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Hi , thanks for your time yesterday. Following on from that discussion I attach a copy of the
report to 4/12 Committee in which officers recommend that THC objects to the application.
 
A brief summary of the issues:
 

Insufficient information on landscaping proposal for visual impact noting adjacent
forestry is to be felled – the last I spoke to  the landscape officer’s feedback
was outstanding and we haven’t had the opportunity to address this point;
Failure to demonstrate adequate biodiversity enhancements as required by NPF4
Policy 3b – we’d been previously advised of this position and provided additional
information/responded to the comments in a submission on 19 November. I’m
unclear whether that submission has been deemed insufficient, or whether it hasn’t
been reviewed
Further information on management of fire risk requested – we’d helpfully been
advised by  that this is a concern to Committee with regard to BESS
developments in general. Again on 19 Nov we submitted an Outline Battery Storage
Safety Management Plan and again I’m unclear whether that submission has been
deemed insufficient, or whether it hasn’t been reviewed
Further information requested demonstrate how the proposal is consistent with The
Council’s recently adopted Social Values Charter – this was the first I’d heard of
this, it was adopted by THC in the summer, several months after we submitted, and
hadn’t been raised during any previous discussions. From an initial review, much of
the SVC relates to community benefit and associated points, none of which are
planning matters

 
I note THC is retaining the option withdraw objection if we can address these points, hence my
interpretation of this as a “holding” objection. If given the opportunity I’m entirely confident we
can address these points and indeed in a couple of cases, may have done so already.
 
As discussed, our preference would be that THC is provided some additional time to finalise a more
proportionate response, and that the item be withdrawn from the agenda for consideration at a
later Committee. Given reporting deadlines and the imminent festive break, I expect that will
require a couple of months. I think this would preferable all round, rather than THC objecting and
then having to reconsider at a later date.
 
Any assistance you can provide would be appreciated and as discussed, I’m more than happy to join
a call with yourself and  if that would help agree an approach.
 
Regards,

 
 

 MRTPI, Director
 
signature_1959774365

    
 

  
  

 

  
  

 

  
  

 

  
  

 

  
   

     

     

Redacted R11(2) of the 
EIRs

Redacted R11(2) of the 
EIRs

Redacted 
R11(2) of the 

EIRs

Redacted 
R11(2) of the 

EIRs

Redacted 
R11(2) of 
the EIRs

Redacted 
R11(2) of 
the EIRs

Redacted 
R11(2) of the 

EIRs

Redacted R11(2) of the EIRs

Redacted R6(1)b of the EIRs







Following on from the granted extension by the ECU and the deferral at NPAC earlier
this month, please see the points detailed below which require to be addressed in
relation to application 24/02621/S36:
 

In accordance with Policy 5 of the NPF4 and the consultation response received
from SEPA, detailed upon the ECU website, the application site is partially located
within a Class 5 designation on the Carbon and Peatland Map Scotland 2016.
Class 5 notes that, soil information takes precedence over vegetation data. No
peatland habitat recorded. May also include areas of bare soil. Soils are carbon-
rich and deep peat. SEPA state that peat soils surround the site, and it is likely
that this area was once peatland prior to agricultural enhancements, highlight that
Policy 5 of the National Planning Framework 4 includes development proposals
on carbon rich soils, which this proposal would likely fall under. We would
therefore direct the applicant to adopt the good practice mitigation outlined in our
standing advice on “Development on peat”, which will also be relevant to carbon
rich soil. We would welcome the determining authority to pursue proposals to
enhance biodiversity and provide compensation for impacts to carbon rich soils
(both historical and proposed). Therefore, in accordance with Policy 5d of the
NPF4, we request the provision of a detailed site specific assessment to identify:
i. the baseline depth, habitat condition, quality and stability of carbon rich soils; ii.
the likely effects of the development on peatland, including on soil disturbance;
and iii. the likely net effects of the development on climate emissions and loss of
carbon.
 

In accordance with Transport Planning and Transport Scotland consultation
responses, matters require to be addressed regarding; abnormal loads, detailed
access drawings, emergency access (NFCC guidance). Response attached for
reference.  The submitted layout does not appear to make allowance for a
secondary vehicular access as is promoted by NFCC. On line with their guidance
we would seek an amended layout which incorporates this.

 
In accordance with the councils Development Plans consultation response, the
application is required to set out site selection process and in particular why no
other more suitable sites in planning terms have been discounted, such as
brownfield land.
 

As noted by the councils Forestry Officer, the development in terms of landscape
screening consists of only small scale planting, as demonstrated by the proposed
planting along the public road boundary. Following review of the submitted
visualisations it is noted that the development has the potential to still stick out
following growth of any proposed planting, and it is requested that this is
considered, which an increase in screening provided. Furthermore, as explained
upon a call last week, the application lacks information on the existing forestry
plantation situated to the northwest, some of which will be felled for the Gills Bay
Substation application. The area of forestry remaining is likely to be felled in the
coming years and this will likely impact on existing residential properties situated
beyond this. Therefore, it is advised this is addressed within any additional
information submitted. * It is worth noting that the ecological information, including
the Biodiversity Net Gain Metric Calculations will need to be updated in regards to
any landscaping changes*
 

In line with NPF4 Policies 11e and 25 for Energy and Community Wealth Building
respectively, the applicant has been asked to provide further detail to demonstrate
how the proposal is consistent with The Council’s recently adopted Social Values



Charter and provide positive socio-economic outcomes for Highland communities,
(weblink copied)
https://www.highland.gov.uk/news/article/16125/social_value_charter_set_to_unlo
ck renewables investment. 
 

Although an Outline Fire Safety plan has been submitted following review, it is
worth noting that a particular area of focus in relation to tackling any BESS related
fire event, the basis on which schemes have been submitted to date is mainly
focussed on the aim of suppression and cooling of surrounding battery containers.
What is less clear is how the potentially polluted fire water be captured through
the site’s drainage system, tested and disposed of. In the recent application at
Toftingall (23/04690/FUL - October NPAC) the applicants were proposing all of
the developed area within the site to comprise a non-permeable surface with the
aim of collecting of all fire water and storing it on site prior to its disposal by
tanker. As a result of expanding knowledge and understanding of BESS
applications, in order to prevent a pollution event having adverse impact on the
surrounding environment should a fire event occur on the site we require details
of the containment and suppressant of water used for fire suppressant, to
demonstrate that it will not enter the water environment and will be disposed of in
an environmentally responsible manner. If you could also advise on the sites
proposed permeability approach that would be greatly appreciated.
 

Finally, given the amount of detail required with regards to a development of the
scale proposed, it is requested by the Planning Authority that a more detailed
Location Plan and Site Layout Plan is provided which clearly denotes all features
of the site and proposal, including specifications. It is also requested a Blue
Ownership boundary is detailed upon the location plan to show the extent of the
applicants surrounding land ownership.

 
 
 
Many thanks,

 BSc Hons, MRTPI
Planner
The Highland Council
 
 
Follow up documentation for existing planning applications
Follow up documentation should no longer be submitted directly to
Planning Officers or to Area Planning Offices.  If you would like to
submit revised plans or any other follow up/additional documentation
in relation to an existing application, please do so by using the Post
Submission Additional Document online form available on the
ePlanning.scot Portal.  Further guidance on how to do this can be
found here on our Planning Web Pages. Please remember to quote
the correct application reference number on the online form before
submitting.  Thank you for your co-operation.
 
This advice is given without prejudice to the future consideration of and decision on any
application received by The Highland Council
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Many thanks,

 BSc Hons, MRTPI
Planner
The Highland Council
 
 
Follow up documentation for existing planning
applications
Follow up documentation should no longer be submitted
directly to Planning Officers or to Area Planning Offices.  If
you would like to submit revised plans or any other follow
up/additional documentation in relation to an existing
application, please do so by using the Post Submission
Additional Document online form available on the
ePlanning.scot Portal.  Further guidance on how to do this
can be found here on our Planning Web Pages. Please
remember to quote the correct application reference
number on the online form before submitting.  Thank you for
your co-operation.
 
This advice is given without prejudice to the future consideration of and decision
on any application received by The Highland Council
Thathar a’ toirt seachad na comhairle seo gun chlaon-bhreith do bheachdachadh
air agus co-dhùnadh a thaobh tagradh sam bith a tha Comhairle na
Gàidhealtachd a’ faighinn san àm ri teachd
 
Unless related to the business of The Highland Council, the views or
opinions expressed within this e-mail are those of the sender and do
not necessarily reflect those of The Highland Council, or associated
bodies, nor does this e-mail form part of any contract unless so stated. 
Mura h-eil na beachdan a tha air an cur an cèill sa phost-d seo a'
buntainn ri gnothachas Chomhairle na Gàidhealtachd, 's ann leis an
neach fhèin a chuir air falbh e a tha iad, is chan eil iad an-còmhnaidh a'
riochdachadh beachdan na Comhairle, no buidhnean buntainneach,
agus chan eil am post-d seo na phàirt de chunnradh sam bith mura h-
eil sin air innse.

Unless related to the business of The Highland Council, the views or opinions expressed
within this e-mail are those of the sender and do not necessarily reflect those of The
Highland Council, or associated bodies, nor does this e-mail form part of any contract
unless so stated. 
Mura h-eil na beachdan a tha air an cur an cèill sa phost-d seo a' buntainn ri gnothachas
Chomhairle na Gàidhealtachd, 's ann leis an neach fhèin a chuir air falbh e a tha iad, is
chan eil iad an-còmhnaidh a' riochdachadh beachdan na Comhairle, no buidhnean
buntainneach, agus chan eil am post-d seo na phàirt de chunnradh sam bith mura h-eil sin
air innse.
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Further queries were also raised regarding the proposed Aerosol based Fire Suppression
System which is to be used within the proposed facility. The NFCC Guidance, paragraph 13.1
states the following:

 

13.1 Inert Gaseous Suppression System

Gaseous suppression systems have no cooling capability and given that thermal runaway will
continue in the absence of oxygen, they will not suppress thermal runaway. Their use,
however, has been effective in dealing with flaming combustion within enclosed spaces, which
may be more appropriate for some ancillary electrical systems.

The design and selection of a gaseous suppression system should be specific to the use of the
BESS in question and designed by a competent person. Whilst a suppression system may
extinguish the flaming combustion within a BESS, it could create a further complexity for
firefighters in the form of a developing vapour cloud, as occurred in the McMicken
incident[1].

 

Could you please address the points raised within the NFCC guidance to ensure an appropriate
fire suppression system is proposed for the BESS facility which accords with the appropriate
standards?

 

Also, as mentioned during our phone call, the application presently details that the location of
the firewater tanks to serve the proposal will be provided at satisfaction of condition stage. The
Planning Authority does not accept this approach, with the need to ensure that there is
sufficient space within the site to accommodate firewater tanks. Therefore, we will require the
submission of a scaled drawing which details the proposed location of the firewater tanks
within the application redline boundary.  

 

Whilst we appreciate your frustration at further requests for additional information being made
at this stage of the planning process, currently the planning assessment is not fully complete.
Additional information has been requested by ourselves and consultees throughout the
planning process as deemed necessary.

 

In absence of this further information, to allow for a full and thorough assessment to
appropriately inform committee members, in order to protect the councils position, and reserve
the right for a Public Inquiry, we will require to raise an objection at the August committee
meeting. Please also be aware that due to the current recess period many staff including
consultees are also on leave.

 

It is hoped that all of the outstanding information is submitted  ahead of this and a formal
response is received from our consultees  to allow the proposal to be considered at the August
meeting. Should this not be possible and to avoid any unnecessary or abortive work we
therefore request an extension of time to allow the application to be presented to the following
committee meeting on the 24th September if required, with a response to be provided to the
ECU by the 3rd October 2025.



 

Please note I am on annual leave on Friday this week, so it would be appreciated if a response
from both the applicant and the ECU to the extension request could be provided as soon as
possible. I have copied in the Area Planning Manager  as a point of contact
during my absence.

 

 

Many thanks,

 BSc, MRTPI

Planner

The Highland Council – Planning, Environment and Low Carbon Transport Service

 

 

Follow up documentation for existing planning applications

Follow up documentation should no longer be submitted directly to
Planning Officers or to Area Planning Offices.  If you would like to submit
revised plans or any other follow up/additional documentation in relation
to an existing application, please do so by using the Post Submission
Additional Document online form available on the ePlanning.scot Portal. 
Further guidance on how to do this can be found here on our Planning
Web Pages. Please remember to quote the correct application reference
number on the online form before submitting.  Thank you for your co-
operation.

 

This advice is given without prejudice to the future consideration of and decision on any
application received by The Highland Council

Thathar a’ toirt seachad na comhairle seo gun chlaon-bhreith do bheachdachadh air agus
co-dhùnadh a thaobh tagradh sam bith a tha Comhairle na Gàidhealtachd a’ faighinn san àm
ri teachd

 

From: @field.energy> 
Sent: 15 July 2025 09:28
To: @highland.gov.uk>
Cc: @dbplanning.co.uk>;

@field.energy>; @dbplanning.co.uk>; @gov.scot;
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[1] Appendix 5 Guidelines on flow requirements for firefighting. National Guidance document Jan
2007 3rd Edition Microsoft Word - National guidance document on water for ffg FINAL.doc
Unless related to the business of The Highland Council, the views or opinions expressed
within this e-mail are those of the sender and do not necessarily reflect those of The
Highland Council, or associated bodies, nor does this e-mail form part of any contract
unless so stated. 
Mura h-eil na beachdan a tha air an cur an cèill sa phost-d seo a' buntainn ri gnothachas
Chomhairle na Gàidhealtachd, 's ann leis an neach fhèin a chuir air falbh e a tha iad, is
chan eil iad an-còmhnaidh a' riochdachadh beachdan na Comhairle, no buidhnean
buntainneach, agus chan eil am post-d seo na phàirt de chunnradh sam bith mura h-eil sin
air innse.





 
 
 
 
From: @dbplanning.co.uk> 
Sent: 24 February 2025 10:30
To: @gov.scot>
Subject: FW: Rigifa Fire request
 

Please see below in  absence please can you advise?  This seems a little off
line to other applications for same?
With thanks

 

Senior Associate
 

@dbplanning.co.uk
www.dbplanning.co.uk
 

 
From:  
Sent: 24 February 2025 08:58
To @gov.scot @gov.scot>
Subject: Rigifa Fire request
 
Morning
I hope you had a good break.
The request for information on fire from the fire department is very irregular and has not
been received on Knocknagael or indeed any of our other clients site.
Please can you advise if you do require a response to this or not – it seems there are a
lot of n/a answers arising.
Thanks

 

Senior Associate
 

@dbplanning.co.uk
www.dbplanning.co.uk
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