Taynuilt Community Council

Notes from Special Public Meeting

on

Proposed Housing Allocation / PDA at Deer Park 

Wednesday 7th February 2007
Meeting prompted by forthcoming Public Local Enquiry to be held probably in August.

The community council has to have their initial submissions into the reporter by the 13th of March 2007. Hence the reason for the meeting as a further fact finding exercises.

Chair
The meeting was chaired by Alan Livingstone (AL) – Taynuilt Community Council (TCC)

Present
Members of TCC present – Peter McCracken / Tom Mclellan / Cathy Reid / Ann Dalgaty
Mr Stan Barton (SB) – Developer

64 members of the public were present

Introduction
AL gave an introduction to the floor, a copy of which is attached to these notes.
Proposed Housing Allocation H-AL5/18
SB gave an overview of the proposed housing development. The proposal was for a 41 house development comprising 36 houses to be built at the south end of the development area immediately behind the present houses at Ichrachan, with 5 plots to be available for self build to the north west of the site and 2 sites available for community use such as development of a children’s nursery. The type of housing is undecided at present – it will depend on the market at time of development. The underlying interest is to make a profit on the housing development.

The housing being proposed at present is low cost / high standard and SB works for a company providing such housing. Access to the housing would be via a new access off the A85 (T) to the north of the present access into Ichrachan, which would be closed.

SB made the point that around ten years ago he had obtained full planning approval for a deer park / visitor centre at Otter Creek, with no requirement to include any housing as part of the development. The planners however suggested that the Deer Park was a better site for a visitor centre which could also incorporate a housing development. The key gain that the planners envisaged was the new development road to service the housing development and the visitor centre, with the closure of the existing road at Ichrachan.
The profit from the proposed housing development will be a useful addition to the funding mechanism for the proposed visitor centre, but is not essential and the housing development is unlikely to be commenced for five years even if the visitor centre was developed now.

A feasibility study has been carried out on the proposed housing development by CP Architects / R A Clements / Peden and a landscape architect. This has shown that the development is financially viable and that it will provide capital for the development of a wildlife park / visitor centre.

When the planners suggested moving the development to the Deer Park SB had proposed a 7 house development along with the visitor centre, the planners had however wanted 71 houses. SB said the final number was still to be determined and will depend on the cost / income equation, particularly in relation to the costs of developing the necessary infrastructure such as the 2 lane access road, lighting etc.

However the proposed housing development and wildlife park / visitor centre are linked – they go together.

Questions and points from the floor
What issues are there with water / sewerage?

SB said that no problems had been identified by Scottish Water, the supplies and pressure being adequate. The proposed new development would take water from a new section of more modern pipe, rather than the Asbestos Cement (AC) main which is currently the week link in the supply network. The sewerage would be piped to the existing treatment works, but if this was not possible they would consider including in the development its own treatment plant. It was noted at a meeting with Scottish Water, that the present sewerage treatment works is designed for circa. 1,100 persons utilising some 270 litres of waste water per day / per person, together with an allowance for an increase in numbers from tourists. It was noted that upgrading of the public water supply system for Taynuilt was currently ongoing and that £900k was being spent on the existing sewerage treatment works to bring it up to meet Shellfish Standards. 
It was noted that the Housing Allocation H-AL5/18 is for 40 houses and that this will be the maximum allowed by the planners. It was also noted that the planners had indicated that they were looking for 75% of these houses to be affordable. The criteria for affordable is confusing – how would this be addressed?
SB said that the feasibility study was based on 50% of the houses being affordable – it is unlikely to be less than that. Housing Associations are presently in the best position to control house prices in relation to affordability and the purchase / rent mechanism, it was likely that the development of affordable housing would be through a Housing Association – probably the West Highland Housing Association.

It was noted that the West Highland Housing Association currently contributes +£10M per year to the area.

It was noted that the housing market changes very quickly and needs to be kept under regular review.

SB restated that the main interest was the wildlife park and visitor centre – the housing development makes the financing of the former easier but the housing development is mainly to finance the new access road and other infrastructure.

Would the location of the proposed new access result in extension of the new 30mph speed restriction zone?

SB considered that it would, together with street lighting and a pavement for pedestrians.

The point was made that the narrow underpass at the railway bridge on the present unclassified public road, was a much more dangerous situation and that the proposed housing development would mean increased traffic using this route.

SB felt that most of the additional traffic would go to Taynuilt via the A85 (T), but the proposed development might give pressure for improvement of the underpass.

Clarification was sought on why the planners had suggested the Deer Park for the development.

SB said that the planners had suggested that it would be a better place and he had come to the same conclusion, with the feasibility study confirming this. The planners said that they would look favourably on the development of 6 to 8 houses, but wanted to include the new access road and because of this they would need to approve more houses.
Argyll & Bute Council had on their own initiative carried out a feasibility study for a new visitor centre in the Oban / Lorne area and the Taynuilt area had been their first choice.

What considerations had the feasibility study addressed in relation to impact on the rest of the village of Taynuilt?

SB said the feasibility study had looked at the impact of the proposed development on services / infrastructure, the school, the surgery, the police etc. The proposed development would also bring wealth generation to the area, and will also bring in new blood to the area.

It was noted that the feasibility study had been carried out some years ago (5) and that since then up to 99 new house developments had either been started or had detailed/ outline planning approval. As such, it was agreed that the feasibility study will need to be reviewed. 
It was noted that the infrastructure of the village needs to be upgraded in any event and that to-date no planning gain had been achieved from any of the current ongoing developments. Argyll & Bute Council had effectively no money to initiate any gains, therefore nothing had happened. For example the underpass under the railway has always been a problem. The traffic through the village is a problem today, yet nothing has been done despite the ongoing development at Achnafearna II. 

It was noted that any development of housing at the Deer Park is likely to take at least 2 years to gain detailed planning approval (2009). SB said it is likely to be 5 years before anything was done.

It was noted that there are two brown field sites located in the area – the old sand & gravel quarry (which has now been reinstated to grassland – SB contested it’s status as a brown field site) and the site of the old Lorne Sawmills and development of these should be considered first before the further loss of good agricultural land. In terms of Argyllshire, the land at Deer Park is good quality agricultural land which is a scarce resource. There are areas of poorer quality agricultural land which could be considered for development. The planners had identified this area because they did not want to be seen to zone croft land, despite having recently approved development of all the land on Brochroy croft.
There will be issues related to creating a cul-de-sac at Ichrachan.

The point was made – does the community want more houses? 
The view was expressed that the community did not want more large scale housing developments and that Taynuilt had done its bit for the area in this regard.

The Proposed Wildlife park & Visitor Centre
The proposal to develop a visitor centre at Otter Creek ten years ago had the support of the council and planners at that time.

SB proposed that the wildlife park & visitor centre at Deer Park would be the finest in Argyllshire. It is likely to employ up to 35 people (13 local people have already indicated that they would like to work at the centre).

The wildlife park & visitor centre will comprise a restaurant, an educational facility & interactive exhibits, live exhibits of various species of deer and bison, a miniature railway, stone features, aerial viewing deck etc.
Access would be vial the same development road for the proposed housing and the facility would be open all year. It was expected that visitor numbers would be in excess of 100,000 per year.

90% of the facility will be grassland and the facility would have its own bio-unit for effluent.

SB estimated that the income generation for the village and surrounding area will be seven figures.

The wildlife park & visitor centre would be the first part of the development and would take a year to complete. For those investing in the wildlife park & visitor centre, the proposed housing development is not essential, but would make the financing easier.
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Special Public Meeting on Proposed Housing Allocation / PDA at Deer Park
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Chairman’s Introduction to the Meeting
Meeting prompted by forthcoming Public Local Enquiry to be held probably in August.

Although the council don’t have to accept the reporters’ decision they have never gone against one.

The community council have to have their initial submissions into the reporter by the 13th of March. Hence the reason for tonight’s meeting as a further fact finding exercise.

Three types of representation can be made:-

1. Written submission

2. Hearing – both parties present their case to the reporter who would then ask them questions.

3. Public Local enquiry session - both parties present their case and are able to cross examine each other as well as the reporter asking questions.

It may be that option three would be best, as it could be important to be able to cross examine evidence put forward by the other party.

The response received by individual objectors was incorrect – there was a number allocation mix up with Achnaferna II by A & B local plans department in Kilmory.

Under the heading “draft summary of officer response” it said

 “Housing Allocation H-AL 5/18 now benefits from planning permission and development is likely to be significantly underway or completed prior to the plan’s adoption.”

The fact is that a planning application has not even been made yet for this site.

This sort of error shows that the council is not infallible hence the need to be able to cross examine.

TCC have the results of a comprehensive survey done in September last year and carried out by the independent company Community Links Scotland.

There was a 50% return rate, giving TCC a very strong mandate on which to base housing policy.

Three questions in survey related specifically to housing

The percentages represent the combined rating people gave, in that out of the five options, they had ranked them in the top three.

Q1
What type of housing do you think is most needed in the Taynuilt area?

Affordable 2/3/4 bed houses


81%

Sheltered housing



67%

Flats / apartments



46%

Croft houses




28%

4/5 bed houses




13%

Q2
What size of future house build areas do you think are required?

Groups of 2-10


67%

Single houses



63%

None




45%

Groups of 10-19


25%

Developments of 20 or more

5%

Q3 
Where would you prefer to see houses developed?

On former industrial sites e.g. sand extraction site or Lorn sawmill

61%

On other less developed areas in Argyll




49%

Infilling gaps between existing houses




47%

On agricultural land near the village





27%

On agricultural land outside the village




26%

It is clear from these results that the vast majority of the community want to see housing developments no larger than 10 houses and that they should consist of a mix of mostly affordable and some sheltered housing.

It is important that the community of Taynuilt are aware that , not including these proposed 40 houses we are discussing tonight, there are already around 99 houses in and around Taynuilt which have either just recently been built, are currently under construction, or have at least outline planning permission. This represents a 33% increase in the size of the village.

Achnaferna II



40      (25 affordable 15 private)
Brochroy



10 private

Old Filling Station



13 final mix unknown

Gap site (off main road beside Fasnakyle)
5 private  
Old Repair Garage Site



5 private

Otter Creek
                             8 private (Some recently built, a few still to be constructed)
Individual private houses or croft houses
 3

Grunachy Site (W. Dawson)


15 private
The main basis of our objection to the housing proposal is that Taynuilt is already doing its share of providing housing, both private and affordable in the Lorn area.

It is very important that the people who come to live in these houses, when they are built, are given the time to properly integrate into village life.

In doing this we are more likely to avoid potential social problems and allow the school and the various clubs and organisations the time to assimilate the newcomers into them.
There are also infrastructure issues, namely, the water supply, which although is being upgraded, there are still concerns with regard to pressure when all these current houses are built. Sewerage – the community council have been told that works to the value of over £900 thousand pounds need to be carried out to bring the plant up to an acceptable standard.

A continuous pavement to the village, a pedestrian bridge across the Nant and a car park in the village to stop congestion, all of these, in the opinion of the community council should have been done before the larger scale developments of Achnaferna II and Brochroy went ahead. Our view is that we are very much playing catch up as it is. 
There is also the question of the loss of good agricultural ground.
In a survey, carried out by consultants ODS for Argyll and Bute Council in August 2005 they identified that there was a need for more affordable housing in the Oban and Lorn area over the next five years.

They split Rural Lorn into five sub areas, namely

South Lorn – (Kilmore,Kilinver,Kilmelford)
Loch Awe

Dalmally

Taynuilt

North Lorn – (Connel, Benderloch, North Connel, Barcaldine)

 A total of 120 affordable houses were put forward as being required, between the areas.

Taynuilt’s quota was 26.

 I quote from the consultants report

“Through West Highland Housing Association’s ongoing development programme, an estimated 25 general needs houses will be provided for social rent in the Taynuilt sub area, however, there are no current plans for development in the other four sub-areas during the next five years”

The bottom line is this, Taynuilt is doing its bit to address affordable housing needs right now in the building of Achnaferna II and the council should be looking at the other four sub areas to do their bit.
It’s not that we’re saying, no, never to any larger scale affordable house development, but to leave us to absorb what’s already on the way and come back and see how things look in 5 to 8 years, at the time of the next Local Plan.
