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Special Meeting of Kilmaronock Community Council held on 8 August 2016 at 7.30pm 

 

Planning Application 2016/0126/DET 

 

 

Present:  Gavin Maclellan(GM) Chair, Neil MacGregor(NM), Bob Shand(BS) Fiona 

Wyllie(FW) 

 

Apologies:  Celia Burn(CB) Marjory Greig(MG) 

 

GM opened the meeting called to allow the public to hear and see a presentation by 

James(JM) and Emily Morrison(EM) of High Wards on their planning application to 

have café and shop built along with associated parking area, erection of 2 tourist 

accommodation units with swimming pool and leisure buildings, manager 

accommodation unit, access road and footpath network, installation of bird hide, external 

play area and associated toilet facility and landscaping. 

Subsequent to the applicants’ presentation, local objectors would be allowed to present 

their case, following which questions would be allowed from the floor and thereafter a 

vote would be taken on whether to support or oppose the application. 

 

Applicants presentation:  Emily Morrison commenced by giving a brief history of the 

family’s tenure at the Wards initially with only one property being let out and thereafter 

moving on to a high quality wedding event with marquee having 6 events per annum. 

The business was self promotional but because of its success more accommodation was 

required as insufficient capacity meant that prospective business was having to be turned 

away from the KCC area. 

She gave the main reasons for the development  as: 

(i) guests sought walking facilities therefore it was felt that the creation of 

walkways and bird hide would fulfil that requirement 

(ii) guests required catering facilities on site and this would entail using locally 

supplied produce from for example McKechnies at France Farm 

(iii) a children’s play area with eco friendly equipment and also swimming pool 

(iv) the opening up of the top wood with toilet facility 

 

Whilst the bulk of the winter booking were at weekends, the applicants wished to open 

the facilities to locals to use but not to the detriment of guests. 

The benefit to the local economy would be the creation of jobs with an extra 20 people 

required who would be paid in excess of the minimum wage 
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In addition local companies such as McKechnies and Carrs Coaches would benefit.  This 

year benefit to the local economy is stated to have been in excess of £100,000 this year. 

 

Opponents presentation:  Mrs Janet Macdonald from Leigh Raws, a neighbouring 

property commented on the following points 

(i) There was selective quoting of Schedule 5 of the LLTNP Plan which stresses 

the need for a national tourism asset.  Mrs Macdonald did not consider this to 

be compliant with this objective 

(ii) No business plan was provided by the applicants with some matters dealt by 

retrospective applications hence the commercial validity could not be 

reviewed 

(iii) Difficulties with the applicants currently complying with present restrictions 

resulting in noise and light pollution, all detrimental to wildlife, this would be 

worse under this proposal 

(iv) The Local Plan is quite clear about preserving the local character of the area 

(v) In relation to the site plan much is said about a new entrance but it is not on 

the site plan. The A811 is a busy road and has a history of accidents near the 

site and the sight lines are restricted/minimal. 

(vi) Management of wildlife does not appear in the plan 

(vii) Tourist accommodation is not sited near the applicants property but is close to 

that of neighbours and next to an area of outstanding natural beauty.  Lots of 

wildlife use the field where the accommodation will be built and that habitat 

should be protected. In addition the housing is detrimental to the Macdonald 

property which is over 200 years old and which they have strived to maintain 

the character of that property. A mock up visual of the elevation with the new 

building as seen from Laigh Raws was available. The objectors summarised 

saying that the environment was being compromised by this development as 

well as their own amenity.   

 

Questions from KCC 

GM opened the question session by noting that the SEPA report was woefully inadequate 

for the proposed project since it only concentrated on the flooding issue. The proposers 

had added that the population equivalent would be over 100 at certain times with 2 

swimming pools, catering and transport movement. Specifically, there was no detail 

concerning pollution control, surface run off, final effluent discharge, nutrient impact to 

surface waters, hydrocarbon spillage, swimming pool discharge, impact on SSI ponds, 

impact on Endrick Fisheries, impact on water catchment for extraction under SEPA 

responsibility. Consultation with Loch Lomond Angling Association and the Riparian 

Owners Association was not provided. GM indicated that there were a number of issues 

not yet considered but would be necessary to demonstrate due diligence.  

NM for the absent CB wished the following clarified 

What demand is there for 2 additional properties – EM replied that the 2 letting agencies 

which they used has shown a demand for the accommodation 

How many parties have been turned away in the past 12 months – EM that some £55000 

worth of business had been lost and some of that had been lost to places outwith the KCC 

area 



Occupancy levels of the Wards over the past 2 years – EM replied that occupancy level 

was at 85-90% 

Is there a high demand for 2 very similar properties that could operate independently of 

the Wards and still in conjunction with it – EM advised that they had begun with the 

single cottage but there was a demand for luxury accommodation 

FW noted that th4e development was a business but recently a plane for 25 chalets not far 

from the applicants’ site had been  turned down though this decision was the subject of an 

appeal 

 

GM the opened the meeting to questions from the floor: 

 

The applicants were asked if Outline Planning permission had been sought from NP – JM 

replied that none had been sought as the applicants had been in consultation with NP over 

a 20 month period. 

Another issue raised was the entrance to the café from the old school entrance and higher 

traffic load – the applicants noted that the new entrance complied with sight lines.  

However, as yet, no report had been issued by WDC Roads though it is to be sought prior 

to any decision being made. 

More comments were made on the noise and light pollution with some residents 

complaining about the noise of fireworks.  EM denied any use of fireworks within the 

complex. 

The business model was questioned over the number of vacant weeks in the calendar – 

JM disputed the figures but said that this year had seen a local spend on items such as 

solar panels and building construction amounting to £100,000 

Other questions were raised over the use of the café etc by local people.  EM responded 

that in quiet periods local people were welcome to use the facilities when not used by his 

clients but could not say how this would be managed at this time.  

One resident spoke up in favour of the development as a welcome development and 

addition to the community although noting that the position of House 1 could have been 

better since it was impacting on neighbours. 

The owners of Laigh Raws agreed with the siting of House 1 spoiling the view.   

GM raised the question of the possibility of moving the houses.  JM responded that the 

NP decided the location of the houses and desire for clusters. 

It was noted that neither RSPB nor Wardshill had received neighbour notification though 

RSPB would make further checks to clarify  

The question of  Section 75 agreements was raised.  Mike Hyde, on behalf of the 

proposer, replied in this instance that such agreements could be removed/reviewed by 

application to the planning authority and were not permanent 

 

There being no further questions GM closed the session and moved that the meeting vote 

on the application.  The results were 

From the floor: 

Abstentions                               0 

Those in favour                         5 

Those against                           28 

 



From KCC 

Abstentions                               1 

Those in favour                         0 

Those against                            5 

 

There being no further business, the meeting was closed at 20.56 with GM thanking all 

those who had attended. 


