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Objection to Planning Application 
 
 
Application Number: 17/02948/DC 
 
Address: Govan Graving Docks 18 Clydebrae Street Glasgow 
 
Proposal: Erection of mixed use development, in principle, including residential use, 
museum/heritage centre (class 10), restaurant (class 3), retail (class 1), office (classes 2 & 4) 
and hotel (class 7) uses with associated public realm improvements & engineering works 
including access, flood prevention, engineering, landscaping & other works (Environmental 
Impact Assessment) 
 
 
Contact Details: 
 
Name: Mr Iain McGillivray 
Address: Clyde Docks Preservation Initiative, 3

rd
 Floor, 7 Water Row, Glasgow G51 3UW 

 
 
 
 

 
 
Company Information 
 
The Clyde Docks Preservation Initiative Limited 
 
Company limited by guarantee, registered in Scotland no. 508514 
Registered office: 3

rd
 Floor, 7 Water Row, Govan, Glasgow G51 3UW 

 
Directors: E. Gardiner, I. McGillivray, A. Nicholls, J. Taylor 
 
info@cdpi.org.uk
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Foreword 
 
The proposed development outlined in the Planning Permission in Principle 
(PPiP) application has completely failed to address the significance and 
potential of the iconic Govan Graving Docks – arguably the most important 
maritime heritage asset in Scotland - to make a major contribution to 
Scotland’s leisure, visitor and tourism sector and future maritime industry.  
 
There is no evidence that organisations such as Visit Scotland or the Scottish 
Tourism Alliance have been consulted at any stage in the pre-application 
process or in developing the core strategy behind the proposed development.  
 
As a basis for comparison we should look to the significant success Belfast 
has had in promoting the Titanic Centre - which has won European and 
Global awards for best tourist attraction. The Titanic Quarter includes a dry 
dock of similar age to those in Govan, also derelict for many years, which has 
been restored to accommodate the SS Nomadic. While working docks still 
operate nearby. The proposed development by property developers NCV Ltd 
would be unlikely to make a shortlist for Glasgow’s let alone Scotland’s best 
attraction. 
 
Far from tapping into the huge potential Govan Graving Docks offers, this 
proposal is about getting as many residential units on the site as possible and 
at as low a unit cost as possible. It is a narrowly conceived and purely profit-
driven scheme from a developer that will likely retain no interest in the site 
once their development is completed and sold.  
 
Pre-planning consultation has been narrow and minimal in scope with the sole 
objective of delivering a sales pitch for a preconceived and inflexible plan. We 
are aware that the applicant declined an invitation to take part in the University 
of the West of Scotland led Waterfront Regeneration and Heritage conference 
in January 2017, at which studies looking at Govan Graving Docks in broad 
context were extensively discussed. 
 
If this proposed development goes ahead Glasgow will have lost an 
opportunity that will never come again. 
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Executive Summary 
 
 
We have identified grounds for objection to the planning application under the following 
headings: 
 

1. City Development Plan 
2. National Housing Policy 
3. Historic Environment Policy  
4. Flood Risk 
5. Waste Management 
6. Traffic Impact 
7. Scale and relationship to surroundings 
8. Other Environmental Impact Factors 
9. Other Issues 
10. Scoping Responses from Statutory Consultees 
11. Claims of Job Creation and Local Employment 
12. Review of the Design Report 

 
 
These are summarised below and more detail can be found in the concurrent section of the 
full objection list that follows. 
 
 
1. City Development Plan 
 
Issues raised in the Scottish Government Directorate for Planning and Environmental Appeals 
(DPEA) report on the Glasgow City Development Plan (CDP) that cast doubt whether it is 
appropriate to approve a major housing development on the site at this time. 
 
The DPEA report was made before there were any live proposals for the docks and did not 
anticipate any work commencing on the site before 2024. 
 
This questions the process used by which land and the housing capacity of specific sites has 
been allocated in the city development plan and it’s basis in fact and agreed policy. 
 
Reliance on parts of the city development plan not yet adopted as statutory guidance by the 
City Council. 
 
That there are grounds to recommend a moratorium on considering housing development at 
Govan Graving Docks through lack of clarity of policy and supporting guidance. 
 
 
2. National Housing Policy 
 
Although Scottish Government guidelines specify 25% affordable housing in new 
developments the proposal suggests affordable homes will only account for 17% of those in 
the proposed development. 
 
The developer has provided contradictory information on affordable homes in the proposal – 
in several instances claiming these will be “mid market” rented homes. This is not a clearly 
defined definition nor can it be deemed to meet criteria for affordable housing for the area of 
the city concerned. 
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Govan Community Council have noted their significant concerns at the lack of guaranteed 
social housing element in the proposed development. 
 
 
3. Historic Environment Policy 
 
The positions and heights of several of the buildings in the proposed development have been 
noted to create obstructions of views of/from listed buildings and key vantage points contrary 
to Sections 2.149 of Historic Environment Policy SG9 adopted in the Glasgow City 
Development Plan. 
 
Buildings on the Govan Road edge of the development will require foundation piling into or 
near the substructure of the A-listed No. 3 dry dock. Questions arise over whether this could 
reasonably expect to be given listed building consent given this is for foundations of six high 
rise buildings of at least ten floors in height. 
 
There is a lack of purpose from the planned development, which would support the docks 
being re-purposed to their former use or heritage as required by Historic Environment 
Scotland (HES) in the assessment and listing of the site. 
 
The historic site would have some 80% of it’s surface area under common ownership which in 
theory should be borne by all property owners on the site but in reality will require city council 
intervention due to high costs and the specialist nature of the site. 
 
 
4. Flood Risk 
 
The site is at medium or high risk of flood depending on the elevation of parts of the site. 
 
The flood risk graphic in the Design Report shows almost all of the ground / quay space 
would be flooded in the event of a 1 in 200 year flood. Due to unpredictability of weather 
resulting from climate change such a flood event could happen in any year as evidenced in a 
growing number of locations around the country. 
 
In the event of such a flood, a number of buildings on the site could be surrounded by water, 
which would hamper evacuation and access for emergency services. 
 
Management of flood risk for site residents and users consists of an intention to install flood-
warning signs and to develop an evacuation plan. This is a situation wholly unsuitable for a 
dense housing development. 
 
The site is lower than any other part of the waterfront in Glasgow and is at a point of 
confluence that makes it most vulnerable to a scenario of flood caused by simultaneous 
inundation from all possible sources – tidal, river flow (Clyde and Kelvin), surface overflow 
and sustained heavy rainfall. 
 
Almost all of the car parking is prone to submersion in the event of a severe flood - which 
presents a risk of pollution from fuel, oil and other chemicals. 
 
 
5. Waste management 
 
Domestic Refuse 
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There is no provision for stopping of refuse collection vehicles for the six tower blocks along 
Govan Road. Potentially this will require these vehicles to stop on Govan Road – creating a 
traffic obstruction where the bus lane serves the Fastlink route for the QE hospital. 
 
Consideration of space for domestic refuse storage has not been properly considered in the 
proposal. 
 
 
Waste Water 
 
The plan indicates wastewater will be carried by gravity to a pumping station at the north of 
the site (close to the river) and pumped back up to the sewer on Clydebrae Street / Stag 
Street (which has not been confirmed to have adequate capacity at those streets). 
 
Stated emergency capacity of the pumping station (in case of mechanical failure) meets less 
than two thirds of the requirement specified by Scottish Water. 
 
This pumping station would be particularly vulnerable to severe flooding that, combined with 
mechanical failure, has a high risk of leaking raw sewage (from the 700-750 homes plus hotel 
and businesses) into the river and/or directly onto the site. 
 
 
6. Traffic Impact 
 
The proposed car parking below the flats on Govan Rd will only provide space for an average 
of 0.85 cars per flat. This will create extensive use of on street parking in the neighbourhood. 
 
The only vehicle access to/from this car park is at the eastern end on a 90-degree bend in 
Govan Road also used by the Fastlink route and with several road junctions nearby. 
 
Cumulative traffic impact has addressed only the proposed development at adjacent Pacific 
Quay but not future development of vacant housing land on Broomloan Rd, which is in the 
Transformational Regeneration Area. 
 
 
7. Scale and Relationship to Surroundings 
 
The proposed development is significantly out of scale with other existing and proposed 
developments in the surrounding area. 
 
The development would create a significant alteration to the skyline and cityscape from 
important vantage points. 
 
The development threatens to contribute to a lack of diversity of use of the waterfront through 
creation of another high-rise housing development that will further separate the river from 
nearby streets. 
 
 
8. Other Environmental Impact Factors 
 

� Presence of uncontrolled giant hogweed 
� Proposal for capping contaminated soil with inert material rather than removal 
� Deficiencies in the ecology report and thus it should be deemed incomplete 
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Need for the Development 
Developer claims that without the development Glasgow City Council would be under 
pressure to deliver housing on other sites with greater impacts on environment and local 
community. This has overlooked extensive vacant land nearby that is better suited to housing, 
and the needs of the local area. 
 
Lack of Joined Up Understanding 
Looking at flood risk assessment and wider Environmental Statement context it seems there 
is a lack of joined up understanding of the nature and technical challenges of the proposed 
development between the applicant and their various project consultants. This should be of 
very serious concern to the planning authority. 
 
 
9. Other Issues 
 
No specific intention has been given in the Design Report for the renovation and future use of 
the A-listed pump house. This should be a priority for both the owner and city planners. The 
pre-planning consultation report and the Environmental Statement have stated contradictory 
intentions for use of this building. 
 
The inclusion in the plans of the middle dry dock as a drained “dry” dock was introduced in 
the three weeks prior to the second consultation exhibition. The required due diligence could 
not have been carried out in that time. Approval of this application would not oblige the 
developer to keep this as a “dry” dock. 
 
The proposal has failed to meet the desired outcomes of several key policy aims for 
waterfront regeneration and tourism potential. 
 
 
10. Scoping Responses from Statutory Consultees 
 
While not all statutory consultees responded with a scoping opinion it is clear those that did 
respond were not given sufficient information to give a fully informed opinion of the 
development proposal. 
 
 
11. Claims of Job Creation and Local Employment 
 
Claims of the extent of job creation and local jobs provision associated with the proposed 
development are stated in the application without any supporting basis. 
 
 
12. Review of the Design Report 
 
The design report listed CDPI among the organisations that have contributed to the planning 
process. However this is not correct and we have been added to this without our prior 
knowledge. 
 
Only token concessions are made to the nationally and internationally significant heritage of 
the site. 
 
There is no outline of how the visitor and tourism potential such an iconic and important site 
offers to Glasgow, the Clyde Corridor and Scotland will be developed and promoted. Indeed it 
appears Visit Scotland has not even been consulted by the applicant.
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Overview of the Proposal 
 
This planning application represents a high risk to Glasgow and it’s ability to deliver on its 
planning policies. It will undermine the ability of Govan to become a stronger, more successful 
community within Glasgow. It also will rob Glasgow of its principal but neglected historical 
monument to the industry and river that made Glasgow. Strong words but easily justified 
when this application is rigorously reviewed and the salesmanship and unsustainable 
optimism of the developer assessed against planning policy. In addition, it will rob Glasgow 
and it’s river of the vistas across Glasgow demanded by agreed planning policy. 
 
This application makes only token concessions to the locally, nationally and internationally 
significant heritage of this site and has offered nothing in terms of how visitor and tourism 
potential will be developed as has been done with regeneration of other similar, successful 
dry dock sites elsewhere in the UK; e.g. in Belfast and Portsmouth. In our opinion the 
proposed development is a cynical mockery of the Clyde’s maritime heritage. We believe that 
stakeholder engagement across the tourism and heritage sectors in developing the strategy 
behind the proposed development has been wholly inadequate and superficial at best. What 
little consultation there has been on this aspect has, we believe, been a cynical move by the 
developer to add perceived credibility to their development that will not exist in reality if the 
development proceeds. The consultation undertaken has merely sought to solicit support for a 
pre-conceived plan with negligible scope offered for flexibility. 
 
The proposed development is for planning in principal for a masterplan, which will allow the 
developer to move forward in 6 phases all of which will be subject to detailed planning 
application before they commence on site. Given the lack of detail other than the flatted 
developments alongside Govan Road it is clear that little thought has been given to the 
commercial, business and heritage content elsewhere on the site. Using the real and recent 
experience of the Glasgow Harbour development, there is a very high and dangerous risk of 
the developer sliding back on their promises for affordable housing, heritage, jobs, hotel, 
cafes and other business opportunities. The stark reality of this proposed development is that 
the proposals are for a large scale, dense residential development surrounded by extensive, 
historical public realm space. Uses for space on the site after completion of the development 
have been superficially mentioned that are not in the power of the applicant to deliver. 
 
We are therefore of the opinion that the major and high risk deficiencies in this application 
have been deliberately buried in and obfuscated by a large amount of superficially glossy 
details and promises which hide the fact that this a site which is at high risk to major flooding, 
will require a major evacuation plan for residents and is likely to be difficult to insure for the 
economic capacity of planned residents.  
 
The background information, heritage and historical references and technical detail (relating 
in particular to the Environmental Impact Assessment) provided by the developer has, in our 
view has not fully informed the proposed masterplan. We believe this will mislead and 
confuse readers of the application, who are unfamiliar with the technical language used, into 
believing the development proposal contained in this planning application has been subject to 
rigorous and thorough due diligence. This includes the extent to which the public and wider 
stakeholders have been included in the process of developing the proposal – which has been 
exaggerated in the application. We have identified numerous deficiencies that the planning 
authority must address. 
 
The detailed Grounds for Objection to the above planning application have been identified 
later in this document under the following sections: - 
 

1. City Development Plan 
2. National Housing Policy 
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3. Historic Environment Policy  
4. Flood Risk 
5. Waste Management 
6. Traffic Impact 
7. Scale and relationship to surroundings 
8. Other Environmental Impact Factors 
9. Other Issues 
10. Scoping Responses from Statutory Consultees 
11. Claims of Job Creation and Local Employment 
12. Review of the Design Report 

 
 
 
Our analysis of the planning application has idenitified the following concerns which 
should be noted by the planners and the Planning Committee : - 
 

� There are many aspects of the planning application relating to the arrangement of the 
buildings, their location and height that are contrary to the Historic Environment Policy 
SG9 contained in the City Development Plan 

� Issues that raise major doubt that this proposed development sufficiently supports the 
City Development plan 

� Deficiencies in the Environmental Impact Statement 
� Vague assurances and no guarantees with respect to inclusion of any affordable 

housing. 
� Wildly exaggerated claims relating to both short-term and long-term job creation and 

jobs for local people 
� Reliance on policies that have not been fully adopted by Glasgow City Council and 

may be subject to further change or revision prior to adoption 
� Issues with the relationship of the design of the proposed scheme to its surroundings 
� Deficiencies in the statutory pre-application consultation 
� Serious doubts about the adequacy and suitability of flood mitigation proposals and 

serious flaws in the Flood Risk Assessment 
� Deferring certain critical issues that ought to be addressed at the planning in principle 

stage to the detailed planning stage 
� Questions of the compatibility of certain aspects of the proposal with the overall 

intention of the proposed development 
� The inclusion in the proposed development at a late stage of proposals that have 

lacked sufficient due diligence and detail – particularly the proposal to include a 
drained dry dock that was introduced in the three weeks between the first and second 
public consultation exhibitions 

� Fundamental flaws in proposals for removal of wastewater from the proposed 
development 

� Surprise at the high level of severe flooding risks, risks of flooding related pollution, 
the need for flood resilient materials to be used over a large are of the site and the 
needs for an evacuation plan for residents and other users but none for the drained 
dock 

� That some 80% of this Grade A listed historic monument will be in common 
maintenance through property and business owners 

� That there is an unstated but real risk of future and essential intervention by Glasgow 
City Council in the event of failure of the 80% of this historic site under common 
ownership 

 
We have concluded on the basis of our analysis of the documentation supplied with this PPiP 
application that the development as proposed contains critical flaws in terms of design, 
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historic environment impact and the Environmental Impact Assessment. Thus we conclude 
the proposed development is not viable and planning consent should be refused. 
 
The grounds for objection we have noted are listed and summarised in this document. A more 
detailed analysis of the content of the PPiP application is included in an appendix document, 
available to planners and committee members, separately upon request. 
 
 
 

List of Objections 
 
 

1. City Development Plan 
 
1.01 The Scottish Government Directorate for Planning and Environmental Appeals (DPEA) 
report on the Glasgow City Development Plan recommended the inclusion of Housing 
Proposal H015 Govan Graving Docks be reassessed in the next review of the city 
development plan. The potential loss of this site to property development should cause the 
Planning Applications Committee to reject at this time or at least pause, any questionable 
development on the site. 
 
1.02 The DPEA report stated that any proposal for the docks would have to satisfy the 
requirements of the Historic Environment Policy SG 9 contained in the City Development 
Plan. See Objection 3: Historic Environment Policy below for details. 
 
1.03 The DPEA report did not anticipate any work on the site of Housing Proposal H015 until 
2024 near the end of the current City Development Plan Period. Again this is an opportunity 
to reconsider how this site, of both local, national and international importance, fits into how 
Glasgow sees it’s future. 
 
1.04 At the time the DPEA report recommendations were made there were no active 
proposals for Govan Graving Docks. Thus the reporter may have deemed there to be a lack 
of urgency. Since then a wide conversation has emerged in the community, academia and 
interest groups, driven to a great extent by CDPI and our collaborative networks, in a future 
for the site that offers greater innovation and community empowerment than the strategy 
behind this planning application. This process must be allowed time to fully develop. 
 
1.05 Proposals being developed for the nearby vacant site at Pacific Quay include up to 60 
homes on a site the City Development Plan identifies in the business and industrial land 
supply. The buildings proposed on that site are similar in height to those already existing at 
Pacific Quay while those proposed for Govan Graving Docks are significantly taller. This 
would now call into question the way land for housing and capacity of individual sites has 
been allocated in the City Development Plan.  
 
1.06 The housing capacity (of up to 800 units) for Housing Proposal H015 – Govan Graving 
Docks in the City Development Plan, is based purely on previous plans put forward by the 
applicant and later abandoned. We see no evidence that there has ever been any Council or 
independent study of the suitability of such housing density on this site at any time. Thus 
Housing Proposal H015 in the City Development Plan appears to assume very dubiously that 
the previous abandoned housing plans for this site were appropriate and viable. This basis for 
establishing housing capacity in the City Development Plan is seriously flawed and lacks any 
credibility. Until such an independent study is completed (which would now need to form part 
of the next review of the City Development Plan) it would be inappropriate to grant planning 
consent for housing on the site in the short to medium term. 
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1.07 The planed number of dwellings (700-750) is based purely on a commercial appraisal of 
how many properties would need to be sold at marketable prices to cover the exceptionally 
high infrastructure and site preparation costs and deliver a return on investment for 
shareholders and investors. As per 1.06 it seems there has been no independent appraisal of 
suitable capacity of the site. 
 
1.08 The Sustainable Spatial Strategy SG2 is still under development. Allowance should be 
made for this policy to be finalised prior to considering a major housing development on 
Govan Graving Docks. 
 
1.09 The Design Report submitted with the planning application references Interim Planning 
Guidance (IGP 1) as a guiding principle. However this has not yet been adopted as statutory 
planning guidance and may be subject to further revision. Thus its relevance to Govan 
Graving Docks should be deemed open to interpretation. 
 
1.10 The direct relevance of the City Development Plan to Govan Graving Docks should be 
deemed open to interpretation and time allowed for other proposals and ideas to be properly 
considered. 
 
On the basis of the above points we recommend that a ten-year moratorium should be 
declared on allowing housing-led development at Govan Graving Docks. A moratorium 
will allow a more coherent policy framework to guide the future of this nationally and 
internationally important site. It will also allow for more diverse options for its future 
use, that will better serve the economy of Govan and Glasgow, to be addressed. 
 
 
 

2. National Housing Policy 
 
2.1 Scottish Government guidelines specify that new housing developments should include 
25% affordable housing for rent. However the Design Report included with the planning 
application specifies that approx. 130 out of up to 750 (only 17%) will be affordable homes. 
 
2.2 No clarity has been given in the application on market level the stated affordable homes 
will be at, nor any indication of whether the proposed affordable housing actually meets the 
needs of the local area. In addition capacity of local schools to cope with an extra 700+ 
homes appears to have been overlooked. 
 
2.3 Early in the statutory pre-planning consultation it was stated the affordable homes would 
be delivered through registered social landlords. Later on it was stated that these would be 
mid market privately rented homes. Thus it would seem even the applicant is uncertain and 
again raises the conclusion that this development is not suited to the area. 
 
2.4 No guarantees have been given that would ensure the affordable rented homes could not 
later be sold to owner-occupiers or private landlords. 
 
2.5 Due to a lack of clarity, binding agreements with registered social landlords or specific 
guarantees, the actual percentage of affordable housing in this proposal (in terms of meeting 
government guidelines) should be deemed to be 0%. 
 
2.6 Minutes of Govan Community Council (5/06/2017) indicate that the Community Council 
will oppose a housing development of Govan Graving Docks that does not include social 
housing for rent. 
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2.7 Minutes of Govan Community Council of 4
 
December 2017 indicate that no public funding 

is available to secure affordable housing for rent [on the graving docks] as Strategic Housing 
Authority resources are restricted to the [East Govan / Ibrox] Transformational Regeneration 
Area (TRA) on the other side of Govan Road. Additionally it was noted that local housing 
providers were reluctant to see public money used to subsidise a private housing 
development. The TRA incorporates approx. 16 acres of vacant land on the East side of 
Broomloan Road. Since this land was formerly housing, the unit cost for new housing 
development on those sites would be significantly less than at the graving docks. Thus any 
allocation of a limited public budget for affordable housing to the graving docks would 
raise questions of prudence and give grounds for a complaint to Audit Scotland. 
 
2.8 Minutes of Govan Community Council of 4 December 2017 indicate the first two blocks of 
housing nearest Clydebrae Street would be for ‘mid-market’ rent and the third block for sale 
(however this part of the site would be developed in a later phase if at all). It is not clear who 
the landlords of the rental properties will be. It is implicit in this that the remainder of the 
development including Govan Road will be for private sale. In our opinion the applicant has 
repeatedly attempted to mislead Govan Community Council in relation to this development 
but Community Council minutes make it clear this has failed to convince the Community 
Council of the benefits of the proposed development. 
 
2.9 Minutes of Govan Community Council of 4 December 2017 are clear there is little support 
for a development that would be for high income residents who would not integrate into the 
local community and that would provide little employment for local people. 
 
If the planning authority is minded to waive the government guidelines on inclusion of 
affordable housing in order to grant consent for this planning application they will be 
required to provide a thorough and detailed explanation for doing so given the strong 
policy frameworks relating to this area of planning. 
 
 
 

3. Historic Environment Policy 
 
3.1 The above-mentioned Scottish Government DPEA report on the Glasgow City 
Development Plan stated that any proposal for Govan Graving Docks must satisfy the 
requirements of Historic Environment Policy SG9/CDP9. 
 
3.2 Historic Environment Policy SG9 Section 2.149 states  
 

a) no building of similar or greater scale should be erected close to the main 
subject of listing; 

b)  the principal elevations of the Listed Building should remain visible from all 
significant viewpoints; 

c) the siting, design, scale, form, density and materials of new development 
should be sympathetic to the main item of listing and its ancillary 
development; and 

d) new development should not restrict or obstruct views of, or from, the Listed 
Building(s) or rise above and behind the building so that its silhouette can no 
longer be seen against the sky from the more familiar viewpoints. 

 
 
 
3.3 On the basis of 3.2 above, several aspects of the proposed masterplan design have been 
identified as apparently contrary to SG9. Specifically: - 
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3.3.1 Proposed tower block at Site 3 (Highland Lane) 
 
a.) In the Design Report the relationship of this tower block to the A-listed pump house is 
contrary to Section 2.149a and 2.149d. 
 
b.) This tower block would obstruct views of the pump house from the south-facing front of the 
Riverside Museum and Tall Ship berth contrary to Section 2.149b and 2.149d.  
 
c.) This tower block would obstruct the line of sight between the Riverside Museum / Tall Ship 
berth and Glasgow Science Centre – creating an obstruction of views of each of these from 
the other. 
 
d.) It is worth noting and reminding that the windows of the Riverside Museum were 
specifically designed and oriented to optimise views of key features on the waterfront. As an 
A-listed building the Govan Graving Docks pump house should be regarded as a key feature. 
 
e.) This tower block would obstruct views of the pump house and partially obstruct views of 
Glasgow Science Centre from Glasgow Harbour. 
 
f.) This tower block would obstruct views west from the pump house contrary to Section 
2.149d 
 
g.) The views of both the A-listed Finnieston Crane and the Clyde Arc bridge from Govan 
Riverside (Harland Way) would be impacted by this tower block. 
 
 
3.3.2 Proposed tower block at Site 2 (Science Centre Quay) 
 
This tower block would create significant obstruction of views of the pump house from parts of 
Pacific Quay. 
 
 
3.3.3 Proposed row of tower blocks at site 1 (Govan Road) 
 
The tower blocks on Govan Road would create considerable obstruction of views of the listed 
structures of the docks from this vantage point which, given the elevation and proximity, is 
one of the clearest vantage points over the docks - surpassed only by the observation deck of 
the Glasgow Science Centre tower.  
 
Views from Govan Road of the following buildings would be partially obstructed: 
 

a) Dry dock basins 
b) Glasgow University tower 
c) Stobcross Quay pump house 
d) Riverside Museum 
e) Graving Docks pump house 
f) Glasgow Science Centre 
g) Finnieston Crane 
h) Trinity College church towers 

 
This would represent a major loss of the high quality vistas across the cityscape and 
undermine the quality of living and visiting Glasgow as a tourist destination. 
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3.3.4 Listed Building Alterations 
 
a.) The row of six tower blocks on Govan Road will require foundations that will involve driving 
piles into or very near the substructure of the A-listed no. 3 dry dock in several places (the 
exact number is unclear which should be cause for concern). As well as structural alteration 
there will be the potential for vibration damage of the dock structure from the anticipated piling 
work required. 
 
b.) Damage to the structure while the dock is filled with water could potentially cause leakage 
of water into the foundations of the dock and under Govan Road. 
 
c.) Although this is a matter relating to listed building consent, that would be sought at a later 
stage, It is therefore responsible to question the likelihood that listed building consent could 
be granted for such risk prone work on a site of national historic importance. 
 
d.) Given the demonstrable hardening of attidudes to flooding risk by the insurance industry, it 
is likely that there will be additional issues relating to listed building insurance and the 
likelihood of cover being available for any damage to the listed structure caused by pile 
driving for six high rise buildings. 
 
In light of the serious and real issues raised and in order to grant consent for this 
application, Glasgow City Council would need to waive the requirements of Historic 
Environment Policy SG9, thus contradicting the Scottish Government DPEA report on 
the City Development Plan (and the recommendation specific to Housing Proposal 
H015 - Govan Graving Docks), and should give a detailed explanation of the reasons 
for doing so. 
 
 
 

4. Flood Risk 
 
4.01 The Design Statement identifies a severe (1/200 year) flood event that shows the tower 
block at site 2 would be surrounded by water with a possible bridge to Pacific Quay providing 
the only evacuation route and access for emergency services. This bridge is not detailed in 
any way and in any case, connects to land not owned by the developer. 
 
4.02 The details provided show the use of basement car parking at quay level in order to 
remove housing from the flood zone. However this car parking would be particularly 
vulnerable to flooding and could potentially be submerged in the event of a severe flood 
event. 
 
4.03 The flood risk assessment makes reference to controlling the water levels in the dry 
docks so it does not exceed the top of the banks. However since the design proposes 
removal of caissons to allow open flow of water in two of the docks, controlling the water 
levels would not be possible and no other means of removing flooding and contamination is 
possible (See also Objection 8.3). 
 
4.04 The flood risk assessment makes reference to an emergency evacuation plan that 
entails installation of signs to make residents and visitors aware of flood risk and emergency 
evacuation procedures to follow in the event of a flood. There are serious questions of 
whether such an approach to flood risk management for a new housing development is in any 
way insurable, suitable or adequate. 
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4.05 As noted by SEPA, Scottish Planning Policy deems sites of medium to high risk of flood 
to be unsuitable for development and only sites that have already been developed in such 
areas are suitable for development. The application is in direct contradiction to that advice. 
 
4.06 The flood risk assessment indicates that the site is at medium to high risk of flood but 
suggests that since the site consists of a tidal basin and graving docks it would be considered 
already developed by Glasgow City Council. The applicability of this is questionable since the 
site has never accommodated residential buildings (with the specific public health implications 
of flood risk a housing development carries) and thus should be considered undeveloped for 
all practical purposes in the context of this planning application.  
 
4.07 Severe flooding of the site (given the medium/high risk of flooding) would present a 
number of serious safety and environmental problems including: - 
 

a) Health and safety e.g. risk of people being trapped in a flooded car park 
b) Water contamination issues e.g. from leakage of fuel, engine oil and other chemicals 

from a large number of parked cars into inundated water 
c) Problems created for emergency services access during a major flood event 
d) Potential isolation of the tower blocks and other stated development uses on the river 

edge of the development 
e) Contamination from waste water from tower blocks on river edge if these are 

surrounded by water 
f) Possible issues in terms of insurance for homes, premises and vehicles due to the 

flood risk. 
 
4.08 There is no explanation of how a safety perimeter would be created in the event of a 
severe flood to keep people and particularly children away from the edges of the floodwater - 
where deep dock basins and tripping hazards such as bollards may be concealed. Any 
solution is likely to, in part, emulate tall safe route markers which would undermine and 
disrespect the historic importance of the site. 
 
4.09 Although not outlined in the design report, the Environmental Statement suggests the 
potential of using the A-listed pump house building to accommodate a gas Combined Heat 
and Power (CHP) Unit. It is not clear what impact flooding would have on the operability of 
such a unit, what backups power sources would be in place in case of its failure or even what 
the unit is intended to supply. This would contain a further risk of contamination from fuel oils 
and other substances. 
 
4.10 It is not clear to what extent the currently 1/200 year flood event used in this masterplan 
has accounted for the effects of climate change, particularly the impact on weather 
predictability and thus the already experienced increased frequency of such “rare” weather 
events. 
 
4.11 The severe flooding risk indicated by 1/200 year flood event risk is a misleading figure. 
This is based on the statistical probability of 0.5% of a flood occurring in any given year based 
on historical flood data. Long-term predictability is not reliable and will become less reliable in 
the future due to climate change and potential for sea level rise and siltation of the river. The 
reality is that the flooding event could occur at any time as evidenced by rapidly 
changing weather patterns in Scotland, the UK, Europe and beyond. 
 
4.12 The main flood risks to the site are from both tidal, rain and ground water drainage 
sources. It is clear from the information supplied that consideration has not been given to a 
scenario that could involve severe storm and coastal inundation, combined with a sudden 
snow melting upstream (in the River Clyde and River Kelvin) and heavy local rainfall. The site 
is in an area of confluence that would be most vulnerable to such an event – where a high 
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tide could cause a backing up of river flows. Additionally there is no available channel for 
dispersal of such significant water build-up other than tidal ebb. To ignore such scenarios for 
a low lying, inner city housing development would be grossly irresponsible – with Glasgow 
City Council bearing the brunt of the public blame if this proposal is granted planning consent. 
 
4.13 As well as on site surface water from rain, on and around the surrounding area, the site 
is also prone to overflow of surface water from Govan Road, Stag Street and Clydebrae 
Street. This would be exacerbated in the event of drain blockage on these streets – a problem 
that is evident throughout Glasgow during heavy rainfall. It is not clear whether the flood 
management and SUDS strategy has taken account of this or assessed the impact on the site 
if drainage failure or inundation occurs. 
 
4.14 The identification of the site as “medium to high” risk of flooding in the planning 
application is potentially misleading. Flood risk data represented in maps provided by the 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) shows that most of the area of the site is 
actually at high risk of tidal flooding. Only the higher elevated parts of the site are at 
medium risk of flooding. 
 
4.15 Also not taken account of in the flood risk assessment are recent reports of the flood risk 
from reservoir failure due to climate change. Given the number of reservoirs that overflow into 
the Clyde (either directly of from tributaries) and Glasgow identified as a high risk flood level, 
this combined with rising sea levels could increase the potential for the site to be 
flooded in the coming decades quite considerably. 
 
4.16 The image below is an extract from the planning application Design Report showing the 
extent of flooding in the event of a flood that has the statistical probability of happening once 
every 200 years. However such a flood could occur in any year as stated in 4.11 
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5. Waste Management 
 
 
5.1 Domestic Refuse 
 
5.1.1 No arrangements are specified in the application for the storage of household refuse 
and recycling pending collection by Glasgow City Council. 
 
5.1.2 Particularly for the row of six tower blocks of 10+ floors along Govan Road the only 
available place for stopping of refuse collection vehicles would be on Govan Road. This would 
create regular traffic problems particularly during morning rush hour on collection days. Bin 
store locations are not shown but would need to be easily accessible to refuse collection staff 
and this could have a visual impact on Govan Road as well as a traffic impact. This part of the 
site offers no provision for a “back court” as is typically used for bin storage in residential 
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properties. The arrangement of the car park means that it would have insufficient headroom 
to also create access for bin lorries. 
 
5.1.3 Collection of refuse from this part of the development in Govan Road would require bin 
lorries stopping in the bus lane that is part of the Fastlink route serving the QE University 
Hospital. 
 
5.1.4 It is indicated that space for domestic waste storage will be addressed in the detailed 
design phase. This is a key issue that should not have been deferred in the Planning in 
Principle stage. There should have been at least a strategic assessment of this in the PPiP 
application, given the impact of the massing and density of the residential development, at the 
parts of the site to be built on. The conscious failure to include this in our opinion shows error 
of judgment and is professionally negligent. 
 
 
5.2 Foul Water Flows 
 
5.2.1 Although nothing is explained or specified in the Design Report, the drainage strategy 
report proposes that wastewater be carried by gravity to a pumping station at the north of the 
site (near the river) and pumped back up to the combined sewer on Clydebrae Street and 
Stag Street. This is because the elevation of the proposed development means it cannot be 
connected to the sewerage network directly via gravity. 
 
5.2.2 Assuming that this pumping system will need to service wastewater from 700+ homes 
plus commercial units and an hotel, questions arise here regarding the impact of operating 
failure of the pumping station on wastewater from the units in the development. 
 
5.2.3 The report indicates the pumping station would have 76 cubic metres of emergency 
storage capacity however the calculation of this is entirely flawed and inadequate as detailed 
in 5.2.4. 
 
5.2.4 Scottish Water guidance quoted alongside the calculation specifies 160 litres of 
emergency storage capacity per residential dwelling and 1 hour of peak flow for commercial 
and industrial developments. Even taking the residential units alone, 700 homes would thus 
require a foul flow pumping station capacity of 112,000 litres or 112 cubic metres. The 
specified pumping station would only meet 68% of this demand. To this we must add 
potential for hotel and commercial unit usage, which would be considerably larger. It is 
evident that the developer has paid scant attention to these matters. 
 
5.2.5 Calculation of required emergency capacity has been based purely on 1 hour of peak 
flows for commercial and industrial developments – a fundamentally flawed and incompetent 
model for this proposal particularly given the high risk of flooding across the site. 
 
5.2.6 This is in effect, a professionally negligent approach to wastewater management for 
such a densely packed residential development proposal. Looking at this in the context of the 
flood risk issues mentioned above the viability of the entire development proposal should be 
called into question. 
 
5.2.7 The inadequacy of this approach to foul flow management needs to be addressed in the 
context of the above-mentioned flood risk. The combined impact of pump failure with a 
medium-high risk of flooding and the potential for raw sewage to leak into the river as a result 
needs to be considered. 
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5.2.8 The developer has not provided any information as to whether the existing sewer 
systems on Clydebrae Street and Stag Street would be able to cope with the demand of the 
proposed development. Nor has Scottish Water been able to fully comment on the proposal. 
 
5.2.9 There is significant potential for unpleasant odours to be created by this pumping station 
particularly during warm weather in summer yet there is no mention of this key environmental 
aspect being considered. 
 
 
 

6. Traffic Impact 
 
6.1 The car parking for the tower blocks on Govan Road provides space for 292 vehicles. The 
row of tower blocks is identified for 342 homes on Page 26 of the design report and so the 
development has insufficient spaces for residents even at 1 car per dwelling. This will 
therefore push parking onto the surrounding streets, which are not adjacent to the 
development. There are already concerns in the local area relating to parking for Ibrox 
Stadium on match days (greater parking restrictions near the stadium will push parking further 
out including to the streets in the vicinity of the graving docks) and this will be further 
exacerbated by the impact of inadequate parking for the proposed development. Additionally 
plans to develop housing at Water Row (where there is currently a car park serving park-and-
ride users of the subway and is frequently full to capacity) will displace the car parking from 
there onto streets in the area adding further pressure. There are also recent problems with 
parking for the QE hospital that should be learned from. 
 
6.2 As mentioned in 6.1, the density of dwellings at this site will create regular traffic 
disruption on Govan Road and the surrounding area with waste collection vehicles where the 
only available place to stop is on Govan Road in a bus lane.  
 
6.3 The only access to this car parking is at the eastern end of the site adjacent to a 90-
degree bend in the direction of Govan Road and with several road junctions nearby. However, 
unfortunately this is also part of the Fastlink bus route to the QE University Hospital and this 
will inevitably cause delays to bus services. 
 
6.4 In addition, rush hours could be particularly problematic in terms of vehicles entering and 
leaving the site, with a large number likely to be travelling via the Clyde Arc Bridge, which is 
already heavily congested at peak times.  
 
6.5 The car park for the Govan Rd flats (for 292 cars, 50 motorcycles and 336 bicycle spaces) 
as shown in the plans will connect to the mini roundabout and narrow private road access 
serving properties at Canting Way. There are currently only a small number of parking spaces 
for the small row of flats there and the access is essentially little more than a driveway. This 
private road is gated at the junction onto Govan Road. However it appears the only traffic 
improvements included in the proposals are at the junction with Stag Street. It is not clear how 
the capacity of this junction will be improved or whether it will place any added cost burden for 
maintenance on property owners at Canting Way. 
 
6.6 The cumulative impact with proposals for new development at Pacific Quay are 
addressed but what is not certain is the impact on the amount of car parking already existing 
in this area behind the BBC building and Glasgow Science Centre. 
 
6.7 Also not addressed is the cumulative impact with possible future development of vacant 
land on Broomloan Road. 
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6.8 The traffic analysis is based on traffic flows having a base flow date of 2016 and a 
projected flow of 2020. Given that the site is stated as having a 10-year development the 
projection should be based at 2028 or later. The current traffic assessments are 
inadequate for the development and simply do not reflect the reality of current and 
future traffic movements in the area. 
 
 
 

7. Scale and Relationship to Surroundings 
 
7.01 Issues relating to / overlapping with this have already been identified in above objections 
based on Historic Environment Policy SG9. 
 
7.02 The character of both the neighbourhood and the wider area of Govan and the Clyde 
waterfront would be radically altered by the proposed development. The benefits of this stated 
in the proposal are therefore inaccurate and misleading to planning officers, elected members 
and the public alike through being stated without robust evidence. 
 
7.03 In terms of scale; one of the key issues is the massing and density of buildings at Site 1 
in the Design Report on Govan Road that shows a row of 6 closely packed tower blocks of at 
least ten floors in height. This will have a significant and irreversible impact in altering the 
appearance and environment of that part of Govan Road. 
 
7.04 The design report has not illustrated specifically the alteration to the character of Govan 
Road as it would look from the immediately adjacent street level there however this can be 
inferred by a trained eye from the drawings included. It is clear that the density and heights 
would impose drastically on Govan Road. This will effectively block Govan Road from any 
opportunity to gain current or future vistas of Glasgow’s cityscape. 
 
7.05 The visual impact is clear in the illustration on page 16 of the design report that shows 
the views from Pacific Quay and the Riverside Museum. In addition to the Historic 
Environment issues raised above it is clear that the development as a whole would create a 
significant alteration to the skyline and bar the developing and impressive cityscape of public 
buildings and riverscape from tourists and citizens alike. 
 
7.06 A comparison could be drawn with Glasgow harbour where there had already been a 
precedent for large-scale structures in the former Meadowside Granary however no such 
precedent exists at the Graving Docks. 
 
7.07 The amount of land on the waterfront nearby also proposed for housing threatens to 
create a lack of diversity in how the waterfront is developed. Although the proposal includes 
vague indications of future retail and food businesses, similar proposals were included in the 
early proposals for Glasgow Harbour in 2001 that were simply removed through amended 
planning applications and have not been delivered. So there is no assurance of such at 
Govan Graving Docks, Glasgow’s only grade A listed and internationally important maritime 
heritage site. 
 
7.08 Strong and urgent consideration should also be given to other disused sites in the Govan 
area such as at Broomloan Road, which would be more suited to meeting local housing 
needs, to avoid disturbing the impressive dock site and it’s surrounding vistas. As stated in 
the section on the City Development Plan – Objection 1, this should cast serious doubt on the 
applicability of the current City Development Plan in assessing this proposal and give further 
credence to calls for a moratorium on considering housing-led regeneration of Govan 
Graving Docks. 
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7.09 The cumulative effect with all proposed developments on the waterfront on both the 
north and south sides should also be considered. There is a real threat that the River Clyde 
(and Govan Road at the graving docks) could be visually enclosed by private development of 
too many tall buildings and robbing the city of Glasgow from using the riverscape as tourism 
attraction and an extra lung for the city. 
 
7.10 Of all the available vacant sites on the waterfront and in the Greater Govan area (and 
arguably in the entire city of Glasgow), the graving docks site is the most sensitive and 
problematic to develop for housing. This adds further weight to call for a moratorium on 
considering housing at the graving docks. 
 
 
 

8. Other Environmental Impact Factors 
 
8.1 In review of the Environmental Impact Assessment and related documents we have found 
a number of issues not already covered above that we consider problematic: 
 
8.1.1 Presence of giant hogweed with no measures indicated for removal or evidence of 
current management to comply with environmental legislation that places a legal obligation on 
landowners to eradicate or prevent spread this invasive species due to the public health risk it 
presents. 
 
8.1.2 The proposal for potentially capping of contaminated soils with inert material raises 
questions over the suitability of this in such a flood prone site and all contaminated soil should 
require to be removed. The planning proposal for the docks clearly indicates the risk of severe 
flooding and the need to use flood resilient materials - clearly contaminated materials buried 
on site do not fit this category of materials.  
 
The Council's own contaminated land team should be asked to comment on the adequacy of 
the applicant's risk analysis and in particular the suitability of the proposed remediation, which 
is intended to comprise of only a thin (60cm) capping layer, when the applicant's own data 
shows (i) arsenic at over double the acceptable threshold (ii) zinc at 10 times the acceptable 
threshold (iii) certain PAHs at more than 20 times the acceptable threshold (iv) lead at over 30 
times the acceptable threshold and (v) copper at over 40 times the acceptable threshold. 
 
8.1.3 The ecology report indicated that no nighttime ecology surveys were carried out, citing 
health and safety concerns due to evidence of anti social behaviour. It would seem 
reasonable that adequate health and safety measures could have been implemented and so 
the ecology survey should be deemed to be incomplete and not competent to be a part 
of this planning application. 
 
8.1.4 The ecology report failed to note that a seal is often seen visiting the tidal basin and this 
animal movement will be greatly disturbed over the proposed 10 years of the development. 
 
 
8.2 Environmental Impact Statement Summary 
 
8.2.1 Need for the development: The EIA documents submitted as part of this application 
stated that without the development the “Council would have increased pressure to deliver 
housing in areas with potentially greater impacts on the environment and local community”. 
However this claim is clearly falsely made given that it has not taken into account the extent 
of vacant land locally. Particularly relevant are sites at Broomloan Road, understood to be in 
the ownership of Glasgow Housing Association, where previous housing has been 
demolished. 
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8.2.2 Consideration of other developments: Although cumulative impact with proposed 
development at Pacific Quay has been addressed, the potential for vacant sites at Broomloan 
Road to be developed has not been considered. Thus the cumulative impact on traffic and 
water/sewerage infrastructure demand has not been fully accounted for. Scottish Water have 
indicated in their response to EIA Scoping that they cannot confirm whether they will be able 
to meet demands of the development until an application to connect is received. The council 
would be derelict in its duty to its citizens were it to approve a major housing application that 
could not be guaranteed adequate water service provision. 
 
8.2.3 Dry dock contamination 
The potential for non water-soluble chemical contaminants (from when the docks were in use) 
to have absorbed into the stonework at the base of the dry docks has not been addressed or 
any assessment of the potential health hazard to residents, tourists and others such 
contamination might present (e.g. if disturbed by construction work). 
 
 
8.3 Lack of Joined-up Understanding 
 
Looking at flood risk assessment and wider EIA report context it seems there is a lack 
of joined-up understanding of the nature and technical challenges of the proposed 
development between the applicant and their various project consultants. This should 
be of very serious concern to the planning authority. 
 
 
 

9 Other Issues 
 
9.1 Pump House 
 
Although not outlined in the design report, the Environmental Statement suggests the 
potential of using the A-listed pump house building to accommodate a Gas Combined Heat 
and Power (CHP) Unit. It is not clear what impact flooding would have on the operability of 
such a unit, what backup power sources would be in place in case of its failure or even what 
the unit is intended to supply. 
 
In the pre planning consultation it was indicated that the pump house could accommodate a 
café and visitor heritage centre. 
 
The Design Report makes no mention of use of or plans for restoration of the pump house. 
Given it is an A-listed building in a poor condition it must be treated as a priority. 
 
 
9.2 Use of No. 2 Dry Dock 
 
In the first consultation exhibition held on 4

th
 March 2017 the plans presented showed the 

middle dry dock would be kept flooded as a water feature. 
 
In the second exhibition on 25

th
 March 2017 and since then the plans have included retention 

of the middle dry dock as a drained “dry” dock. However clarity has not been given on 
whether it will be a fully working dock or simply sealed and drained. Even then latter will 
require some means of removing rain and floodwater which has not been addressed. 
 
It seems highly unlikely that any due diligence with respect to restoring this as a “dry” dock 
could have been carried out in the three weeks prior to the second consultation exhibition. It is 
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far more likely this has been included as a visual concept without serious consideration on its 
impact on the future development site. 
 
Marine engineers and surveyors who have experience with dry docks of the same age and 
are advising CDPI have pointed out that an in water (diving) assessment of the condition of 
the dock basin and walls would be required in the first instance. This would also include 
inspecting the caisson, gear mechanism, tunnels, culverts and sluices in order to determine 
their condition and suitability for reinstatement. They are also of the view that to render this a 
"dry" dock would potentially require the tunnels to be relined, the sluices to be either refitted 
(at considerable cost) or sealed. Additionally that the caisson, caisson chamber and hydraulic 
mechanisms would need to be completely overhauled. None of these essential and safety 
related issues have been addressed in the planning application. 
 
CDPI have appraised that without a plan to use this as a working dry dock that would 
generate revenue (or to accommodate a major exhibit such as an historic ship), this would 
prove to be a significant cost burden on a commercially driven housing development. In the 
context of the proposed development it would place a significant added common maintenance 
and insurance cost burden on property owners in the scheme. 
 
Without a fully defined planning condition obliging the full restoration of the dock in such a 
way this is a proposal the developer would be able to abandon at their discretion early on in 
the development on cost grounds. This would have the effect of reducing the level of public 
safety that should be expected of such a site with the responsibility passed to the common 
owners. 
 
It should therefore be assumed that if consent is granted for this application and the 
development goes ahead it is highly unlikely that the retention of the middle dock as a “dry” 
dock will happen. 
 
 
9.3 Changes in Response to Consultation 
 
Apart from minor changes to the arrangement of buildings in proximity to Napier Drive there 
have been only minimal alterations made to the plans in response to public consultation that 
could not be reversed as the development progresses through detailed planning application 
stages and on to construction. The overall outline of the plan remains largely the same. 
 
The claim that the two ‘revised’ tower blocks at the mouth of the tidal basin are being treated 
as “markers” to the opening at the river seems to be completely trivial considering the other 
major shortcomings of this planning application. 
 
 
9.4 Pre-Application Consultation 
 
Statutory pre-application consultation is required to formally notify community councils in all 
neighbouring community council areas. However Kinning Park Community Council appear to 
have been excluded even though their area borders East Govan where the docks are located. 
 
 
9.5 Waterfront Regeneration Policy 
 
The proposal fails to address a number of key policy objectives for waterfront regeneration, 
identified and referenced (from past Glasgow City Council Development and Regeneration 
Services reports) in a 2016 report by CDPI, on the planning history of Govan Graving Docks. 
Specifically: 
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“Promote greater biodiversity and environmental 
sustainability through the expansion of the City's Green 

Network along the River corridor” 

 
There are no clear proposals to deliver this planning policy objective in terms of biodiversity 
and ‘green strategy’.  
 

“Reinforce the character and containment of Govan Road 

through the introduction of buildings of an appropriate 

scale and mass” 

 
The building heights and density in this proposed development are considerably larger than 
the existing buildings on Govan Road, out of character and will radically alter the appearance 
of the area. They are also out of scale with live proposals for further development at Pacific 
Quay. Neither the scale nor the mass is appropriate and far from “reinforce“ – they would 
completely alter and destroy the character of Govan Road. 
 

“Identify and promote Glasgow's 'River Clyde' as a 

visitor/leisure destination on the UK canal and maritime 

network” 

 
Nothing in the proposal identifies measures for how it will promote the site as a visitor/leisure 
and tourism destination or how any conflict that may be created by visitor use of the site with 
the needs of permanent residents will be mitigated. 
 

“Promote the River Clyde as an asset of national importance” 

 
It is not clear how the national importance of the Govan Graving Docks has been considered 
by this development, for one of Glasgow’s most important sites. Indeed the pre-application 
consultation addressed mostly token concessions to neighbourhood concerns over building 
heights and density and made no attempt to address national (or even city or regional for that 
matter) dimensions. Even the neighbourhood concerns appear to have been “heard” but not 
fully “listened to”. 
 
 
 

10. Scoping Responses from Statutory Consultees 
 
Key issues we have noted in responses from statutory consultees. We believe it is apparent 
the statutory consultees have not been provided with sufficient information or time to arrive at 
a fully informed view of the proposed development. 
 

 
10.1 Historic Environment Scotland 
 
10.1.1 HES were unable to offer specific comment as no plans or drawings were included 
with the scoping report. 
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10.1.2 HES have noted the importance of views from some examples of specific viewpoints. 
Objections to this with regards to Historic Environment Policy are laid out in Objection 3 
above. 
 
10.1.3 HES indicated it would be useful for them to receive further information prior to 
submission of a planning application however it appears this has not been provided to them. 
 
10.1.4 It is clear HES have not been given sufficient information about the proposed 
development to be able to give a fully informed comment. 
 
10.1.5 HES have alluded in their response to the national and international significance of the 
graving docks to maritime heritage. The proposed development in no way reflects this 
importance as is evident from the rest of our objection points. 
 
10.1.6 HES indicated they would be happy to attend a meeting with planners and the 
applicant. There is no confirmation available that this meeting took place or has been 
scheduled for any specific date. 
 
 

10.2 Scottish Environment Protection Agency 
 
10.2.1 Flood Risk 
 
a.) SEPA indicated that in order to consider not objecting they would need further information 
on existing land use, flood management proposals and consideration of siltation effects. We 
are unable to fully appraise this due to lack of specific comment from SEPA in response to the 
application prior to submission of our objection – though we may wish to add comment on this 
at a later date. 
 
b.) The flood risk assessment appears to be deficient with respect to consideration of siltation. 
 
c.) SEPA are not aware of any forthcoming flood protection scheme proposal for this area of 
the Clyde. 
 
d.) SEPA indicated they are wholly reliant on data supplied by the applicant in 
undertaking a review. This should be a cause for extreme concern as the mitigation of 
flood risk can only be as good as the due diligence undertaken by the application 
which we believe to be deficient and incompetent in a number of areas as presented in 
Objections 4 and 8.3 above. 
 
 
10.2.2 District heating, low or zero carbon heating networks 
 
a.) SEPA have pointed to the role of these in ensuring that government renewable energy and 
heat targets are met. 
 
b.) The EIA report included with the application made conceptual reference to use of the 
pump house to accommodate a Gas Combined Heat and Power (CHP) Unit. However during 
pre-planning consultation the applicant made reference to use of this building as a museum 
and café. 
 
c.) In reference to the concept of a Gas CHPU in the pump house building this site is one of 
the most flood prone areas of the proposed development.  
 



 
 
Protecting and Promoting the Evolving Maritime Heritage of the Tidal River Clyde 

 

Objection to Planning Application 17/02948/DC Govan Graving Docks  25 

d.) The plans for district heating, etc in the proposed development are not shown or adopted 
beyond a conceptual recommendation by an environmental consultant. 
 
e.) In the absence of any mention in the design report (or description of function elsewhere in 
the application), it should be assumed there is no specific provision for this in the application. 
 
 
10.2.3 Contaminated Land 
 
SEPA have stated they have a particular interest in pollution of the water environment arising 
from land contamination. In the absence of any specific remedial works or method statement 
included with the application (for removal of asbestos and other existing contamination) the 
approach to this by the applicant should be deemed to be insufficient. 
 
 
10.2.4 Waste Water Drainage 
 
a.) SEPA have indicated that drainage is a material planning consideration. 
 
b.) SEPA have indicated that where there is a public sewerage system, wastewater should be 
directed to that system. 
 
c.) Objection 5 above noted issues with waste water management and the proposed use of a 
pumping system to redirect waste water to the sewers on Clydebrae Street / Stag Street. Also 
noted in Objection 5 was that the proposed emergency capacity does not comply with 
Scottish Water requirements. 
 
d.) Given the nature of surrounding development and past use of the site it seems unlikely the 
sewers on Clydebrae / Stag Street would be able to meet the demand of 700+ homes plus 
potential for hotel, offices and retail/restaurant space. 
 
e.) SEPA noted that early dialogue with Scottish Water will be required to determine if the 
system has sufficient capacity and if not whether this can be overcome. However Scottish 
Water had indicated in 2016 (in a letter to Waterman included with the Environmental 
Statement: Vol. 3) they would not be able to guarantee service provision until they receive an 
application to connect. 
 
 
10.2.5 Surface Water Drainage 
 
a.) SEPA noted that run off from areas subject to high pollution risk should be directed to the 
foul sewer. However the proposal contained in the application is to direct surface water to the 
overflow that runs into the river at the north of Highland Lane. In any case drainage of surface 
water to the combined sewer system is contrary to Scottish Water policy for new 
developments as stated in Scottish Water comment on the planning application. This presents 
an impasse over surface water drainage that may be impossible to resolve within current 
policy guidelines and would lead to major delays in completion of the development. Thus it is 
clear that adequate dialogue with both SEPA and Scottish Water has not taken place. 
 
b.) Given the density of car parking in the proposed development it should be questioned if 
this is a suitable surface water drainage method. Pollution could arise from e.g. leaks of oil, 
fuel or brake fluids. There is insufficient information provided by the applicant to even 
consider this point. 
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c.) It should also be considered whether, given the already insufficient (in terms of Scottish 
Water guidance) emergency capacity of the proposed foul flow management system, the 
system would be able to cope with the added demand of surface water drainage. 
 
d.) It is not clear whether residents will be permitted to wash vehicles within the car parking 
space and thus whether runoff of detergents, etc will have any impact given the intention to 
direct surface water to the overflow into the river. 
 
 
 

10.3 Scottish Water 
 
Scottish Water did not reply in the statutory timescale, however issues of concern to Scottish 
Water have been noted by SEPA above. 
 
 
 

10.4 Scottish Natural Heritage 
 
a.) SNH indicated they would like to see 1. Direct and indirect impacts upon protected species 
and 2. Landscape and visual assessment addressed 
 
b.) Deficiencies in the Ecology Report have been noted in Objection 8 above. 
 
 
 

10.5 Scottish Ministers 
 
Scottish Ministers did not reply in the statutory timescale 
 
 

10.6 ClydePort 
 
Indicated not enough information on the proposals to comment 
 
 

10.7 Clyde Marine Planning Partnership 
 
No evidence is available that Clyde Marine Planning Partnership (which became a statutory 
consultee on 20 March 2017) has been consulted. 
 
 
 

11. Claims of Job Creation and Local Employment 
 
11.1 The proposal claims that jobs will be created for up to 1,500 people over a period of up 

to ten years while suggesting that many of these will go to local people. While this claim 
makes for good PR spin, the reality is that a development of this nature will not involve ten 
years of continuous construction work, as the sales pitch appears to imply. 
 
11.2 The design report (page 7) indicates a phased approach to the development with six 
“development platforms” to “suit a funding profile”. Thus the implicit intention is for the 
proceeds from sale of properties at site 1 (Govan Road) to be used to finance the subsequent 
stages of the development. This also implies completion of the whole project (and thus a 
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significant amount of the construction work) is contingent on the success of marketing the first 
stage – an ambition reliant, among other factors, upon hopes of a stronger housing market. 
 
11.3 Different specialists will be required at different phases for such activity as stonework 
restoration, pile driving and structural engineering work (for foundations), quay wall 
construction/restoration and build and fitting out of the flats. There would also be landscaping 
work. 
 
11.4 Recruitment of specialist expertise will likely involve the existing workforce of the 
contractors and subcontractors in the developer’s project team. We note that architects from 
Madrid were involved in developing the design concept while at the pre-application stage 
consultants from other parts of the UK have been involved. This can hardly be considered 
local jobs provision. 
 
11.5 From the above we can infer that most of the jobs in the construction phase given to 
local people will be primarily temporary labouring jobs and possibly a handful of 
apprenticeships.  
 
11.6 Even a rudimentary assessment of developments of this type will indicate that: - 
 

a) The Jobs window will be at most 9 years give start up and project run down times 
b) This will equate to 167 jobs per year maximum. 
c) Allowing 10% (17) of these to be professional jobs that will come from all over central 

Scotland. 
d) A further 10% of jobs (16) will be from project management again not local to Govan 
e) This leaves 134 jobs maximum. 
f) Assuming 60% specialist subcontracting (normal on such developments this removes 

80 jobs not going to local people. 
g) Of the remaining claimed 53 jobs, they will be recruited, by necessity from across the 

greater Glasgow area and the number from Govan will only be a small fraction. 
h) There is no mention of local recruitment guarantees, training initiatives and other 

such measures that an area such as Govan deserves. 
 
11.7 The permanent jobs will be a handful associated with 1 or 2 cafes and a city centre 
supermarket. Likewise if the Hotels and restaurants did eventually appear they will have jobs 
recruited from across Europe. 
 
Provision of hospitality and retail jobs following completion of the development would depend 
on retailers willing to take on the extra insurance cost (due to flood risk) the units would 
demand as compared with alternatives e.g. in Central Govan. Even if the units don’t lie empty 
most of these will be menial (part-time and potentially zero hours contract) jobs, with minimal 
scope for career progression and very likely to be filled by students and temporary staff. It is 
grossly misleading for the developer, who will not be the employer of these jobs, to claim 
these jobs will go to local people. It is noteworthy that in the development of new flats on the 
corner of High Street and Gallowgate at Glasgow Cross, a prime central location, ground floor 
retail units remained unoccupied for several years after completion. 
 
11.8 In terms of adding any weight or credibility to the proposal, the job creation claim should 
be disregarded as mere spin, in the absence of a credible detailed breakdown of the actual 
jobs that will be created and how many people will actually be employed on the project at any 
given time on a month-to-month basis. It would be a reasonable estimate that no more than 
50-100 people would be directly employed on site at any one time during construction and 
few more than 10-20 retail/serving staff once completed. 
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11.9 It is not clear if the stated 1,500 jobs figure includes those already engaged by the 
developer in the preparation of the planning application and any detailed plans that will follow. 
 
In deciding on the application no consideration or merit should be given to the job 
creation claims due to a lack of supporting evidence. 
 
 
 

12. Review of the Design Report  
 
In addition to the objections listed above we have identified several problematic issues with 
the design report. 
 
12.1 Consultation Process 
 
The applicant has claimed that significant changes were made to the proposal in response to 
consultation feedback. However there have only been minor alterations to the arrangements 
of buildings, as well as a change in intended use of No.2 dry dock without sufficient time for 
proper due diligence. 
 
 
12.2 Heritage and Listed Buildings 
 
12.1.1 The early consultation suggested that a museum / heritage centre would be 
accommodated in the A listed pump house. However the application indicates that the 
intention is now to accommodate this on the ground floor of one of the tower blocks at the 
corner of Stag Street. 
 
12.1.2 This street corner location might generally be deemed more suited to retail, with the 
original suggestion of the pump house being a more appropriate venue for a heritage space. 
 
12.1.3 The Design Report overlooked any use of or restoration of the A listed pump house. 
 
12.1.4 Our concern is that instead of restoring the pump house, a building standards warrant 
may be sought for its demolition – something that could attract less resistance if the rest of 
the proposed development goes ahead. 
 
12.1.5 Issues relating to No.2 dry dock noted in Objection 9 above 
 
12.1.6 It is clear that the applicant places no genuine or creditable importance at all on the 
nationally and internationally significant heritage of Govan Graving Docks in this application. 
Glasgow City Council and the Govan area should expect that any concessions to this would 
be rolled back through the detailed planning stages. 
 
 
12.3 Misrepresentations 
 
CDPI are listed as having contributed to the application process in the acknowledgments 
section of the Design Report. However this is not correct and we were included without our 
knowledge. It is our opinion that this section is drafted in such a way the reader would infer 
the proposed development has the support of the listed individuals and organisations. 
However we are aware of others in the list that also do not support the proposal. 
 
We are concerned that this is another example of deliberate misrepresentation to make 
this planning application appear acceptable to the Planning Authority. 
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12.4 Visitor and Tourism Potential 
 
The Design Report and the entire application has completely failed to address the 
significance and potential of such an iconic site as Govan Graving Docks to make a major 
contribution to the leisure, visitor and tourism sector.  
 
In fact it appears no effort whatsoever has been made to include organisations such as Visit 
Scotland in the pre-application process or at any stage of developing the proposals.  
 
As a basis for comparison we should look to the significant success Belfast has had in 
promoting the Titanic Centre - which has won European and Global awards for best tourist 
attraction. The Titanic Quarter includes a dry dock of similar age to those in Govan - which 
has been restored to accommodate the SS Nomadic. This proposed development by NCV Ltd 
would be unlikely to make a shortlist for Glasgow’s let alone Scotland’s best attraction. 
 
 
12.5 Deck on Govan Road 
 
The deck surrounding the proposed tower blocks on Govan road is intended to be built using 
metal deck plates. This would present a serious slipping hazard in the winter from black ice 
on its surface and the suitability of this for public space is dubious. It is not clear who would 
be liable in the event of injury to persons arising from slipping on this surface. As a privately 
owned area it is not clear who will be responsible for gritting this in the winter. 
 
 

 
 

Appendix: Photographic Survey 
 
The photographs on the following pages give a clear illustration of the condition of the Govan 
Graving Docks site and category A-listed structures after 18 years in the ownership of the 
applicant and connected companies.  
 
These images clearly depict neglect and vandalism over many years with no effort to 
adequately prevent this (e.g. by installing CCTV) or to carry out repairs or routine 
maintenance of the listed structures. For those responsible for this oversight to be allowed to 
profit from it would be a mockery of every policy and regulation introduced to protect 
Scotland’s historic environment. It would be a permanent stain on the City of Glasgow. It 
would give developers and land/property owners the length and breadth of the country carte 
blanche to behave in a similar manner. 
 
Rather than even considering approval for this application the Planning Applications 
Committee should instead agree a repairs notice to be served on the owners – to be followed 
by a Compuslory Purchase Order with Direction for Minimum Compensation under Section 45 
of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) (Scotland) Act 1997. 
 
To fully understand the significance of the site and the dereliction it has been left in; 
we recommend that members of the Planning Applications Committee make a visit to 
the Govan Graving Docks prior to considering the application.
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