
The Flamingo Land consultation, community empowerment and sustainable
development

Description

The area of the proposed application (from LLTNPA planning portal). There is nothing in
the document about WHAT Flamingo Land are actually proposing

On 27th October, after six months of silence, agents for Flamingo Land lodged a pre-planning
application consultation strategy with the Loch Lomond and Trossachs National Park Authority. 
Anyone who follows Scottish Government planning policy knows that one of the big ideas and big
pushes is towards “front loading” the planning system, with a shift to consultation and engagement
taking place prior to planning applications being submitted.  The idea is this should improve proposals
and help create consensus around developments.   What front-loading fails to acknowledge is that
current planning system is unbalanced, with local communities having little power, and is driven by the
self-interest of developers.  This, and the pathetic inadequacy of current pre-application consultations
are clearly evidenced by the Flamingo Land proposals.

PARKSWATCHSCOTLAND
Address | Phone | Link | Email

default watermark

Page 1
Footer Tagline



Its still them and us

The “They” is the public, you and me – the heading illustrates typical attitudes of developers
towards the public, a hurdle to be got past, not a partner in developments.

The Pre-application consultation is supposed to include the following:

The only description you will find in the planning documentation about Flamingo Land’s proposals is
this:
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The LLTNPA will no doubt be patting itself on the back that Flamingo Land is holding three
consultation events, rather than the minimum recommended, which is one!   How the public are
expected to meaningfully inform the proposals by turning up to an event on the day, with little idea of
what to expect, and then respond with no time for reflection, I don’t know.  Any meaningful consultation
has to take place over time, to allow exchange and development of views, but instead of using the last
six months to do this, the LLTNPA is allowing Flamingo Land to run three tokenistic events.   This is
apparently what good consultation looks like – the document states “Best Practice for Consultation is
also outlined”  – in the planning world.  This is a major development proposal in a National Park which
has enormous implications both for the local community and the National Park and is quite frankly not
good enough.

Its also a recipe for conflict:
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Extract from Empowering Planning to Deliver Great Places. One of the three authors was Petra Biberbach from the Planning Advisory Service who is also on the LLTNPA Board and chairs the
Planning Committee

So, why is Petra Biberbach not using her position as Chair of the LLTNPA Planning Committee to
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empower the local community to get actively involved in planning the Riverside and Woodside sites as
she recommended two years ago?

Community Empowerment and planning

While Scottish Government pronouncements and the discourse of our public authorities is full of buzz
words about “community engagement”, “community empowerment” and “co-production”, the actions of
our Public Authorities continually contradict what is being said.  The Park of Weir planning decision,
where Planning Minister, Kevin Stewart, overruled the views of the local community at Dunblane in
favour of the developers is just one example of this.

Its worth reading what the organisation Planning Democracy had to say about the Scottish
Government’s planning white paper (which was developed in response to the review of Planning Petra
Biberach was involved in):
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The lack of meaningful involvement however fundamentally comes down to power.   What the map
above illustrates is that Flamingo Land could be granted a stranglehold over the land to the West of the
River Leven and therefore over the local economy.   Scottish Enterprise has agreed in principle to sell
the Riverside Site, which is currently in public ownership, to Flamingo Land while their purchase of
Woodbank House and also the boathouse on the point to the north west of Lomond shores means they
surround that development.  There are serious issues to be addessed about whether this is in the
public or local community interest.
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There is, however, now that the Community Empowerment Act is law, an opportunity to challenge this. 
One way for the local community to prevent Flamingo Land from acquiring too much power would be to
request the Riverside site from Scottish Enterprise as an asset transfer.  This would not be with a view
to stopping all development from going ahead but rather to ensure the community is able to influence
the development, retain control in the long-term and ensure some community development.   For
example, if the local community owned the land they could refuse development in certain places, such
as Drumkinnon Wood, prevent inappropriate applications being made in future (e.g viewing towers
which I suspect will be the sacrificial lamb Flamingo Land offers up to get their development proposals
through) and ensure community benefit through rent payments.

 

Against what criteria should Flamingo Land’s development proposals be judged?

While the planning application still describes the development as Flamingo Land, the developers have
set up a website in the name of Iconic Leisure Developments. This is more informative than the
planning application and makes clear that fundamental to the application will be an attempt to “drive
the number of visitors”:
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https://www.iconicleisuredevelopments.co.uk/


This is worrying.   It is  exactly the same type of wording which HIE uses at Cairngorm – we all know
what happened there – and is, in my view, inappropriate for a National Park.

 

There is nothing wrong with development at Balloch as long as it is sustainable and benefits both local
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people and the wider public.  While its a gateway to the National Park, gateways are not normally
places people choose to linger.  People want to get inside and in the case of National Parks to
experience nature.  It appears the only way Flamingo Land believe they will be able to attract visitors to
remain longer term is if they offer a theme park type development.  They may be right about this but it 
would be totally inappropriate for a National Park.   The fundamental problem is that this site is being
viewed from a commercial, rather than a National Park, perspective and that is likely to drive a certain
type of development.  Most of it is still public land and other solutions are possible.

 

Whatever is proposed should, I believe, be evaluated against the National Park’s four statutory
objectives.   Here are a few pointers of how I think the proposals should be judged:

Sustainable economic development 
will the long-term jobs on the site be reasonably paid (talk in Scotland is now of £10 an hour
minimum wage) and provide good terms and conditions or will the development provide yet
more precarious jobs on the minimum wage with precarious hours?
will local community businesses and other organisations be able to operate within the
development area on fair terms and conditions?

Conservation 
 how much of green parts of the Riverside and Woodbank House sites will be retained, will
aerial shots of the site look as green in five years time and will Mackinnon Woods be kept
free of development?
what will the landscape impact of the development be and will there be a viewing tower
which could be seen from the summit of Loch Lomond

Sustainable use of resources 
Will any polluted land on the site be cleared up?
Will the development when operational be powered entirely by renewable energy?
Will the development result in more traffic and does it incorporate improved public transport
links?

Public enjoyment 
Will traditional informal recreational uses of the site be able to continue (boating and
angling on river leaving, walking in Mackinnon Woods)
Will people visiting site be able to access nature easily, e.g, through a new bridge over the
River Leven?
Will the amount of good quality public space increase or decrease?

This is far from an exhaustive list and other people will have different ideas.  The LLTNPA and
Flamingo Land should have been engaging with the local community and nationally about such
objectives but they haven’t done so so far although they have been clearly having secret talks since
January:
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The way its going Flamingo Land should provide an ideal opportunity for both local community and
national lobbying organisations to demonstrate to the Scottish Parliament the inadequacies of our
current planning system within the forthcoming Planning Bill which is intended to create a different
approach.
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