of sites.  However, in our assessment of the specific 
sites under Issues 12, 13, 14 and 16, we previously concluded that matters related to 
aspects of the scale, design, layout of development, landscaping and related impacts are 
matters appropriate for consideration through the development management process, 
including taking account of the provisions of policies 14 (green and blue infrastructure) 
and  15 (landscape and seascape) of the proposed plan.  No modification is therefore 
required in response to the representation. 
 
11.  Scottish Natural Heritage also suggest providing details on sites where a development 
brief is required or has already been prepared, and a similar requirement in respect of 
planning permission.  I agree with the council that such detail could be included in the 
action programme which can (unlike the local development plan) be updated on a regular 
basis.  I note that such information is included in the council’s draft action programme of 
March 2018.  No modification is therefore required to the proposed plan in this respect. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Modify the local development plan by: 
 
1. Inserting a requirement for a flood risk assessment in the potential site mitigation 
column for the sites at Grahamston Avenue, Glengarnock (Na0512), Glebe, Glengarnock 
(Na0537), and Arranton, Lamlash (Na0270) in schedule 3 on page 111. 
 
2. Inserting a requirement for a flood risk assessment in the potential site mitigation 
column for the following sites in schedule 2b on pages 108, 109 and 110: 
 

 Springbank, Brodick (NA343); 
 South and West of Springbank, Brodick (NA0411); 
 Brathwic Terrace, Brodick (NA1127); 
 Margnaheglish 2A, Lamlash (NA0095a) 
 Benlister North, Lamlash (NA1130); 
 Auldlea Road, Beith (NA1117); 
 Blair Road, Dalry (NA0883); 
 Land at Blairland Farm, Dalry (NA1113); 
 West Bankside Farm, Kilbirnie (NA1115); 
 Montgomerie Park West Private, Irvine (NA0525); 
 Tarryholme (Phase 1), Irvine (NA0649); 
 Tarryholme (Phase 2), Irvine (NA0649a); 
 112 Main Road, Fairlie (NA0577); 
 East of Fairlie and South of Keppenburn, Fairlie (NA0969); 
 Brisbane Glen Road, Largs (NA1143); 
 Balnagowan 2, Skelmorlie (NA0106); 
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 Beach House Nursing Home, Skelmorlie (NA1072); 
 Bowfield, West Kilbride (NA0059a); and 
 Lawhill Farm, West Kilbride (NA1133). 

 
3. Inserting a requirement for a flood risk assessment in the potential site mitigation 
column for the following sites in schedule 3 on pages 111 and 112:  
 

 Breadalbane Hotel Site, Kildonan (Na1088); 
 Torrlinn Terrace 1, Kilmory (Na0345); 
 Arranton Bridge, Lamlash (Na0341); 
 Putyan, Dalry (Na0703); 
 Kings Road, Beith (Na0899); 
 South End of Knoxville Road, Kilbirnie (Na1050); 
 Lochshore, Kilbirnie (Na1144); 
 Cairnmount (Montgomerie Park East), Irivine (Na0750); 
 Woodside K, Kilwinning (Na0987); 
 East of Golf Course Road, Skelmorlie (Na1106); 
 Skelmorlie Golf Club, Skelmorlie (Na1107); and 
 West of Sharphill, Saltcoats (Na1108). 

 
4. Inserting a requirement for a flood risk assessment in the potential site mitigation 
column for the following sites in schedule 4 on pages 113 and 114: 

 Whitehouse Hotel, Lamlash (Na0732); 
 Mill Road 2, Kilbirnie (Na0539a); 
 Bridgend, Dalry (Na0546a); 
 Bridgend Mill, Dalry (Na0546a); 
 Muirend Works, Muirend Street, Kilbirnie (Na0850); 
 44-48 Holmhead, Kilbirnie (Na1005); 
 Ayrshire Central Hospital, Irvine (Na0634); 
 New Street, Irvine (Na0825); 
 West Byrehill Industrial Estate, Kilwinning (Na1092); 
 Former Reservoir, Skelmorlie (Na0920); and 
 Grange Hotel, Harbour Street, Saltcoats (Na1023). 

 
5. Inserting the following additional note in the potential site mitigation column for the 
following sites in schedule 3 on page 111: 
 
“* Note that the Scottish Environment Protection Agency identify significant potential flood 
risk”.  

 Grahamston Avenue, Glengarnock (Na0512); 
 Glebe, Glengarnock (Na0537); 
 Arranton, Lamlash (Na0270). 

 
6. Inserting the following additional note in the potential site mitigation column for the 
following site in schedule 4 on page 113: 
 
“* Note that the Scottish Environment Protection Agency identify significant potential flood 
risk”. 

 Church Street, Irvine (Na1093) 
 


	Letter from Scottish Government
	Report
	Contents Page
	Examination of conformity with the participation statement
	Issue 1 - Housing
	Issue 2 - Strategic Policies and Mapping
	Issue 3 - Detailed Policies Chapter 1: A Successful, Sustainable North Ayrshire – housing matters contained within Issue 1
	Issue 4 - Detailed Policies - Chapter 2
	Issue 5 - Detailed Policies: More Connected Chapter
	Issue 6 - Detailed Policies: A Low Carbon North Ayrshire Chapter
	Issue 7 - Arran
	Issue 8 - Beith
	Issue 9 - Burnhouse
	Issue 10 - Fairlie
	Issue 11 - Hunterston
	Issue 12 - Irvine (including Irvine Strategic Development Areas, incorporating Ardeer Peninsula)
	Issue 13 - Kilbirnie
	Issue 14 - Kilwinning
	Issue 15 - Largs
	Issue 16 - Three Towns (Ardrossan, Saltcoats, Stevenston)
	Issue 17 - West Kilbride
	Issue 18 - PLDP Schedules




