
Kingsbarns Community Council

FORMAL OBJECTION TO PLANNING 
APPLICATION 14/01626/FULL

The Kingsbarns Community Council (KCC) met in a public meeting on May
12th to consider the Planning Application 14/01626/Full. and have had further
discussions to finalise their response. The public meeting was attended by 40
residents of the village and unanimously instructed me as Chairman to object
to this planning application.

Background.

The  present  planning  application  represents  the  Phase  II  of  the  housing
development ‘program’ envisaged by the landowner, the Cambo Estate and
constructed by Ogilvie Developers. It is necessary in understanding some of
the basis for our objections to this planning application to be aware of: the
history of this building ‘program’; the comments and conditions laid down by
the  Reporter  (which  apply  to  all  housing  on  the  Kingsbarns  sites,  and
therefore  to  this  application);  and  for  Fife  Council  to  be  informed  by  our
assessment of the impact of the Phase I build now in construction and near
completion.  The  Phase  I  build  had  the  Reference  10/00873/FULL.  The
Community  Council’s  objection  to  the  current  planning  application
14/01626/FULL is based on the following evidence:

1.  The  proposed  development  is  counter  to  the  democratically
expressed wishes of the residents of the village of Kingsbarns. 

The surveys undertaken of residents, and votes cast in public meetings over
the last five years show clearly that there is only support for a maximum of 13-
18  houses,  with  the  inclusion  of  affordable  and  rental  housing,  as  being
reasonable and proportionate to the size of the village, and which represents
our village’s contribution to housing need in Fife. Phase I has already added
22 houses to the village. There is no support for a Phase II. Phase II has 21
houses planned and we also know that there are discussions on a Phase III
for probably the same number c.22. The community is firmly opposed to this
development. 

2. The cumulative effect of successive planning applications, of which
this 14/01626/Full is the second, puts in place a rolling program of at
least  66  houses,  in  effect  a  building  and  urbanisation  program,  the
impact  of  which  has  not  been  adequately  assessed,  and  which  is
disproportionate to the size of the village.

Fife Council are in effect being asked in successive planning applications (of
which this is the second) to endorse a cumulative major house building and
consequent  urbanisation  program  in  a  small  conservation  village.  This  is
being  pressed  for  by  the  landowner  and  developer  without  sufficient



examination of the impact and consequences even of the Phase I houses now
being built.  These impacts are detailed below. Local democratic processes
and the Fife Council position was against the initial development. This was
overturned against our wishes by the Reporter in Edinburgh. The conditions
that  the  Reporter  required  of  the  developer  and  landowner  are  that  here
should be adequate drainage and sewage systems to service the houses and
that there should be a public benefit. It is not clear that these conditions have
been met by the first phase of 21 houses and these disbenefits will be further
accentuated  by  the  granting  of  this  planning  application  which  should  be
rejected on these grounds. We assert that it is unreasonable to proceed with
further housing development when the evidence from the existing new build is
that there are a raft  of significant problems, impacts and disbenefits which
have been created, which have not been assessed, and should be before the
granting of  this  current  application since the effects  of  further  building will
simply  amplify  and  increase  the  problems.  The  Kingsbarns  Community
Council, in representing the residents of Kingsbarns. consider that these are
good reasons for Fife Council to reject the current planning application.  

3.  There  are  significant  problems  created  and  exacerbated  by  this
planning  application’s  proposals  in  the  following  areas:  Drainage;
Sewage disposal; traffic pollution; road safety; proportionality; housing
type and need; village character; required public benefits; and the costs
and maintenance of public spaces. 

3a. DRAINAGE: The field in which Phase I has been built was historically
subject  to regular  significant  flooding.  The drainage  system that  has been
required by the Reporter  (Ref:  CIRIA C697, The SUDS Manual) for these
initial 22 houses is untested. So firstly, Fife Council should refuse the planning
application for more houses until evidence is provided that this system can
cope  with  the  drainage  from  these  houses  (see  our  proposal  for  an
independent impact survey below) before agreeing further building. Secondly
Fife Council should consider that even if the current drainage system deals
with the water from Phase I it also has to deal with the drainage from Phase II,
which has more then twice the number of houses, and which has no extra
capacity  for  drainage  in  its  plans.  We  know  that  the  current  planning
application has no more provision for drainage than that already in place, and
untested,  for  the  first  22  houses  from  the  evidence  on  Surface  Water in
Drawing  No.  3768-SD-D-100 submitted  to  Fife  Council  in  the  current
application.   It  is  our  contention  that  it  would  be  reasonable  for  Fife
Council to assess the effectiveness of the drainage system in Phase I
before agreeing to the doubling of the housing development, and this is
a pressing reason to reject the planning application.

3b. SEWAGE: The conditions above for drainage provision also apply here.
No extra capacity has been made in the treatment works to deal with even
Phase I. Though some enhancement of the treatment system’s capacity is in
the capital plan by Scottish Water it will not be ready for the opening of Phase
I  nor  have the  capacity  to  deal  with  double  the number of  houses  in  the
proposed for Phase II, the current planning application. Many living near the
treatment plant have experienced the smell that lack of capacity creates. The



treatment works is also currently having to deal with the unforeseen effects of
extra toilet facilities installed for camping at Cambo Estate. As above there is
no new provision for sewage in Phase II and it  will  simply link up with the
existing infrastructure through the Phase I houses currently being built. This
infrastructure is under considerable strain and was never constructed to deal
with such a disproportionate expansion of houses. The lack of capacity for
appropriate  disposal of  foul  drainage for  the houses in this planning
application is a reason to reject it.

3c.  TRAFFIC,  POLLUTION  AND  THE  SAFETY  OF  STATION  RD.
JUNCTION.

There are 44 parking spaces in Phase I, estimates are that there will be on
average 1.5 cars per household. Phase II will double this impact. This could
produce  a  possible  increase  of  66  vehicles  using  the  junction.  Many
comments were made at the KCC on the narrowness of this junction.  There
are sufficient concerns about safety at the new and untested Station Rd
junction with Main St to undertake and impact assessment of the current
building and to reject further expansion and traffic flow until the effects
of this  first build has been assessed.

3d. PROPORTIONALITY, VILLAGE CHARACTER, AND PUBLIC BENEFIT.

A Housing development of more than 15-20 houses is regarded by residents
as disproportionate to the size and character of the village. We now also have
the disbenefit of losing our open view from the Square and no sight-lines to
the hills  have been preserved by the developers. We now face a block of
uninspiring houses, and a wall (however well built) that prevents a view of the
so-called ‘Village Green’.  The ‘Village Green’ provides no public benefit  as
proposed as a justification of Phase I by the Reporter and was not requested
by residents – we already had a beautiful green field to look at. The ‘benefit’ to
the school in having a grass area to use within the ‘Village Green’ is not in any
way attributable as a ‘benefit’ to the housing development since it was agreed
and offered by the landowner many years before the planning permission for
the houses was granted. No public benefit has accrued to the village as a
result of the existing build as required by the Reporter and there is no
evidence that the planning application being considered here will create
any public benefit and these are sound reasons for Fife Council to reject
it as non-compliant with the Reporters requirements which apply to all
sites  in  this  area  of  Kingsbarns. The  Kingsbarns  Community  Council
asserts its right to express what ‘public benefit’ is in this regard, and this claim
is endorsed by advice provided to local Cllrs. by Fife Council legal dept. 

3e.COSTS AND UPKEEP OF THE ‘VILLAGE GREEN’

There is no confidence that the arrangements for the ownership, maintenance
and costs of the ‘Village Green’ now being put in place for the existing build
(as  required  by  the  Reporter)  by  the  landowner  and  developer  will  be
effective.  These faulty and divisive maintenance arrangements, supposedly
designed to protect the ‘public benefit’ impact of the development, and which



perversely  require  private  individuals,  the  new residents,  to  fund  a  public
utility,  are  being replicated  in  the  conditions  of  residence  on  the  planning
application for the new houses. We suspect that the new residents of both the
developments will resent and oppose the payment of fees to an absent factor
for the upkeep of the public spaces including the ‘Village Green’, and that as a
result it will not be adequately managed (problems of litter and fouling) and
we, the local community, will be left to sort out the problems. The persistence
of  more  house  building  compounds  the  public  disbenefit  already
created  by  the  existing  build,  creates  a  disbenefit  in  the  costs  and
maintenance of the ‘village green’ and is a good reason for Fife to reject
the planning application for more houses. 

3f. VACANT PROPERTIES 

The  housing  development  is  an  undesirable,  subtle,  form  of  social
engineering,  we  expect  that  many of  these dwellings  will  become ‘holiday
homes’ and a  significant  number be vacant  for  long periods  of  time.  It  is
unclear that the development of this kind of executive housing and second
homes in the planning application will meet to any degree the ‘housing need’
in Fife,  and we are certainly taking our proportion of  such need in the 21
houses  already  built.  These  are  sound  reasons  for  rejecting  the  planning
application.

3e. TRANSPARENCY, TRUST and DEMOCRACY.
Before Phase I we were led to believe that there would be tree screening for
the development to the west of the site. These trees have disappeared from
the  current  plan.  The  trees  reappear  on  the  sales  leaflet  to  prospective
buyers, yet the leaflet is subject to disclaimers. We also now know that there
are active discussions going on between the landowner Cambo Estate, and
Ogilvie the developer on a Phase III development. We now know that what
was thought to be a modest housing development with some affordable/rental
housing will  now be a  rolling program of  urbanisation of  66+ houses  and
include  from  now  on  mostly  executive  homes  for  profitable  sale.  This
significantly larger development site extends beyond the village boundary (as
defined in the local plan) and quite a few of the significantly larger houses,
therefore lie within the open countryside.  Those outlying large houses will be
seen from the west, and from the main road, coming in from St Andrews.  The
reporter had concerns about the extent to which this development could be
seen from these vantage points. 

4. A moratorium on house building in the village of Kingsbarns should
be  established  by  Fife  Council  by  the  rejection  of  this  planning
application. Any further applications in this regard should be supported
by an independent survey of the impacts on the quality of life (public
benefit) and the environment of the village by evaluating the impact of
the current build of 22 houses.

We propose firstly the rejection of this Phase II planning application to create
a moratorium on house building so that secondly, an independent scientific
study be carried out over the next 3 years on the impact of phase I housing on



the  village  and  the  compliance  by  the  developer  with  the  Reporter’s
conditions. The findings of this study will then inform Fife Council’s response
to any future planning application. It is unreasonable, given the evidence from
the first phase of building and the likely amplification of these problems by the
granting of this current planning application on the quality of life in the village
and on our environment (which have not been adequately assessed), for Fife
Council  to  agree  to  the  current  planning  application.  The  above  detailed
topics, which are the basis of our objection, all show the prospective impacts
– created precisely by the granting of planning permission of the first phase of
22 houses – which will be made considerably worse by the next phase of
building. In rejecting the planning application Fife Council will be attending to
the  evidence  of  problems  created  by  the  previous  granting  of  planning
permission. We are in a position in which we have had an ‘experiment’ placed
upon the village. It is reasonable and rational therefore for the reasons behind
our objections given here, to reject the planning application and scientifically
assess  the progress of  this  major  and  disproportionate  intervention in  the
quality  and  character  of  our  village  life.  We  believe  that  local  wishes,
democracy, and common sense should convince Fife Council and indeed the
Reporter of the wisdom of this approach.   

Resident of Kingsbarns consider that they are being ‘taken for a ride’. If local
democracy means anything then our objections to Phase II and to III should
be  given  serious  consideration  and  the  moratorium  and  impact  studies
proposed  here  must  be  supported  and  listened  to  by  Fife  Council  and
ultimately the Reporter. The first step in establishing an environment in which
these  matters  can  be  considered  is  the  rejection  of  the  current  planning
application.

Dr. H.Lloyd-Richards
Chair
Kingsbarns Community Council.
15/5/14 


