
 

 

Aubrey Fawcett 
Chief Executive 
Inverclyde Council 
Municipal Buildings 
Clyde Square 
Greenock 
PA15 1LY 

Date: 26 June 2018 

  
  

Dear Aubrey 
 
Local Development Plan 
 
 

I have read the Draft Local Development Plan with interest and offer the following comments in 

response. 

First of all, I appreciate the tremendous effort that goes into this process to get to this stage and 

for that I would like to commend everyone involved. It is certainly no easy task. 

I’m responding with the following two exerts from the ‘Foreward’ in mind: 

 

‘The aim of the Plan is to contribute towards Inverclyde being an attractive and 

inclusive place to live, work, study, visit and invest. It does this through 

encouraging investment and new development, which is sustainably designed and 

located and contributes to the creation of successful places. 

 

The Plan also seeks to make Inverclyde a more sustainable place. It supports low 

carbon infrastructure and seeks to direct development to sustainable locations and 

reduce the need to travel. It also seeks to address the impacts of climate change 

by reducing the risk of flooding. 

 

Section 1.2 of the Introduction and the subsequent Figure 1 provide a clear narrative for the 

direction that aims to be taken. I support it. 

 



 

Figure 3 on page 7 is crucially important in attempting to provide a wide ranging narrative of 

opportunities for Inverclyde. I particularly commend:  

 Make the most of important views 

 Where appropriate, ensure buildings and spaces can be adopted for a range of uses 

 Avoid creating buildings or spaces that will become neglected or obsolete 

 Be well connected, with good path links to the wider path network, public transport nodes 
and neighbouring developments, and 

 Minimise the impact of traffic and parking on the street scene 
 

I agree with the ambitious programme in Section 3.7 on page 8 as this follows Scottish 

Government policy in new house building.  

 

I agree with a large number of Policy areas including Policy 4, Policy 5, Policy 6, Policy 8 and 

Policy 9 in particular. 

 

Sections 5.5 and 5.6 (both page 14) and the discussion regarding sustainable travel is important 

for any future developments and in attempting to address this. Section 5.7 (pg. 15) highlights the 

‘high level impact appraisal’ along the A78 that was undertaken. I am not convinced that the 

building of 670 private units at the Inverkip Power Station site, the 420 private units at Spango 

Valley and the 200 private units at the former Ravenscraig Hospital site will provide for an ease 

of sustainable travel.  

 

Furthermore, I am not convinced that a ‘high level impact appraisal’ is of substantial detail to 

determine this potential future development. Cllr. Chris Curley and myself recently (18th June 

2018) met with a representative of Transport Scotland to discuss our local trunk road network, 

flooding and the often suggested Inverclyde by-pass options. Needless to say this ‘high level 

impact appraisal’ was important in the discussions. I therefore recommend that a detailed 

transport impact appraisal is commissioned for the A78 in order to have a greater appreciation 

of the impact the suggested quantity of new homes will bring for Inverclyde.  

 

I recently undertook a survey of 7,000 constituents, (1,000 per council ward) in relation to the 

local trunk road network (A78 and A8). The response from my constituents was overwhelming 

(77.2%) who claimed that they didn’t believe the trunk roads would cope with the extra load from 

new housing. You can read the results of the survey here - 

https://stuartmcmillansnp.wordpress.com/2018/05/04/unhappy-motorists-express-transport-

scotland-concerns-via-local-msps-survey/ 

 

 

 



 

Proposed development at Inverkip / Spango Valley  

 

670 new houses planned plus retail plus amenities but no new primary school, no petrol station, 

no increased capacity for car parking or rail services at Wemyss Bay or Inverkip Station (or even 

Gourock station) highlights a complete lack of vision. A development on this scale would bring a 

vast amount of additional traffic on the road, creating more congestion and increasing air 

pollution. Without sustainable and appropriate transport and community links this would risk 

creating a satellite outpost of Inverkip that can only connect to the rest of Inverclyde by car.  

 

I fear for the Inverclyde economy if this number of homes are built without a meaningful step 

change in rail services, including increased and better timetabled services especially from 

Wemyss Bay, increased car parking and a dedicated park and ride space for access to rail 

services, increased bus services, more connectivity for walking and cycling; in short the creation 

of a coherent public transport system to reinvigorate Inverclyde.  

 

Spango Valley: principally a commercial space, will allow for housing, no more than 50%.  I 

would like to see a park and ride facility be introduced at the Spango Valley site to help provide 

the transport node as mentioned in this plan which would utilise a new timetable and increased 

services from IBM Halt. This would importantly also create the potential for more local bus 

journeys into Greenock and Gourock to cover the A78.  

 

If there is a serious attempt to get people from their cars and onto public transport and also on 

to active travel, both Spango Valley and the Inverkip Power Station sites need to be better 

connected and not a bolt on. Failing that, the Inverclyde economy will suffer. 

 

All that said, my preference is that the Inverkip Power Station site is used for a different purpose 

which would support employment and provide investment opportunities in Inverclyde. The scale 

and size of the site could lend itself to, for example, a Marine Tourism based Holiday Park. 

This would provide an additional tourism opportunity, provide much needed additional hotel 

accommodation and leisure facilities and help with both a local supply chain and employment 

and training opportunities. In addition, there need not be extra congestion on the A78 at peak 

times thus assisting the Inverclyde commuter and economy. 

 

With Kip Marina next door and both the Wemyss Bay and Cloch Holiday parks in close proximity, 

the Power Station site could greatly enhance Inverclyde’s tourism offer instead of housing which 

will close the site off forever. 

 

 



 

The site could also be considered for a film studio. Evidence provided to the Scottish 

Parliament’s Culture, Tourism Europe and External Relations Committee (CTEER), of which I 

am a Member, during our recent Screen Sector inquiry, indicated the opportunity for a new film 

studio in Scotland. A private developer is already looking and in discussions with officials on this 

matter. Could the Power Station site provide that location, the privacy required and the 

connectivity to other filming locations in close proximity but crucially with Inverclyde as the hub? 

I believe Inverclyde should have that ambition. 

 

I have been in regular contact with Riverside Inverclyde on the matter of a film studio. There is 

a growing demand for filming in Scotland as well as additional investment going into screen 

production in Scotland from both the Scottish Government and the BBC. Therefore, we should 

be ambitious and pitch for this opportunity. 

 

Notwithstanding the power station site as a suggestion for a film studio, could Spango Valley be 

considered or elsewhere locally? 

 

Port and dock facilities and development 

 

Section 5.10 is welcome and with continued investment from the Scottish Government this will 

only increase. Inverclyde already has 93% broadband coverage. 

 

I agree with Sections 9.1, 9.3, 9.4, 9.5, 9.6, 9.7 and 9.8. Section 9.7 however begs the question 

that in Policy 25 it states: 

 

‘Port, harbour and dock facilities will be safeguarded from development that would 

adversely impact on their existing or potential maritime related use, except where 

the area has been identified for alternative uses by this Plan or associated 

Supplementary Guidance.’ 

 

How can the building of 240 private units (R33) at Victoria/East India Harbour contribute to 

safeguarding the facilities? Surely, this amount of private units will actually close off this harbour 

location for the Inverclyde public? It transforms public space into private space without 

community assent. Furthermore, surely this also is in contradiction to making the most of the 

important view (Figure 3)? This proposal would create a “tunnel” effect from Greenock Police 

Station all the way to the EE building, a most unwelcome prospect. This is the opposite of the 

findings of the Greenock Charette which ran a few years ago, which stressed that the best thing 

for a healthy, sustainable and potentially GROWING town would be to open up ways between 

the water and the centre, finding ways for people to get from the water into the train station, bus 

station and the college I am wholeheartedly against this development proposal.  



 

 

I am saddened that this prime waterfront space is not being considered in the same realm as a 

development opportunity like Dundee, a city which has revitalised because of ambitious and, 

crucially, coherent and community consented waterfront re-imagination. This space may be 

privately owned however it feels as if it belongs to all of us, it should not be for private sale to 

some of us when it impacts the entire town.  

 

The three city deal projects. I very much welcome the first two, the Inverkip roundabout and the 

Ocean Terminal visitor centre. However, I would point out there are concerns about the location 

of this as traders on West Blackhall Street believe that passengers from the cruise ships will no 

longer access West Blackhall Street from the Grey Place entrance, leading to a loss in passing 

trade. I think this must be looked at before progressing any plans for streetscaping on West 

Blackhall Street and improving pedestrian routes from the new visitor centre location to Cathcart 

Square.    

 

I do have real concerns about the viability of the third project at Inchgreen. Inchgreen needs to 

be brought back in to use urgently and needs to be a hub for industry in Inverclyde. Further, 

Inchgreen Drydock is not just of local but of national importance and we cannot overlook this 

massive facility with a rebuild value surely in the multi-million pounds’ bracket. Inchgreen, the 

Drydock and the wider site need to be front and centre as we look towards the future of industry 

on the Clyde.  

 

Tourism  

 

Section 9.8 provides warm words regarding tourism but I have read little in terms of how an 

increase in tourism activity will be driven forward. I stress at this point, that tourism is not the 

sole responsibility of Inverclyde Council, indeed as the Scottish Tourism Alliance and many 

others continually state; ‘Tourism is Everybody’s Business’ Nonetheless, I have read little in this 

document to suggest there is any clear narrative as to how to grow the tourism offer resulting in 

a growing of the local economy and thus more employment opportunities. 

 

Flood prevention 

 

I welcome Section 10.7. 

 

I welcome Sections 11.12, 11.13, 11.15, 11.16, 11.25 and 11.29. Since first being elected to the 

Scottish Parliament in 2007, I have campaigned for better flood prevention measures. As a 

young boy growing up in Port Glasgow I can still remember the flooding scenes at key pinch 



 

points including Newark roundabout outside of Ferguson shipyard and now demolished St. 

Mary’s Church in Port Glasgow and A8 at Cappielow. I welcome the substantial investment to 

date from both Inverclyde Council and the Scottish Government to try and deal with these issues. 

I also welcome the current water catchment study currently being led by Scottish Water to 

establish exactly the infrastructure, and its condition in Inverclyde. I do wonder though, what the 

reduced cost of this work would have been had attempts at addressing the flooding problems 

been started long before a the re-convening of the Scottish Parliament in 1999? 

 

Section 11.25 and the increased active travel proposition is something I’m sure many people 

would particularly endorse.  I fail to see how congesting the A78 actually helps deliver this. 

 

Housing 

 

I have mentioned a few sites already but I offer the following regarding other proposals for new 

housing. Much of what is being suggested provides a degree of common sense with small 

numbers in developments being suggested. They may be in agreement with the Scottish 

Government’s policy objective regarding house building in this parliamentary session. 

 

Nonetheless, it does look like housing is proposed to be built on any spare bit of land. I am 

concerned at the proposals for 110 private homes on Kirn Drive. That road is already extremely 

busy, with schools at each end and with the development currently under construction, I cannot 

see how these additional homes will benefit an already congested area. It is slightly galling that 

this development is proposed when no additional capacity has been put in place for traffic flow 

within and throughout Gourock for developments that have already happened, at Kirn Gardens 

or the Gantock flats, or the new development at Gourock Golf Club of 32 units.  

 

Victoria Road, Golf Road, Kirn Drive, Ailsa Road, Bute Street, Iona Crescent are almost 

impassable at times, while Cowal View and Divert Road are congested during the day and speed 

traps at night. I would urge that the Council spend some time in conversation with residents and 

carry out proper investigations into the traffic capacity of surrounding streets before 

considering this proposal.  Again, I want to clearly state that with no petrol station and no spare 

capacity at the car park at Gourock Railway Station, adding housing to Gourock is pushing the 

boundaries of what could be considered responsible urban development.   

 

I believe the proposal for 200 private homes in the Port Glasgow Industrial Estate could actually 

be beneficial in turning some brownfield sites into something positive. If it does progress, it must 

do so with no negative impact upon the working industrial estate. Furthermore, safety must be a 

priority as new homes will invariably be home to children. Traffic measures could make the 

industrial estate safer for all concerned.  



 

 

I am not convinced the Clune Park saga will be completed any time soon so offer no further 

comments on the proposed 120 units. 

 

I welcome Woodhall phases 4 and 5 (140 units).  

 

I welcome, with concerns, the 135 units for the James Watt Dock (East) proposal. I have 

previously raised my thoughts on this directly with River Clyde Homes (RCH). 

 

I am not convinced the 900 units at the JWD/Garvel Island will happen in the near future. This 

clearly was part of the Urban Regeneration Company (URC) proposition from 2007 onwards but 

the economy turned as a result of the financial crash. I believe the URC have been doing an 

excellent job in recent years and I welcome their positive and growing contribution to the local 

economy.  

 

I would urge Inverclyde Council to involve the NHS at an early stage in any discussions about 

future housing developments to assist future planning of health services. I would also expect 

that within the Council there are clear, early discussions about school capacity and school 

transport plans which should be taken into account when future developments are considered.  

 

Trees  

 

I note from page 2 of the consultation document that there is to be future guidance, Development 

Affecting Trees. I would welcome a “common sense” approach to trees and development 

particularly when views of the river or open views are affected by trees which fall under tree 

preservation orders or which are in conservation zones. My office is regularly contacted by 

constituents who are upset and frustrated that trees are obscuring an open outlook from 

properties which previously enjoyed views of the river.  

 

These views are world-class, offer a sense of wellbeing and offer residents much in the way of 

natural beauty. The determination of the Council to give priority to trees over outlook within the 

planning system should be re-examined and I would, given the volume of correspondence I 

receive on this issue, welcome the opportunity to contribute to that.     

 

 

 



 

Conclusion 

 

Inverclyde is a great place to live and it has many amenities for young, old and everyone in 

between. This plan could be a driver to make Inverclyde an even more desirable location to live, 

work, play and invest, but not without considerable amendments. I hope my submission can help 

make Inverclyde the place we all want to see it become. 

 

Yours sincerely 
 

 
Stuart McMillan MSP 
 


