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KILMACOLM CIVIC TRUST 

(SCOTTISH CHARITY No SC 032744) 
 

John Cooper         39, Laurel Way 
Kilmacolm Civic Trust        Quarrier’s Village 
          PA11 3NH 
Mr Christopher Kennedy         
Planning and Environmental Appeals Division 
4 The Courtyard 
Callendar Business Park 
Falkirk 
FK1 1XR          15 April 2019 
 
Dear Mr Kennedy, 
 
KILMACOLM CIVIC TRUST (KCT) OBJECTION TO PLANNING APPEAL PPA-280-2027 
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT WITH ACCESS, INFRASTRUCTURE, LANDSCAPE/OPEN SPACE AND 
ASSOCIATED WORKS AT CARSEMEADOW, QUARRIER’S VILLAGE 
 

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW 
 
1. The KCT writes to object to the Appeal (PPA-280-2027) made by Quarrier’s/Gladman Developments to 
build 45 x houses on Carsemeadow, Quarrier’s Village.  The KCT made a representation against the initial 
application in July 2018 (a copy of which is attached at Enclosure 1) and gave evidence at Inverclyde Council’s 
pre-determination meeting on 15 January 2019 (copy attached at Enclosure 2).    Throughout the process, the 
KCT has been clear that the application to build on Carsemeadow conflicts with many aspects of Clydeplan 
2017, Inverclyde Council’s 2014 Local Development Plan and its emerging 2018 LDP.     
 
2. The Appellant seeks to claim that Inverclyde Council is failing to maintain a five-year housing supply 
and rebut the seven reasons for rejection of its original PPP by Inverclyde Council.  The KCT will show that the 
Appellant’s arguments are flawed substantially. The KCT objects to the appeal on the following grounds: 
 

• Contrary to the appeal’s statement on lack of housing supply, there is sufficient Housing Land Supply 
(HLS) within the Housing Market Areas of Inverclyde and the Renfrewshire sub-areas. 

• The appeal is contrary to several sections within Clydeplan 2017, the existing 2014 LDP and the 
emerging LDP 2018 in relation to attempts to build on the green belt. 

• The appeal application will alter significantly the character, place-setting and identity of the village. 
• Lack of sustainability and regeneration. 
• The appellant’s presumption that Inverclyde Council must follow blindly the comments of the various 

consultees on the original PPP 18/0190/IC. 
• Significant inaccuracies within the appellant’s own road and traffic assessment. 
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3. We note within the Appeal at paragraph 1.1.4 that Gladman claims that the project will ensure “the 
continued success of Quarrier’s as a charitable organisation…” Clearly, this has no relevance to the factors 
being judged by the Reporter in this case.  
 
HOUSING LAND SUPPLY 
 
4. The Appellant makes the following claims on HLS numbers, attempting to have green belt land released 
for development: 
 

•  “Inverclyde has a significant shortfall in housing delivery from 2012 to 2018 and not enough land is 
identified to meet the requirements going forward to 2024 or beyond. The adopted and emerging LDPs 
fail to provide sufficient land to address this existing need and the Council are not therefore maintaining 
a five-year effective housing land supply. The delivery of additional sites facilitated through policy 
mechanisms within Scottish Planning Policy and Clydeplan Policy 8 is therefore essential to address the 
shortfall in the five-year effective housing land supply.” (Paragraph 2.2.9) 
 

5. However, what the Appeal fails to acknowledge is the fact that the Inverclyde and Renfrewshire sub 
Housing Market Area (HMA) have now been the subject of two separate Reporter investigations.  The first PPA-
280-2026 concerned an appeal by Gladman to build in the area of Kilmacolm.  The Reporter of PPA-280-2026 
made the following observations on the subject of HLS: 

 
• “In the case of Inverclyde, the all-tenure housing land requirement for 2012 to 2024 is land 

sufficient for 3,630 dwellings (schedule 8).  Within this total, the private housing land requirement 
is land sufficient for 2,360 dwellings.  For the same period, the private housing land supply is 
sufficient for 2,950 dwellings (schedule 10).” (Paragraph 67 of PPA-280-2026) 

 
•  “The numbers in schedules 8,9 and 10 of Clydeplan indicate that there is sufficient land for private 

housing in the administrative area of Inverclyde and in the Renfrewshire housing sub-market area.” 
(Paragraph 70 of PPA-280-2026) 

 
6. Reinforcing the opinion of the Reporter on PPA-280-2026 is the opinion of another Reporter who 
reviewed the proposed LDP 2018 (reference 280-LDP-2) and made the following points in relation to HLS with 
specific reference to Quarrier’s Village: 
 

• “‘this plan is generally consistent with the strategic development plan’s requirements. It provides 
sufficient housing land to meet Inverclyde’s all-tenure housing land requirement for 2012-2029 set out 
in Clydeplan; and that land is capable of being developed during the period to 2029, and is also 
sufficient to enable the all-tenure housing supply target for the whole of Inverclyde to be met by 2029, 
which is ten years from its likely date of adoption. (Paragraph 48, page 72) 
 

• Accordingly, I also find that there is no overall deficiency in the provision of housing land in the 
proposed plan across the whole of Inverclyde which might, for that reason, separately justify releasing 
additional greenfield land at Kilmacolm or Quarriers Village for private sector house-building on sites 
that have not previously been allocated for development.’ (paragraph 49, page 72) 
 

• “Local development plans should also provide for a five years’ effective housing land 
supply to be maintained at all times. This plan does so through the terms of Policy 17, which provides 
the means of addressing any shortfall that is identified. Scottish Planning Policy at paragraph 123 
confirms that the annual housing land audit is the tool to be used to identify any such shortfall, and this 
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too is already reflected in Policy 17.  In these circumstances I conclude that the provisions of the local 
development plan in this respect are appropriate, and that no modification is required.” (Paragraphs 54 
and 55, page 73) 

 
7. We note that the Appellant mentions proposed sites where development might be difficult, for 
example, Smithy Brae in Kilmacolm, but makes no mention of the brownfield site at Balrossie School where 
planning permission in principle was granted on 2nd August 2018 for up to 64 housing units.  Any build here 
undermines the appellant’s broad claim of insufficient housing supply in both detail and principle.  Above all, 
both documents (PPA-280-2026 and 280-LDP-2) demolish the Gladman claim that Inverclyde Council has not 
identified a 5-year effective housing land supply; it is clear that the council’s method of calculating and 
allocating land for housing is sound, well-prepared and closely monitored as each LDP progresses. 
 
THE GREEN BELT  
 
8. The Appellant contests the ruling by Inverclyde Council to reject its initial PPP 18/1090/IC on the basis 
of the HLS shortfall in the 5-year supply and states therefore that many of the specifics of green belt planning 
do not apply.  For brevity, reasons 1,2 and 4 that Quarriers/Gladman seek to apply to green belt/spatial 
development matters are extracted from the appeal at pages 27-28 and answered below: 
 

Reason No Quarriers/Gladman Statement Rebuttal 
(a) (b) (c) 
1. In light of a housing land shortfall, the proposed 

development complies with Clydeplan Policy 8 and 
will not undermine any of the green belt 
objectives, as confirmed by the Council’s 
landscape advisor (CR7). The proposal is therefore 
not contrary to the Spatial Development Strategy 
within Clydeplan.  

As demonstrated at paragraphs 4-7 above, there 
is no housing shortfall, therefore all the specifics 
apply from Clydeplan 2017 Policy 8 and Para 8.15, 
LDP 2014 ENV2, LDP RES7 and Policy 14 of the 
proposed LDP 2018. 

2. The existing shortfall in the effective housing land 
supply represents an “exceptional or mitigating 
circumstance” when development in the green belt 
is considered acceptable by LDP policy ENV2.  
There are no sites capable of delivering housing to 
address this shortfall within the sub-HMA 
settlement boundaries that have not already been 
identified.  Release of green belt land is therefore 
essential to meet this requirement.  The proposed 
development should therefore not be considered 
contrary to the relevant green belt policies as 
noted within this reason for refusal considered. 
(sic) 

As demonstrated at paragraphs 4-7 above, there 
is no housing shortfall, therefore all the specifics 
apply from Clydeplan 2017 Policy 8 and Para 8.15, 
LDP 2014 ENV2, LDP RES7 and Policy 14 of the 
proposed LDP 2018. 
 
 

4. In line with SPP, as the Council are failing to 
maintain a five-year effective housing land supply, 
LDP Policy RES 7 should be considered out of date 
and not relevant to this appeal. 

The Council is maintaining a five-year housing 
supply, and LDP Policy RES 7 continues to apply. 

 
 
Since there is no 5-year housing shortfall as described by the appellant, all the above reasons are answered 
within column (c) above.  
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CHARACTER, PLACE-SETTING, LANDSCAPING AND IDENTITY 
 
9. The Appellant states against Inverclyde Council Reasons 3, 5 and 7 (place-setting and landscaping) of  
the PPP rejection: 
 

• Gladman comment on Reason 3: “The original submission documents demonstrate (sic) and 
illustrative masterplan have all been prepared taking on board the six qualities of successful place-
making in line with Clydeplan 1, Policy SDS3 of the adopted LDP and Policy 1 of the proposed 
LDP…”  

 
• Gladman comment on Reason 5: “The Council’s landscape advisor confirms that the site is 

characterised as a “gap site within the village” and “framed by suburban development”. The 
proposal should be considered compatible with the existing landscape and settlement character 
and therefore does not fail to comply with LDP Policy RES 1.” 

 
• Gladman comment on Reason 7: “The part of the Conservation Area adjacent to the site is also 

already influenced by the housing at Gotterbank and along Torr Avenue.  The presence of the site 
will increase this influence…….” 

 
10. KCT Rebuttal.  Quarrier’s Village is unusual in that it is was built by William Quarrier as an orphanage 
and children’s home on a grand scale.  It was not built with development in mind.  For example, the village was 
deliberately kept at a distance from the TB hospital around which the Grange is built and the two entrances to 
the village reflect that fact; it was a single-purpose village initially with no regard to commercial or longer-term 
economic growth; it was discreet and sheltered.  The road that runs through the village today hugs the 
Carsemeadow land and is an intimate part of that land.  Entering the village from Bridge of Weir requires a 
visitor to drive down Torr Road which is a very narrow route with choke-points (a point covered in greater 
detail at paragraphs 18-21 considering traffic), crest a hill and then descend to the village.  Carsemeadow rises 
on the left-hand side to a height of several metres above Torr Road and thus dominates it. If the land is built 
upon, the effect on entering or leaving the village will be to create a high concrete corridor of houses on the 
Carsemeadow side, definitively changing the character of the settlement (see Image 1).  It would also close the 
gap between the village and the hospital/Grange area, changing the initial design concept of the village and 
altering the entrance very much for the worst (see Image 2).   

11.  The proposal therefore does not ensure the Green Belt objectives are achieved in accordance with 
Policy 1 and 14 of the SDP, it does not  comply with ENV2, RES 1 and SDS 3  of the LDP and it is not in keeping 
with the settlement and local area as described in Paragraph 8.15 of the SDP; specifically it would not protect 
or enhance the quality, character, landscape setting and identity of the village nor would it safe-guard identity 
through place setting.    
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  Image 1                  Image 2 
“create a concrete corridor of houses on the Carsemeadow       “close the gap between the village and the hospital,          
 side definitively changing the character of the settlement.”     changing the initial design concept of the village” 
 
LACK OF SUSTAINABILITY AND REGENERATION 
 
12. Quarrier’s Village has no inherent employment or industry, apart from that of the Quarrier’s Charity 
and a small café. The creation of at least 45 new homes will not parachute a new work force into the village for 
the village.  It is acknowledged that new residents will contribute to the local economy  and that any actual 
build will generate income in the short term but in the long term there will be no macro beneficial economic 
effect for Quarrier’s Village itself, rather any development will add to the demand on roads and services, for 
example, the creation of 45 new houses will be highly car dependent and introduce up to an additional 90+ 
vehicles onto the village’s narrow roads; access and egress, already difficult, will be further restricted thus it 
does not meet the requirements of Policy TRA2 of the adopted LDP, Policy 10 of the proposed LDP and again 
Policy 8 of the SDP. 
 

APPELLANT’S COMMENTS ON CONSULTEE RESPONSES TO PLANNING APPLICATION 18/0190/IC  
 
13. The Appellant makes much of the responses of consultees to the original PPP (18/0190/IC) within its 
appeal.  “There are no adverse impacts…..This position is confirmed by the consultee responses (CR1-CR13) to 
the application which, excluding the Council Policy response, do not raise any objections to the 
application….”(Para 4.1.2).  This is disingenuous.  Whereas, many of the consultants did not object, they also 
did not support the PPP and in many cases raised points of detail that mitigated against support.  Furthermore, 
many of the responses were couched in terms of the consultees own specific areas of interest, without any 
reference to planning legislation, regulations or planning from which the Appellant has extrapolated support. 
 
14. Scottish National Heritage Comment.  The Appellant states that SNH made no formal comment.  
However, SNH explained why it made no comment, which amounts to a statement of not supporting the PPP.   
 

• “We highlight our support for a plan led approach to development. This site is not an allocated site in the Local 
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Development Plan (LDP) or in the Local Development Plan 2 (LDP2) Proposed Plan.”   
 

Since the application is outside the LDP, it follows that SNH’s comment is non-supporting of it. 
 
15. SPT.   Neither the SPT response nor the Appellant’s PPP discuss accurately the state or condition of 
access and egress on the Torr Road.  We go into this in detail at paragraphs 18-21 demonstrating that the 
dimensions and condition of Torr Road will not support increased traffic, particularly additional busses, (see 
Image 5).  In terms of SPT itself, its response understandably looks forward to an expansion of its bus network 
but also its support is highly conditional on a yet to be produced “Comprehensive Travel Plan.” 

16. Landscape.  Our detailed comments on landscaping are given at paragraphs 9-11 above. The Appellant’s 
comments do not include the observation from the landscape consultee (paragraph 6.7) 
 

• “Visual receptors in close proximity to the site have been assessed as having a high to medium 
sensitivity to the proposals. Permanent effects would be of High magnitude, Major-Moderate and 
Adverse due to the introduction of housing into an area of green space.” 

 
Furthermore, the consultee’s comments on green belt would only be applicable if there was a shortfall in 
housing land supply. Since there is not, Policy 1 and 14 of the SDP, ENV2 and SDS 3 of the LDP and Policy 8 of 
the SDP apply to the site. 
 
17. Summary on Consultee Responses.  In summary, the Appellant’s position on the detail on consultee 
responses ignores several key factors.  The first is that many of the responses are not made in the context of 
legislation or planning regulations.  The second is that most of points raised by the Appellant are negated by 
the fact that they would only apply were there to be a shortfall in housing supply.  Finally, there is the role of 
the Council, which is to assess the totality of factors and particularly, national and local planning legislation and 
directives; partial and out-of-context comments from individual consultees cherry-picked by the Appellant do 
not undermine that responsibility or process. 

 
ROAD AND TRAFFIC ACCESS 
 
18. The KCT submits that a factor that has been under-analysed by Inverclyde Council and Transport for 
Scotland is the condition and dimensions of the Torr Road that runs through Quarrier’s Village.  From its 
junction from the road to Bridge of Weir to the crossing of the Gotter Burn the road is narrow and contains 
several choke-points where it is impossible for two vehicles to pass.  The Appellant’s own traffic assessment 
report within its original PPP stated that “Torr Road is around 5m-5.5m”.  This inaccurate and lazy work 
suggests that the measurement may have been taken from a satellite picture and includes the pavement 
where it exists.  The KCT has measured Torr Road from the junction with the road to Bridge of Weir to Gotter 
burn; almost nowhere is the road 5.5m and in most places it is less than 5m wide.  There is one choke point of 
3.8m and one of 4.1m plus several more of 4.5m as shown below in Images 3-7.  Measurements are from the 
outside of the roadside white-line (where in existence) to the kerb (where in existence) or roadside.  
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Image 3      Image 4 
                     Junction 4.5m       Choke point – 3.8m 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  Image 5               Image 6   Image 7 
                    Bus at 4.5m choke point                                Bridge 4.2m    Choke point 4.1m 
 
19. Dead-Spot and Accident-Risk.  Another area of lack of detailed analysis concerns the proposed 
junction into the Carsemeadow site.  The road is only 4.5m wide at that point.  No consultee has commented 
on the potential difficulties or danger with the suggested location of the turning into the site.  It is only 50m 
from the junction of Torr Road and Peace Avenue and 30m from a dip and subsequent crest in Torr Road which 
creates a dead-spot as shown in Images 8-11.  A vehicle travelling at 30mph takes 23m to stop, a loaded light 
commercial van will take 25m but a vehicle travelling at 40mph will take 36m to come to halt.  All stopping 
distances are taken from the Highway Code.  Thus, a vehicle exceeding the speed limit by only 10mph coming 
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down Torr Road (a common occurrence on all roads) will have a high likelihood of hitting a vehicle turning into 
the new development from the other direction.   
 
 
 

 
 

                              Image 8 
                                               View from the dead-spot to proposed entrance below the crest 
 
 

 
 
      Images 9-11 
 View of a car approaching from where the entrance is planned for Carsemeadow, showing lack of visibility 
 
20. Road from Gotter Burn to Kilmacolm.  The existence of choke points continues from the proposed 
entrance to Carsemeadow across the Gotter Burn and on the road to Kilmacolm.  A key choke point is the 
bridge across the Gryffe Water which is only 4.5m wide, demonstrating that both entrance points to the village 
are too narrow for development. 
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     Bridge across Gryffe Water – 4.5m 
 
21. Summary on Road and Traffic.  In summary, the above points on road and traffic issues demonstrate in 
detail why the proposed development is unsuitable not only because of the impact on a very limited traffic 
network, but more significantly, the KCT submits that in totality, they do not comply with SDS3, SDS8 and TRA 2 
of LDP 2014 and breaks Policy 11 of the emerging LDP2018. 
     
SUMMARY 
 
20. The key argument against this appeal is that of Housing Land Supply.  Two Reporters have now 
confirmed that Inverclyde Council’s approach to calculating and allocating land for housing is sound, well-
prepared and closely monitored as each LDP progresses (paragraphs 4-7 above). Thus, the Quarrier’s/Gladman 
Appeal is undermined from the outset.  
 
21. All the rebuttals the Appellant make on exceptions to the green belt, landscaping, place-setting and 
identity are invalid given there is no shortfall in the five-year housing supply which would allow exceptions to 
be made to Clydeplan 2017, LDP 2014 and the emerging LDP 2018. (paragraphs 8-12). 
 
22. Similarly, the Appellant’s claim that Inverclyde Council ignored all consultees comments is invalid 
because these arguments are trumped by the existence of a sound five-year housing supply.  Additionally, the 
Appellant’s interpretation of some of those comments is inaccurate.  Furthermore, the role of the Council is to 
assess the totality of factors and particularly national and local planning legislation and directives; partial and 
out-of-context comments from individual consultees cherry-picked by the Appellant do not undermine that 
responsibility or process.  (Paragraphs 13-17). 

23. The assessment of the factors affecting road access by Inverclyde Council, SPT and the Appellant is 
flimsy and makes no detailed examination of the width and condition of Torr Road.  Carsemeadow would be a 
heavily car-dependent site and it is clear from even a cursory examination that the location should not be 
developed because of Torr Road’s narrow dimensions, multiple choke-points and a high risk of accident at the 
proposed entrance, but above all because they do not comply with SDS3, SDS8 and TRA 2 of LDP 2014 and 
Policy 11 of LDP 2018. (Paragraphs 18-21). 
 

RECOMMENDATION 

24. Given the evidence presented within this document, the Reporter is respectfully asked to reject the 
Quarrier’s/Gladman Appeal. 
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J Cooper 
For Kilmacolm Civic Trust 
 
Enclosures: 

1. KCT Objection to initial PPP (18/0190/IC) dated 31st July 2018  
2. Statement by KCT to Inverclyde Pre-determination Hearing 15 January 2019  
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ENCLOSURE 1 to KCT PLANNING OBJECTION TO APPEAL PPA-280-2027 
 

KILMACOLM CIVIC TRUST 
(SCOTTISH CHARITY No SC 032744) 

 
 
From:   
Mr R.N. Cameron        Kaladan 
Chairman Kilmacolm Civic Trust      Lochwinnoch Road 
          Kilmacolm 
          PA13 4DY  
 
Mr S Jamieson 
Head of Regeneration and Planning 
Inverclyde Council 
Municipal Buildings 
Greenock  PA15 1LY        31st July 2018 

 

 

Dear Mr Jamieson 

 
KILMACOLM CIVIC TRUST OBJECTION TO PLANNING APPLICATION 18/0190/IC  
FOR PLANNING PERMISSION IN PRINCIPLE RELATING TO LAND AT CARSEMEADOW, 
QUARRIERS VILLAGE 

The Kilmacolm Civic Trust object to Planning Application 18/0190/IC for “Planning Permission in Principle for 
residential development, access, infrastructure, landscape/open space, and associated works.” relating to land at 
Carsemeadow, Quarriers village. 

We object to the application for the following reasons: 

• Principle of development in the Green Belt. 

• Harm to the character of the area. 

• Sustainability. 

• Size of proposed development. 

• Relevance to recent local appeals and resulting decisions. 

Principle of development in the Green Belt 

The site is on the edge of Quarriers village and falls within the Green Belt where the current Local 
Development Plan (2014) states that there will be a presumption against the spread of the built-up 
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area (Policy SDS8).  Policy ENV2, also of the Local Development Plan 2014, adds that ‘development in 
the Green Belt will only be considered favourably in exceptional or mitigating circumstances’.   The 
Inverclyde Council proposed Local Development Plan indicates that the strategy regarding the 
protection of the green network, including the Green Belt and countryside, remains valid and should 
be carried forward into the next plan. 

Referring to Clydeplan Policy 8 (Housing Land Requirement), there are very specific guidelines that 
any development in the greenbelt should comply with: 

• Directing planned growth to the most appropriate locations.  
• Supporting regeneration. 
• Creating and safeguarding identity through place-setting and protecting the separation 

between communities.  
• Protecting and enhancing the quality, character, landscape setting and identity of 

settlements; protecting open space and sustainable access and opportunities for countryside 
recreation; maintaining the natural role of the environment.  

• Supporting the farming economy of the city region.  
• Meeting requirements for the sustainable location of rural industries.  

and that if a development should fail on any of these criteria the application should be refused. 

The site has not been allocated for residential development in the Council’s proposed Inverclyde Local 
Development Plan (scheduled for adoption 2019), as it is considered to be an inappropriate location.  
It is further considered that this form of urban extension into the Green Belt would fail to protect and 
enhance the quality, character, landscape setting and identity of the Quarriers village settlement. 

The proposal also fails to protect open space and sustainable access and opportunities for countryside 
recreation.  Open space would be limited simply by virtue of the proposed built form.  Although 
indicative at this stage, the quantum of development proposed would unquestionably harm the 
openness of the Green Belt through this urban extension.  

Whilst Clydeplan Policy 8 (Housing Land Requirement) requires that shortfalls in the five year supply 
of effective housing land should be remedied through granting planning permission for housing 
development, including in the Green Belt, this should not be at the expense of the character of the 
settlement and local area or where the proposal would undermine greenbelt objectives.  
Consequently, it is not considered that there is any robust justification or very special circumstances 
that would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the harm to the Green Belt. 

Sustainability 

Quarriers village has no local services, schools or shops, and the single bus service has limited 
frequency and destinations. 

The closest settlement existing within the local authority with services is Kilmacolm, some 4km away. 

Allowing development at this location would inevitably increase reliance on the car.  Consequently, 
we do not consider the development to be sustainable development, as defined by Scottish Planning 
Policy.  



13 
 

Harm to the character of the area 

The application includes an indicative masterplan for a proposal of up to 50 residential units.  This is a 
substantial overdevelopment of the site due to its Green Belt designation above, and the general 
pattern of development in Quarriers.   

We consider it highly improbable that a suitable layout that reflects the current character of the area 
could be achieved. 

Ecology 

There are potential issues with bats, deer and the impact on fish in the Gryffe.  We suggest that a 
detailed, wide ranging independent study of the ecological impact of the plans is completed before 
any permission is granted. 

Recent relevant appeals 

There have been a number of recently dismissed appeals which have some relevance to this 
application, albeit they were located in the neighbouring Renfrewshire Council (three appeals within 4 
miles of application site) [Refs: PPA-350-2019, PPA-350-2021, PPA-350-2022 and PPA-350-2024].  In 
each case the respective development does not comply with policy and, although there is a shortfall 
in the housing land supply, none of these developments were supported by the Reporters. 

Although these developments are in the neighbouring authority, the policies considered, and 
principles of Green Belt development in general, are similar and Clydeplan policies apply.  As such, 
they are considered to be of relevance to this application and emphasise that applications need to be 
consistent with Scottish Planning Policy and Policy 8 of Clydeplan.  With reference to this policy, 
Carsemeadow fails, as did the appeal sites referred to above, with regard to the following criteria. 

• The development will not contribute to sustainable development.  In this case, the site is 4km 
from the local amenities and will generate unnecessary car journeys. 

• The development will not be in keeping with the character of the settlement and the local area.  
This is clearly the case with respect to the application site for reasons set out above, as with the 
appeal sites referred to. 

• The development will undermine Green Belt objectives.  Again, as set out above, this proposal, 
as with the appeal schemes cited, clearly undermine the Green Belt objectives in both the Local 
Development Plan and Clydeplan. 

Conclusion 

We object to the application for the following reasons:  

• The inappropriateness of the development in the Green Belt.  

• The negative impact on the character of the area. 

• Sustainability. 

• Size of proposed development. 
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• Relevance to recent local appeals and resulting decisions by Reporters. 

We consider that the proposal for the site results in inappropriate development within the Green Belt 
and there is no robust justification to significantly and demonstrably outweigh the harm to the 
openness of the Green Belt.  The proposal would also have a negative impact on the character of 
Quarriers village due to urban expansion which would not reflect the existing pattern of development.  
As such the proposal is contrary to the SPP, Clydeplan 2017 and existing and emerging local plan 
policies, and should be refused.  

Nicol Cameron  
Chairman of Kilmacolm Civic Trust 
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ENCLOSURE 2 to KCT OBJECTION TO PLANNING APPEAL PPA-280-2027 
 

 
STATEMENT BY KILMACOLM CIVIC TRUST TO INVERCLYDE COUNCIL PLANNING BOARD AT GREENOCK TOWN 

HALL AT 1400 HOURS ON 15 JANUARY 2019 ON THE SUBJECT OF THE APPLICATION BY GLADMAN 
DEVELOPMENTS TO BUILD 45 x RESIDENTIAL HOUSES ON CARSEMEADOW, QUARRIER’S VILLAGE 

 

Dear Members, 

Good afternoon and thank you for allowing me to address you here today.  I am John Cooper and I am a 
member of the Kilmacolm Civic Trust, which includes Quarrier’s Village within its remit.  I also live within the 
Grange area of Quarrier’s Village and therefore I know the village well and the Carsemeadow area intimately.   

The Kilmacolm Civic Trust objects to the Gladman Application to build on the Carsemeadow area of Quarrier’s 
Village and we base our objections on the following factors. 
 
First, 
 
HOUSING REQUIREMENT 
 
In its application, Gladman states that Inverclyde Council has got its sums wrong on availability of land on 
which to build; an assertion that runs throughout its application in quite stark terms:  I quote from that 
application –“ Inverclyde Council are failing to maintain a 5‐year effective housing land supply”.   I am sure 
that Inverclyde Council will take a view on this given the fact that it has just gone through the process over 
many months of developing the next iteration of its Local Development Plan.  

Gladman Developments have tried to justify that their proposal to build at least 45 houses in the Green Belt is 
to make up for a shortfall in housing land. However, as we shall show this is an inaccurate assertion.  

The site falls within the joint Inverclyde / Renfrewshire Sub-Housing Market Area. It is separate from 
Inverclyde’s other Housing Market Areas and reflects the special character of the area. 

Residential development in the Renfrewshire Sub-Area has historically been limited but maintained across the 
market area to ensure adequate delivery of housing whilst not undermining or having an adverse 
environmental impact on important countryside and designated Green Belt land. Gladman’s argument 
regarding a lack of deliverable housing land is generalising the position and it applies a blanket approach to the 
whole Inverclyde area without responding to the specific circumstances surrounding Quarrier’s Village and the 
wider Renfrewshire Sub-Area. 

The 2017 Clydeplan Strategic Development Plan or SDP has identified sufficient land to maintain a five-year 
supply within its Spatial Development Strategy, within which is included Inverclyde Council’s portion.   As the 
recent Appeal judgement on Gladman’s application to build at Kilmacolm noted, the Inverclyde 2012-2024 all-
tenure housing land requirement is 3,630 dwellings, of which the private housing land requirement is 2,360 
and the identified land supply for private housing is sufficient for 2,950 dwellings – a surplus of 310. 
As Inverclyde developed its new LDP, Carsemeadow was considered as a possible site on which to build but 
rejected as being unsuitable for the same reasons we shall cover here.  That position has not changed and 
there is no identified requirement for additional land to be made available.   Furthermore, Clydeplan identifies 
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a development corridor which does not include Quarrier’s Village.  As the Reporter’s ruling on Kilmacolm also 
noted, the nearest place within that development corridor is Bishopton which would be a more sustainable 
location for development than is Quarrier’s Village.   Policy 8 (Housing Land Requirement) of Clydeplan 2017 
states that, in addition to identified housing sites, shortfalls in the five-year supply of effective housing land 
should be remedied through the granting of planning permissions for housing developments subject to 
satisfying five criteria. These criteria are that:  
 
• the development will help remedy a shortfall; but as just discussed, we believe there is no shortfall. 
• it will contribute to sustainable development;  
• it will be in keeping with the settlement and the local area;  
• it will not undermine Green Belt objectives; and  
• any required infrastructure is either committed or will be funded by the developer. 
 
As we will show, the application fails on at least four of the five criteria.  First as explained above, there is no 
housing shortfall but even if there was, the application fails against the other criteria mentioned and there 
certainly is no need to build in the green belt. 
Finally, in relation to supply, the Council’s position is that: “any requirement for additional housing land in the 
period to 2029 is a matter for the Local Development Plan examination and, notwithstanding the suitability or 
otherwise of an application site, it would be both inappropriate and premature to prejudice the plan-led 
system by supporting the release of additional housing land at this time”  
 
Turning to 
 
THE PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE GREEN BELT 
 
Within its application, Gladman has made much of the fact that it sees the Carsemeadow development as 
“infill” within the existing built areas of Quarrier’s Village.  That is to miss the point and attempt to ignore or 
by-pass existing planning directives and policies.     Because the site is within the green belt, there is a 
presumption against permission to build unless for small scale development which satisfies RES7 of the LDP – 
this application is not small scale and falls into that of major development.   
ENV 2 of the LDP makes it clear that “development in the green belt will only be considered favourable in 
exceptional or mitigating circumstances.” These policies are contained in Policy 14 of the Proposed Inverclyde 
Local Development Plan 2018. Given the fact that we dispute the need for additional land usage, the Kilmacolm 
Civic Trust believes that no such exceptional or mitigating circumstances exist.   
In relation to the green belt there are very specific guidelines in paragraph 8.15 of Clydeplan 2017 with which 
any development in the greenbelt should comply which are: 
 
• directing planned growth to the most appropriate locations;  
• supporting regeneration;  
• creating and safeguarding identity through place-setting and protecting the separation between 
communities;  
• protecting and enhancing the quality, character, landscape setting and identity of settlements;  
• protecting open space and sustainable access and opportunities for countryside recreation;  
• maintaining the natural role of the environment;  
• supporting the farming economy of the region; and 
 • meeting requirements for the sustainable location of rural industries.  
 
If a development should fail on any of these criteria the application should be refused.  
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Let us now address the specifics of the green belt we have just outlined. 
 
First 
 
CHARACTER OF THE SETTLEMENT, PLACE SETTING AND IDENTITY 
 
Quarrier’s Village is unusual in that it is was built by William Quarrier as an orphanage and children’s home on a 
grand scale.  It was not built with development in mind.  For example, the village was deliberately kept at a 
distance from the TB hospital around which the Grange is built.   The two entrances to the village reflect that 
fact, it was a single-purpose village initially with no regard to commercial or longer-term economic growth; it 
was discreet and sheltered.  The road that runs through the village today hugs the Carsemeadow land and is an 
intimate part of that land.  Entering the village from Bridge of Weir requires a visitor to drive down Torr Road 
which is a very narrow route with choke-points (a point to which I shall return when considering traffic), crest a 
hill and then descend to the village.  Carsemeadow rises up on the left-hand side to a height of several metres 
above Torr Road and thus dominates it. If the land is built upon, the effect in entering or leaving the village will 
be to create a high concrete corridor of houses on the Carsemeadow side, definitively changing the character 
of the settlement.  It would also close the gap between the village and the hospital/Grange area, changing the 
initial design concept of the village and altering the entrance very much for the worst.  The proposal therefore 
does not ensure the Green Belt objectives are achieved in accordance with Policy 14 of the SDP, it does not  
comply with ENV2 of the LDP and it is not in keeping with the settlement and local area as described in Policy 8 
of the SDP, specifically it would not protect or enhance the quality, character, landscape setting and identity of 
the village nor would it safe-guard identity through place setting. 
Furthermore, we note that Gladman’s initial design was to use the other half of Carsemeadow too.  Whereas, 
that may not appear in this application, we believe that Gladman is unlikely not to attempt to utilise the 
undeveloped part of Carsemeadow in the future as part of a second phase.  This reinforces our points on 
character, place-setting and landscape setting. 
 
Next 
 
SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND REGENERATION 
Quarrier’s Village has no inherent employment or industry, apart from that of the Quarrier’s Charity.  The 
creation of at least 45 new homes will not parachute a new work force into the village for the village.  It is 
acknowledged that new residents will contribute to the local economy  and that any actual build will generate 
income in the short term but in the long term there will be no macro beneficial economic effect for Quarrier’s 
Village itself, rather any development will add to the demand on roads and services, for example, the creation 
of 45 new houses will be highly car dependent and introduce up to an additional 90+ vehicles onto the village’s 
narrow roads and access and egress, already difficult, will be further restricted thus it does not meet the 
requirements of Policy TRA2 of the adopted LDP, Policy 10 of the proposed LDP and again Policy 8 of the SDP. 
 
TRAFFIC AND ROAD ACCESS 
The Kilmacolm Civic Trust notes that the Head of Environment and Public Protection has raised no objection in 
principal to the proposed development.  We also note that the applicant’s transport assessment states that 
“Torr Road is around 5m - 5.5m” at Carsemeadow.  This statement is inaccurate. Torr Road is never more than 
4.5m wide alongside the proposed development site and at its narrowest is only 4.1m wide.  These 
measurements are of the road as designated by the white line on the left of the road descending into the 
village and the edge of the kerb on the other side.  The road is only above 5m if the pavement is included and 
we wonder whether the applicant’s traffic consultant inadvertently included the pavement?  Traffic cannot 
pass freely at the narrowest point of the road and one vehicle must give way to an oncoming one, a factor 
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which repeats itself several times back along Torr Road to Bridge of Weir.  Adding 90+ vehicles to the road, all 
of which will need to use Torr Road to enter and exit the village will add to the risk and difficulties on this 
narrow and dangerous road.  
There is a similar issue at the bottom of the hill. The new bridge across the Gotter Water has removed a choke 
point on the crossing itself, but one remains at the junction of Torr Road and Torr Avenue immediately after 
the bridge where vehicles larger than a family car have to give way to one- another.  Only the other day, I 
watched the local bus and a car perform a stately dance at the junction to avoid each other. 
 
 
Furthermore, the proposed access point into Carsemeadow is in a dead-spot in relation to traffic coming down 
the hill.  A dip exists before a short uplift in the road near the Peace Road junction from which an oncoming 
vehicle will not see the access point into the proposed development which would be only 40m away.  Even at 
only 30mph that is a pretty sharp, short distance.  It should be noted for the avoidance of doubt that the road 
at the proposed access point is only 4.5 m wide.  
 
Given all of the above and the inaccuracy of the applicant’s Traffic Assessment, we would hope that Inverclyde 
Council would take another look at the traffic implications of the proposal. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
So, in conclusion, the Kilmacolm Civic Trust objects to the application by Gladman Holdings to build on the 
Carsemeadow site for the following reasons: 
 

• There is sufficient housing supply for the 2017 Clydeplan and Inverclyde LDP.  The applicant’s assertion 
that Inverclyde Council are failing to maintain a five-year effective housing supply is unfounded.  
Clydeplan 2017 and both the existing and emerging LDPs identify sufficient housing supply and also 
identify the optimum locations within which to build via the Spatial Development Strategy and 
development corridor. 

• The proposal is contrary to RES 7 and ENV 2 of the existing LDP, Policy 14 of the 2018 Proposed 
Inverclyde Local Development Plan and large swathes of SDP Policy No 8. 

• The proposal would alter the character of the village and as such does not comply with Policy No 14 of 
the SDP, ENV 2 of the LDP and SDP Policy No 8. 

• The proposal will not add to economic development or regeneration, creating no new employment 
opportunities, it will increase car dependency of the village nor will it contribute to sustainable 
development, again all contrary to SDP Policy No 8. 

• The data and impact on traffic and road safety has been misrepresented by the applicant and needs to 
be re-examined. 
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