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PERTH &
cou IC.ISE
Pullar House 35 Kinnoull Street Perth PH1 5GD
Tel: 01738 475300
Fax: 01738 475310

Email: onlineapps@pkc.gov.uk

Applications cannot be validated until all necessary documentation has been submitted and the required fee has been paid.
Thank you for completing this application form:

ONLINE REFERENCE 000053097-002

The online ref number is the unique reference for your online form only. The Planning Authority will allocate an Application Number
when your form is validated. Please quote this reference if you need to contact the Planning Authority about this application.

Applicant or Agent Details

Are you an applicant, or an agent? * (An agent is an architect, consultant or someone else acting .
on behalf of the applicant in connection with this application) D Applicant Agent

Agent Details

Please enter Agent details

Company/Organisation: CKD Galbraith You must enter a Building Name or Number, or
both:*

Ref. Number: Building Name: Lynedoch House

First Name: * Robert Building Number:

Last Name: * Patrick Address 1 (Street): * Barossa Place

Telephone Number: * 01738456078 Address 2:

Extension Number: Town/City: * Perth

Mobile Number: Country: * UK

Fax Number: Postcode: * PH1 5EP

Email Address: * robert.patrick@ckdgalbraith.co

.uk

Is the applicant an individual or an organisation/corporate entity? *

Individual |:| Organisation/Corporate entity

Page 1 of 4
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Applicant Details

Please enter Applicant details

Title: * Mr You must enter a Building Name or Number, or
both:*
Other Title: Building Name: Balguahandy House
First Name: * Angus Building Number:
Last Name: * Greenlees Address 1 (Street): * Dunning
Company/Organisation: Address 2:
Telephone Number: Town/City: * by Perth
Extension Number: Country: * UK
Mobile Number: Postcode: * PH2 ORB
Fax Number:
Email Address:
Site Address Details
Planning Authority: Perth and Kinross Council
Full postal address of the site (including postcode where available):
Address 1: Address 5:
Address 2: Town/City/Settlement:
Address 3: Post Code:
Address 4:
Please identify/describe the location of the site or sites.
Northing 712025 Easting 302406

Description of the Proposal

Please provide a description of the proposal to which your review relates. The description should be the same as given in the
application form, or as amended with the agreement of the planning authority: *

(Max 500 characters)

Erection of a dwellinghouse (in

principle).

12
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Type of Application

What type of application did you submit to the planning authority? *

\:l Application for planning permission (including householder application but excluding application to work minerals).
Application for planning permission in principle.
|:| Further application.

\:l Application for approval of matters specified in conditions.

What does your review relate to? *

Refusal Notice.

I:] Grant of permission with Conditions imposed.

D No decision reached within the prescribed period (two months after validation date or any agreed extension) — deemed refusal.

Statement of reasons for seeking review

You must state in full, why you are seeking a review of the planning authority’s decision (or failure to make a decision). Your
statement must set out all matters you consider require to be taken into account in determining your review. If necessary this can be
provided as a separate document in the ‘Supporting Documents’ section: * (Max 500 characters)

Note: you are unlikely to have a further opportunity to add to your statement of appeal at a later date, so it is essential that you produce
all of the information you want the decision-maker to take into account.

You should not however raise any new matter which was not before the planning authority at the time it decided your application (or at
the time of expiry of the period of determination), unless you can demonstrate that the new matter could not have been raised before
that time or that it not being raised before that time is a consequence of exceptional circumstances.

See attached statement.

Have you raised any matters which were not before the appointed officer at the time the
determination on your application was made? * D Yes No

Please provide a list of all supporting documents, materials and evidence which you wish to submit with your notice of review and
intend to rely on in support of your review. You can attach these documents electronically later in the process: * (Max 500
characters)

Supporting Statement

Application Details

Please provide details of the application and decision.

What is the application reference number? * 12/02093/IPL

What date was the application submitted to the planning authority? * 05/12/12

What date was the decision issued by the planning authority? * 08/02/13

Page 3 of 4
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Review Procedure

The Local Review Body will decide on the procedure to be used to determine your review and may at any time during the review
process require that further information or representations be made to enable them to determine the review. Further information may
be required by one or a combination of procedures, such as: written submissions; the holding of one or more hearing sessions and/or
inspecting the land which is the subject of the review case.

Can this review continue to a conclusion, in your opinion, based on a review of the relevant information provided by yourself and other
parties only, without any further procedures? For example, written submission, hearing session, site inspection. *

Yes D No

In the event that the Local Review Body appointed to consider your application decides to inspect the site, in your opinion:

. : P
Can the site be clearly seen from a road or public land? Yes I:I No

. . . . . -
Is it possible for the site to be accessed safely and without barriers to entry? Yes I:I No

Checklist - Application for Notice of Review

Please complete the following checklist to make sure you have provided all the necessary information in support of your appeal.
Failure to submit all this information may result in your appeal being deemed invalid.

Have you provided the name and address of the applicant? * Yes D No
Have you provided the date and reference number of the application which is the subject of this review? * Yes D No

If you are the agent, acting on behalf of the applicant, have you provided details of your name and
address and indicated whether any notice or correspondence required in connection with the review
should be sent to you or the applicant? *

ves [ | No [] niA

Have you provided a statement setting out your reasons for requiring a review and by what procedure v \:I N
(or combination of procedures) you wish the review to be conducted? * es 0

Note: You must state, in full, why you are seeking a review on your application. Your statement must set out all matters you consider

require to be taken into account in determining your review. You may not have a further opportunity to add to your statement of review
at a later date. It is therefore essential that you submit with your notice of review, all necessary information and evidence that you rely

on and wish the Local Review Body to consider as part of your review.

Please attach a copy of all documents, material and evidence which you intend to rely on (e.g. plans and
drawings) which are now the subject of this review * ves [] No

Note: Where the review relates to a further application e.g. renewal of planning permission or modification, variation or removal of a
planning condition or where it relates to an application for approval of matters specified in conditions, it is advisable to provide the
application reference number, approved plans and decision notice (if any) from the earlier consent.

Declare - Notice of Review

I/We the applicant/agent certify that this is an application for review on the grounds stated.

Declaration Name: Robert Patrick
Declaration Date: 22/03/2013
Submission Date: 22/03/2013

Page 4 of 4
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NOTICE OF REVIEW-
SUPPORTING STATEMENT

Application for Planning Permission in
Principle for a single dwelling, Quilts
Farm, Dunning

MARCH 2013
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l. Introduction

I.1. On behalf of our client A. Greenlees, we seek a review of the delegated decision to
refuse planning permission in principle for a single house at Quilts Farm, Dunning.

[.2.  The review relates to application reference 12/02093/IPL, which was registered by
Perth and Kinross Council on December 5%, 2012.

[.3.  This statement is intended to outline our reasons for seeking a review of this
decision, based on the existing policy background and the spatial context in which the

proposal sits.

2. Proposal Details

2.1.  The proposal submitted to Perth and Kinross Council on December 5" 2012 was
for planning permission in principle for a single dwelling house on the site of a disused
ménage at Quilts Farm, Dunning.

2.2.  Quilts Farm is located approximately two miles to the South of Dunning, accessed
from the B934 Dunning to Yetts O Muckhart road.

23. Thessite itself is to the west of the existing buildings, and constitutes an area of
ground which has been previously engineered to create a flat surface suitable for use as a
ménage.

24.  As the proposal is for permission in principle, details of the design and scale of the
proposed dwelling were not submitted.

2.5. However, it is proposed that any building on this site would be of a size and type
sympathetic to its rural surroundings, using materials to match existing neighbouring

properties.



3. Representations

3.1.  Two representations were received in relation to this proposal.

3.2.  Aletter of objection was submitted on behalf of the occupants of The Loft, Quilts. A
response was submitted on behalf of our client addressing the issues raised in the letter of
objection; this is included within the appendices.

3.3.  Aletter of support for the proposal was also submitted, this is also included within

the appendices.

4. Reason for Refusal
4.1.  The following was given in the Decision Notice as the reason for refusal of the
application-

a) The proposal is contrary to policy 32 of the Perth Area Local Plan 1995, in failing to

satisfy any of the associated criteria for Housing in the Countryside.

b) The proposal is contrary to the Council's adopted, Housing in the Countryside Guide
2012 in that it does not constitute development within a building group, nor the extension
of a building group onto a definable site, it is not a infill site, it does not meet the
requirements of new houses in the open countryside, it does not involve the conversion or

replacement of redundant non-domestic buildings of traditional form and construction nor

does the site constitute rural brownfield land.




5. Relevant Policies

5.1.  The following are the key policies identified in the report of handling, from the Perth

Area Local Plan and also the Housing in the Countryside supplementary guidance-

POLICY 32: The District Council's District wide policy on Housing in the Countryside will
apply within most of the Landward Area. Within Areas of Great Landscape Value, the
National Scenic Area and the Historic Gardens and Designed Landscapes there will be a
presumption against new houses except on the basis of operational need, but
encouragement will be given to the restoration and conversion of buildings to form new

houses.
Annex |- Housing in the Countryside Policy

Development within or adjacent to established building groups which have
compact nucleated shapes creating an identifiable "sense of place". Where
an application reveals that there may be a number of opportunities relating to
the group, the Council will defer consideration of the application until an
Advisory Plan has been produced. Consent will be granted for houses within
such groups provided they do not detract from the amenity of the group and
for houses which would extend the group onto definable sites created by
surrounding topography, landscape features or field boundaries which will

constrain the continued spread of the group (see examples).

Housing in the Countryside 2012 Supplementary Guidance-



I. Building Groups

Consent will be granted for houses within building groups provided they do not detract from
both the residential and visual amenity of the group. Consent will also be granted for houses
which extend the group into definable sites formed by existing topography and or well
established landscape features which will provide a suitable setting. All proposals must
respect the character, layout and building pattern of the group and demonstrate that a high

standard of residential amenity can be achieved for the existing and proposed house(s).

Note: An existing building group is defined as 3 or more buildings of a size at
least equivalent to a traditional cottage, whether they are of a residential and/or
business/agricultural nature. Small ancillary premises such as domestic garages and

outbuildings will not be classed as buildings for the purposes of this policy.
Proposals which contribute towards ribbon development will not be supported.

6. Rural Brownfield Land

Redevelopment for small scale housing of brownfield land which was formerly occupied by
buildings may be acceptable where it would remove dereliction or result in a significant
environmental improvement and where it can be demonstrated that there are no other
pressing requirements for other uses such as business or tourism on the site. A statement of
the planning history of the site, including the previous use and condition, must be provided
to the planning authority. Proposals should be small scale, up to maximum of five new
houses, and must comply with the criteria set out in the For All Proposals section of this
policy. All land within the site, including areas not required for housing or private gardens,

must be the subject of landscaping and/or other remediation works.



6. Grounds for Appeal |: Building Group Policy

6.1.  When considering a site for a proposed new housing development, our client Mr.
Greenlees selected the ménage at Quilts Farm primarily due to its location adjacent to an
existing building group.

6.2.  Itis our assessment that the proposal site is adjacent to an existing building group,
and complies with the relevant criteria set out above in relation to extensions to building
groups.

6.3.  We are therefore seeking a review of the planning officer’s decision that this
proposal does not comply with the Building Group policy contained within both the Perth
Area Local Plan, and the Housing in the Countryside Guidance.

6.4.  This purpose of the following section of the statement is to set out our justification
for seeking a review of this decision, based on our assessment of the relevant policies.
6.5.  In assessing this proposal’s compliance with building group policy, the first
consideration should be the definition of a building group and whether Quilts Farm can be
classified as such.

6.6.  The plan included in the appendices shows the various buildings located within
Quilts Farm, demonstrating clearly that the requirements for ‘3 or more buildings of a size at
least equivalent to a traditional cottage’ are met.

6.7.  Having established Quilts Farm constitutes a building group, the subsequent
consideration is how the proposal fits with policy on extending building groups.

6.8.  The Housing in the Countryside guidance sets out the policy on extending building
groups in clear terms-

Consent will also be granted for houses which extend the group into definable sites formed by

existing topography and or well established landscape features which will provide a suitable setting.



6.9.  The ménage at Quilts Farm is clearly a defined site, set within a number of existing
landscape features.
6.10. To the south and west of the site, existing forestry provides a backdrop to the site,
particularly when viewed from the road to the north.
6.11. The trees also serve to define the boundaries of the site, preventing any future
growth to the South or West.
6.12. To the north of the site, the ground slopes away relatively steeply, which again
serves to ensure the site is contained.
6.13. The Perth Area Local Plan states building group extensions will be approved where
they -
extend the group onto definable sites created by surrounding topography,
landscape features or field boundaries which will constrain the continued spread

of the group.

6.14. In assessing this site, it is clear that the combination of the trees and the surrounding
topography combine to create a plot which is not only ‘definable’ but also will serve to
‘constrain’ any future spread of the building group.

6.15. Turning to the officer’s assessment of the building group policy, the consideration of

the policy is limited to the following paragraph-

As described in the title, the site is somewhat removed from Quilts Farm Building group
(1 10m) to the North West. In this regard, the site is not considered to relate closely to the
existing building group, and would not naturally constitute an extension to the existing

building group.



6.16. The distance of | |0m given by the officer, and included as the address of the
property, will have been automatically generated by the local authority mapping system, and
reflects the distance from Quilts Farm to the centre of the proposal site. This does not

reflect the distance the proposal site is removed from the existing boundary of the building

group.

Figure I: Quilts Farm showing distances between properties

6.17. As the map above shows, the proposal site is actually less than 50 metres from the
nearest building forming part of the group (the agricultural shed), and 60 metres from the
nearest residential property.

6.18. This is a significant difference from the |10 metres stated in the officer’s report, and

suggests the site has not been assessed in detail.



6.19. This report also emphasises the importance of a negative pre-application response,
which was offered without the benefit of a site visit (see appendices for full pre-application

advice sheet)-

In particular, a negative response was provided at the pre-application stage and this remains the

assessment of the site.

6.20. Notwithstanding the above discussion, it is clear through both desk-based and site
assessment that the proposal site forms a natural extension to the building group. While
there is a small distance between the existing buildings and the ménage, in spatial terms the
site should be seen as a part of the overall farm group. The ménage, along with the
agricultural building and yard area adjacent, clearly forms a part of the built development
which constitutes Quilts Farm.

6.21. The officer states this proposal would not ‘naturally constitute’ an extension to this
building group. In considering this point, we draw attention to not only the existing buildings
at Quilts Farm, but also to consented developments.

6.22. At present there are two applications which are relevant to this proposal, in that
they will extend the building group, and therefore alter the spatial context in which this
proposal would sit.

6.23. Application reference 12/0181 |/FLL is for a new house to the north of the existing
building group. Its location is shown on the map within the appendices. The status of this
proposal is currently pending decision; however the application has been recommended for
approval and is awaiting only the signing of a Section 75 in relation to education payments. It

is clear therefore that the principle of this proposal has been supported by the planning

authority.




. |Proposal Site

Proposed New House-
Ref 12/01811/FLL
Approved subject to Section 75 agreement

New Garage/Workshop Building
Approved subject to conditions
12/02123/FLL

/

. /J/

Figure 2: Quilts Farm showing neighbouring existing and consented uses

6.24. This proposal will represent an extension to the building group. There is an existing
permission in principle for the replacement of an existing unused agricultural building to the
north of the building group, but this proposal is not for the same site. Therefore the
proposal must be assessed as a building group extension.

6.25. This extension of the building group is not into a definable site, rather an open field,
and for the same reasons the further spread of the building group will not be constrained.
6.26. In addition to this proposal application 12/02123/FLL has been recently approved.
This proposal is for a garage/workshop within a field to the south east of the building group.
6.27. The approval of these two applications will lead to a situation where the building
group at Quilts is considerably larger than it currently is, with buildings spread over a larger

area. The justification for refusal of this application then becomes harder to justify.



6.28. In addition, the approval of application 12/0181 I/FLL and the refusal of Mr.
Greenlees application raises questions of the consistency of the assessment of these

applications, given the factors discussed above in relation to the two sites.

7. Grounds for Appeal 2: Brownfield Land

7.1. A further argument in favour of the proposal was in relation to the opportunity to
improve an area of rural brownfield land. This argument was dismissed by the officer, stating
that there would be no net environmental improvement as a result of our client’s proposal.
7.2.  The site in question has been the subject of extensive development in order to
create an equestrian ménage. This has involving substantial cutting and filling to create a flat
surface. As a redundant and disused site, the ménage’s condition is now deteriorating.

7.3.  The officer’s report assessment of the status of the site is somewhat contradictory.
It states that the site cannot be considered to ‘fully constitute a brownfield site’, as a
scraping of the surface would return it to a more natural state. It then states the land has
‘already been engineered’ in order to provide a flat surface. As a site which has been
engineered, removing the surface dressing will not return it to a natural state, as it would
remain an artificially flat piece of ground amongst otherwise undulating ground.

74. In addition, as a redundant site with no current use, there is little prospect of the
work the officer refers to being carried out. As is the case with all brownfield/previously
developed sites, improvements are only likely to be forthcoming where a new use is
approved.

7.5.  The proposal to use this site for a single house would allow the site to be properly
landscaped, meaning it could make a positive contribution to the landscape character of the

area. There can surely be little doubt that this would result in a net environmental benefit

when compared to the current existing situation.




7.6.  We would argue therefore that the environmental improvement which would result
from this proposal is a significant material consideration, which was not given sufficient

weight in the officer’s report.

8. Summary

8.1.  We would request that the Local Review Body take note of the information above
in reviewing the officer’s decision on this application.
8.2.  Itis our belief that this proposal complies with all relevant Perth and Kinross
Council planning policies, and therefore the decision to refuse planning permission should
be overturned.
8.3.  In particular, we would draw attention to the following points-
® The site in question is previously developed land, located adjacent to an existing
building group.
® The land is contained on 3 sides by a combination of the topography of the
ground and existing forestry, therefore would sit well within the existing
landscape
® The planning officer’s decision to refuse permission was based on an inaccurate
assumption that the site is | |0 metres distant from the building group.
® The proposed new house would represent an environmental improvement over
the current disused ménage.

8.4. Based on the above points, we would request therefore that the Local Review Body

overturn the planning officer’s decision to refuse permission for this site.




Appendix |- Location Plan
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Appendix 2- Site Plan
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Appendix 3- Application Form
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Appendix 4- Supporting Statement

Supporting Statement

Application for Planning Permission in Principle for
Residential Development at Quilts Farm, Near Dunning,
Perthshire

Movember 2012
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LI Introduwction CED Galbraith are nstructed to submit an application for
Flarming Permimion in Principle for residential development at
Quilts, near Dunning.

Owr Client is seeking to estblish the principle of residentil
development within the wider development at Quilts Farm. With
regards to this particulr development site there are presently
tewo residential dwellings in addition to two agricultural buildings
neighbouring the development bnd. The site currently featires a
disuzed eguestrion menage which our client would lke o
redevelop for residential use.

This planning satement oudines the natwre of the

development propoml topether with the policy contest
against which we believe the proposal will be considernsd.

12 Pre- Frior to submission of this application, pre-application
"-F'F""G_U“" consultation was sought from Perth and Kinross Cowncil Flanning
Discussions Officer Callum Petrie.

EXB Galbraith




FROPOSED DEVELOPFHMENT

1.1 Location

13 Site Deil

The purpose of the application is to seoure planning corsent in
principle for residential development and whilst we believe that
current planning policies are supportive of this proposal, we
consider that it & helphul to exphin the drivers for this proposed
development.

The proposed residential development site lies within Chuiles and is
sitiated newt to two residential dwellings and an  agrioultural
building. Flanning Permission in Principle has recently been granted
for a further dwelling house to the north of the existing building
group. The development site extends to approxmately 0.12 Ha
(0.30 acres) and comprizes a flat and level ground which was
formerly used commercially as an equestrian centre. The site under
consideration comprises an area of ground which is bound by
woodhnd to the south and west and residential properties to the
ezt [o the north of the site the growund slopes away steaplhy.

The site is bound by timber fencing and a number of mature trees.
The landscape featres will provide an appropriate s=tting for a
dwelling house with Enited landscape impact resulting  from
development on this site. Chr cliert & very keen to enbance and
redevelop this site from s current disuse as a riding ground in
order to create 2 mone attractive surrounding environment

Whilst we have not given detailed consideration to the detail of the
proposed umnit, we would foresee a dwelling howse of a scale in
keeping with exsiting buildings in the group. it B my dient’s
intention to expand on the existing development whilsts not
adversely affecting the character of the ewisting residential
EnvirommEnt

e consider that the development proposals will significantly
enhance the residential amenity of the area, making a positive
contribution to the surrounding environment as a whole.

Quiles Farm is located approximately 1 miles south of Duwnning, 5
miles to the west of Auchterarder on the B934 Yetts O MModart o
Dunning road. The farm & located to the west of the road, in a
raised position.

The site iz situated to the west of the existing buildings, extending
to approximately 0.12 HA (0.0 Acres). The site iz flat, having been
previously wmed as an eguestrian menage. The site is bounded o
the west and south by an area of woodland, to the north the and
slopes away steeply. Access onto the site would be from the east,
adjacent to the existing farm buildings.




1.4 BAccess

1.5 Services

5.1 Perth Area Local
Plan 1995

The proposed development will utiise the existing access to the
residential and farm buildings to the east of the site. This existing
access on the to the public road is connected to the proposal site
by an area of hardstanding adjacent to the site of the proposed nee
houses, meaning no new access outside of the application site will
be reguired.

Within the site, there i sufficient space for the parking of two cars,
as well 28 manoeuvring space.

Mains supply of electricity is avaihble. ¥Water and drainage will be
private with detalled consideration of service frastrecture
requirements being made in due course.

Due consideration has been given to Perth & Kinross Planning
Policies and we consider the relevant policy context is contained
within the Perth Area Local Flan 1995, as well as the Housing in
the Countryside Policy 2009, WYWe would also make reference to
Scottish Planning Palicy and the proposed Lol Development Plan.

POLICY [: Develfopments in the londword areqa, o shown in Froposols
Mofr A on land which & not identified for o sheciiic policy, proposal or
oppordurity will peneroly be restricted fo opriculfuce,  foresty or
recregtiona! ond foursm  projects and  opwraional | developments
including telscommunications develobment for wiich o counbryside
location is e=mential Devefopments will ofse be judped opainst the
following criteria:-

= [he site should hove o pood londscops fromewaork within wivich
the development con be et ond, i necesory, soresned
comialetafy,

* [n the cose of built developynent the scole, form, colour ond
degign of development should oocord with the sxisting pattern
of buiding.

# [he devslohment showld be compotible with its surroundings in
land wse terms ond  should not cowse  unocosbiobie
environmenda! imfpact

# [he locol rood nefeork should be copable of absorhing the
devsiohment and o solisfocory ocosss onto Hhat network
prowided

*  ¥here obpiicable, there showldd be sufficient spore copocty in
locrd services B0 coter for the new devslohment

* The mte should Be jarpe enough o ocoommodote  the
devsishment sotisfoctorily in site hlonning temms.

* T[he need to ocoommodate develohment as port of the ongoing
requirements of exigting commendal land  uses in  the
countryside.




The landscape framework of the proposed site is an existing
building growp, constituting residential and agricultural buildings,
with the proposed new house set to the west of the group. The
proposed building would be contined within a small area of
woodhnd o the west and sowth. When viewed from the east or
north, the proposed hoause will be viewed against the badkdrop of
the woodland area. The visual impact of the proposed house i
therefore minimissd.

#Asz this 5 an apphction in principle, the scale, form and design of
the buildng cannot be assessed, bt ouwr client would ntend to
develop a house in kesping with the design and scale of existing
buildings.

O client’s proposal for 2 single house & compatible with the
ewisting building growp, predominantly residental with no negative
impact on neighbouring amenity lilely.

#As disoussed in the s=ction on acoess above, the property will be
accessed by the existing access into the building growp. mpact on
the road network therefore will be neglighle as there will be no
new access onto the public road required.

#Az the notional site plan demonstrates, there is sufficient space on
the site o accommaodate a house and necessary parking and other
services, while retaining an area of amenity space.

W¥'e have also considered Folicy 32-

POLMCY 32 The Déstrict Counclls Déstrict wide policy on Housing in the
Countryside will apply within most of the Londword Aren Within Arsax
of Great Llondscape Volve, the Motiond Scenic Area ond the Historic
Gordens ond Deggned Landscobes there will be o pressmition opoinst
new howsss excefd on the bosis of operational nesd, but encowropement
will be piven to the restoration ond conversion of buildings go form mew
howes,

The 1994 Housing in the Countryside Policy has been considered
alongside Policy 312, with the following pzm=mge of particubar
relevance to this proposal-

Consent will be pronted for houses within such proups provided they do
nat detroct from the omendy of the growp and for fowuses which would
extend the group onio deffnable sites created by  swrownding
topagropfy, londscope fectures or fisld boundanies which will constroin
the continued shreod of the grouh.

The site of the proposed house= is contained by trees on twio sides
and a steep slope on another side, effectively preventing further
spread away from the existing buildings to the east. The proposal
should therefore be seen as meeting the requirements of the
above palicy.



3.1 Housing in the
Countryside 1009

The proposal has been considered against the Housing in the
Couwntryside supplementary planning guidance.

The Building GGroups policy & reprodwced below and we consider
that thiz s supportive of the development principles of the current
application.

“1. Building Groups

Consent will be gromted for houses within buiding prowps provided they
do nat detroct from both the residential and viswal omendy of ghe group,
Consent will also be pranted for houses which exdend the prouf into
definoble stes formed by existing topoprophy ond londscope feotunss
which will provide o suitable setting. AN proposok must resped the
chorodter, loyout ond buiking pottern of the proup ond demonstrote
thet on odequate stondard of residentiol amenity con be ocfieved for
the sxvigting and proposed howssx).

MNate: An maisting building proup i defined as 3 or more Buddings of o
sire of leost equivolent to o trodiional cotioge, whether they ore of o
regdentiol ondiar besiness!opricuftural notre.  Small anciliory premises
suth of domeshic poroges ond outbuidings will nof be dossed as
buildings for the purpozses of this pofice.™

Az discussed above in relation to Policy 32 of the Local Plan and
the |9%4 Howing in the Countryside Folicy, this proposal is for a
new howse adjacent to an ewisting building group. The abowe
section of the current Houzing in the Countryzide Policy i
therefore of relevance. We would draw particular attention o the
topography and landscape features of the site. The plot is bardered
by trees to the west and south. and a steep slope dropping away to
the north. The propoml should therefore be sesn as a definable
site due to the existing topographical and landscape features.

Az well ax being located within an existing building group, the
proposed house is also sited on grownd which is classifiable as neral
brownfield, therefore we believe the following policy would also be

aof relevance-

. Rra! Browrfisld Lond

Redevelapment for smoll scale housing of brownfield fond which was
formedy occspisd by buiidings may be ocoepindde whers i@ would
remove derelfiction or resuft in o sgnifcont environmentol improvement
ond where & con be demomstroted thot there ore no other pressing
requirenents for offesr uses sach o3 business or tourism on the Site A
stotement of the plonning history of the ste, incwding the previous use
ond condition. must be provided to the planning outhorty. Froposols
should be smoll scols, wp to maximum of (e new howsss, and must
comply with the cntero st out in e For All Proposols section of this
policy. AN land within the site, induding areas nof required for housing or
privote pardens must be the mehject of londscoping ondior other
remediotion works




The site of the proposed house has in the past been the subject of
considerable development to oreab= 2 fot surface for =e as a2
menage. There is evidence of considerable cutting and filling of the
gromnd on both the south west and north east sides of the plot
The meénage & no longer in wse and the site is laving a detrimental
affect on the amenity of the surrounding area.

By chamging the use of this bnd to residential, there iz an
opportunity to improve the appearance of this @nd. The plhnning
application bowundary cowers the full area of the existing menage,
and it is our client’'s mtention to wtilise the full are for the house

and garden area Thersfore the ermdironment of the area wouwld
benefit from an improvement.

5.3 Proposed Local ‘Whilst the proposed Perth and Kinross Locl Development Flan is
Development Plan probably not a significant materal consideration at the present
iz time, we would comment that the support outiined above in terms

of existing adopted policy is main@ined and we would refer to the
following extracts from Perth and Einross Cowncil's proposed local
development plan which was published in January 20012 relating to
policy RD3 with specific reference to o) Building Growps” and )
Develapment on Furol Brownfreld Land™

Policy RD3I: Housing in the Countryside.

The Council will support proposals for the eneclion, or oreation thwough
conversion, of single howses and groups of howses in tfhe countryside
which ffal into o leost one of the following cotepanes

af Building Groups;

[t Irfil sites;

fc] Mew houses in the ofen counbryside on defined cofepones af
sites o3 sef out in section 3 of e supplementory puidaomoe;

{d} Renovotion or reblocsment of houses;

(&l Conwersian or replocsment of redundomt nan-domestic boidings;

(f} Drevelapment on Rural Brownfield Land

Brownfield Land i defined as Tond which fos previously besn
dereloped. The term may cover vocant or derefict (ond, hond ocoupied by
redundant or unsused buildings and developed fond within the s=itlsment
boundary wihens furfer intersificotion of use it consdeed accepioble’,

The comments abowe in relation to building groups and rwral

brownfield land would therefore apply equally to the new Local
Dievelopment Pln.



A Government Soottish Planning Policy paragraph ¥2 states ‘The plonning system fas
Planning Policy o sigrificort roe in suppborting sustainoble economic growth in rurdl
oreas. By toking o posithe approoch o new develobment, plonning
outhonties con help to crecte the Apft conditions for rurol busnesoes
ond commanities to flaurdsh. The aim should be o enoble development
in of el oreos which supports prosperous ond  swstainoble

communities wivist protecting ond eshancing environmental qualiy.”

The following extract from paragraph 93 of 5PF is also of
relevance-

Planning outhorities should ofso support and promote opportunities for
ermdranmental enfancosment and repenerotion in rurol areos, particulory
oreds of previous mining and industrial ooy,

Having regard to the aims and aspirations enshrined within the
Soottish Planning Policy it is considered that this proposal would be
supported by national planning policy.

1 oncluskon ¥e are of the opinion that the proposal submitted will result in an
improvement and consolidation of the existing environment and is

sympathetic to the existing built form.

¥v'e believe that this application for residential dewelopment in
principle at Quiles farm i dearly supported by the Councils
adopted policies in relation to howging in the countryside together
with the wider planning aspirations promoted by both the Cowncil
and the Government.

We trust that the information contained within this statement is
sufficient for the Council’s purposes in giving consideration to this
matter and ultimately determining the application. OF course,
should any additdonal information be reguired or further
clarification upon any point desired, we would be happy to provide
such.

Ve ook foreward to progressing the application with Perth and
Kinross Council.




Appendix 5 — Decision Notice

PERTH AND KINROSS
COUNCIL

Mr Angus Greenlees Pullar House

c¢/o CKD Galbraith 35 Kinnoull Street
Lynedoch House PERTH

Barossa Place PH1 5GD

Perth

PH1 5EP

Date 8th February 2013

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT

Application Number: 12/02093/IPL

| am directed by the Planning Authority under the Town and Country Planning (Scotland)
Acts currently in force, to refuse your application registered on 10th December 2012 for
permission for Erection of a dwellinghouse (in principle) Land 110 Metres North West
Of Quilts Farm Dunning for the reasons undernoted.

Development Quality Manager
Reasons for Refusal

1. The proposal is contrary to policy 32 of the Perth Area Local Plan 1995, in failing to satisfy
any of the associated criteria for Housing in the Countryside.

2. The proposal is contrary to the Council's adopted, Housing in the Countryside Guide 2012
in that it does not constitute development within a building group, nor the extension of a
building group onto a definable site, it is not a infill site, it does not meet the requirements
of new houses in the open countryside, it does not involve the conversion or replacement
of redundant non-domestic buildings of traditional form and construction nor does the site

constitute rural brownfield land.

Justification

The proposal is not in accordance with the Development Plan and there are no material reasons
which justify departing from the Development Plan



Appendix 6- Delegated Report

REPORT OF HANDLING

DELEGATED REPORT

Ref No 12/02093/IPL
Ward No N7- Strathallan
PROPOSAL: Erection of a dwellinghouse (in principle)

LOCATION: Land 110 Metres North West of Quilts Farm Dunning
APPLICANT: Mr Angus Greenlees

RECOMMENDATION: REFUSE THE APPLICATION

SITE INSPECTION: 17 January 2013

OFFICERS REPORT:
Site Description and Proposal

The application site is situated at Quilts Farm, which sits on an elevated position on
the west side of the B934, approximately 2.5km to the south of the village of
Dunning. The application site which extends to 0.3 acre (not the 1.2 Ha as per the
application form) sits 110m north west of the building group of Quilts Farm. The
rectangular, flat site is characterised as a disused menagerie, previously operating
for equine purposes. The site is bounded by timber, ranch style fencing and trees to
the rear.

No details of a proposed dwelling have been provided as the application is IPL. The
supporting statement suggests the dwelling house would be of a scale in keeping
with existing buildings. Existing access will be used with neighbouring Quilts Farm
electricity and private water supply.

Sections 25 and 37(2) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997
require that planning decisions be made in accordance with the development plan
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The Development Plan for the
area comprises the approved TayPlan 2012 and the adopted Perth Area Local Plan
1995. The proposed Local Development Plan 2012 is a material consideration.
There are no specific policies of strategic importance, relevant to this proposal
contained in the TayPlan.

The determining issues in this case are whether: - the proposal complies with
development plan policy; or if there are any other material considerations which
justify a departure from policy.

Policy



The proposed principle of an additional single residential dwellinghouse created on
this site is not considered to fully satisfy policy 32 of the PALP or the associated
policy criteria of the 2012 adopted Housing in the Countryside Guidance.

In particular, a negative response was provided at the pre-application stage and this
remains the assessment of the site.

Building Group —

As described in the title, the site is somewhat removed from Quilts Farm Building
group (110m) to the north west. In this regard, the site is not considered to relate
closely to the existing building group and would not naturally constitute an extension
to the existing building group.

Brownfield Site —

The redevelopment of a menagerie to provide a residential dwelling is not
considered to provide a net environmental benefit to the existing situation. In
addition, Environmental Health have identified no issue with site contamination,
therefore the development would not result in any non visual net environmental
benefit. The site is not considered to fully constitute a brownfield site with a scraping
of the menagerie surface (sand/rubber mix) easily returning the land to a more
natural state. The land has already been engineered to provide a flat area for riding
and this position would not be improved through any proposed physical
development.

Environmental Health
No concern with evidence of site contamination.
Conditions to ensure no impact on existing private water supply or foul drainage.

Landscaping

Some landscaping exists on the boundaries of the menagerie (particularly upper
slopes north west), which could be further augmented if the principle of residential
development on this site was considered applicable.

Traffic/Safety issues

No formal comments were received from transport colleagues in relation to an
additional dwelling on this site. Notwithstanding, informal, verbal response indicated
that there would be no objection for a single residential unit, subject to conditions.
Formal support from transport colleagues would not however alter the
recommendation for this proposal.

Education

In terms of other material considerations; this involves an assessment against the
approved Developer Contributions Policy 2012, which covers Primary Education and
New Housing Developments. The developer contributions policy seeks a financial
contribution of £6,395 per mainstream residential unit in areas where the local
primary school is operating at over its 80% capacity (not formally applied at principle
stage of consent). In this case, no contribution can be applied as the planning
application remains ‘in principle’ or where an extant planning consent with no
material change exists.



DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The Development Plan for the area comprises the Approved TAYplan June 2012
and the Adopted Perth Area Local Plan 1995.

TAYplan June 2012

There are no strategic issues of relevance raised by the TAYplan 2012.

Perth Area Local Plan 1995

The site lies within the landward area as identified in the Perth Area Local Plan
1995. The principal relevant policies of the Plan are summarised:

Policy 1 Perth Area general policies

Developments in the landward area, as shown in Proposals Map A on land which is
not identified for a specific policy, proposal or opportunity will generally be restricted
to agriculture, forestry or recreational and tourism projects and operational
developments including telecommunications development for which a countryside
location is essential. Developments will also be judged against the following
criteria:-

The site should have a good landscape framework within which the development
can be set and, if necessary, screened completely.

In the case of built development the scale, form, colour and design of development
should accord with the existing pattern of building.

The development should be compatible with its surroundings in land use terms and
should not cause unacceptable environmental impact.

The local road network should be capable of absorbing the development and a
satisfactory access onto that network provided.

Where applicable, there should be sufficient spare capacity in local services to cater
for the new development.

The site should be large enough to accommodate the development satisfactorily in
site planning terms.

The need to accommodate development as part of the ongoing requirements of
existing commercial land uses in the countryside

Policy 32  Perth Area Housing in the Countryside

The District Council's District wide policy on Housing in the Countryside will apply
within most of the Landward Area. Within Areas of Great Landscape Value, the
National Scenic Area and the Historic Gardens and Designed Landscapes there will
be a presumption against new houses except on the basis of operational need, but
encouragement will be given to the restoration and conversion of buildings to form
new houses.

Note: Details of the Housing in the Countryside Policy (revised May 1994) are
contained in Annex 1.

The Council will normally only support proposals for the erection of individual houses
in the countryside which fall into an identified category:

Building Groups



Renovation or Replacement of Houses
Conversion or Replacement of Non-Domestic Buildings
Operational Need

Perth and Kinross Council Local Development Plan - Proposed Plan January 2012

On the 30 January 2012 the Proposed Plan was published. The adopted Local Plan
will eventually be replaced by the Proposed Local Development Plan. The Council's
Development Plan Scheme sets out the timescale and stages leading up to
adoption. Currently undergoing a period of representation, the Proposed Local
Development Plan may be modified and will be subject to examination prior to
adoption. This means that it is not expected that the Council will be in a position to
adopt the Local Development Plan before December 2014. It is therefore a material
consideration in the determination of this application. The principal relevant policies
are in summary:

Policy PM1: Placemaking

Development must contribute successfully to the quality of the surrounding built and
natural environment.

Policy RD3: Housing in the Countryside

The Council will support proposals for the erection, or creation through conversion,
of single houses and groups of houses in the countryside.

Other Policies:

Housing in the Countryside Guide 2012

A revised Housing in the Countryside Policy was approved by the Council in August
2012. The policy applies over the whole local authority area of Perth and Kinross
except where a more relaxed policy applies at present. In practice this means that
the revised policy applies to areas with other Local Plan policies and it should be
borne in mind that the specific policies relating to these designations will also require
to be complied with. The policy aims to:

. Safeguard the character of the countryside;

. Support the viability of communities;

. Meet development needs in appropriate locations;

. Ensure that high standards of siting and design are achieved.

The Council’s “Guidance On The Siting And Design Of Houses In Rural Areas”
contains advice on the siting and design of new housing in rural areas.

Development Contributions 2012

Sets out the Council’s Policy for securing contributions from developers of new
homes towards the cost of meeting appropriate infrastructure improvements
necessary as a consequence of development.

- @XB Galbraith



SITE HISTORY
12/00617/PREAPP — advice sought on the principle of residential development.
Negative response.

Various redevelopment proposals as part of the original farm group. Most recently
through application 12/01811/FLL.

CONSULTATIONS/COMMENTS

Transport Planning No response

Education And Children's  In outline so no contribution can be applied at this

Services stage.
Environmental Health No response
Environmental Health No response

TARGET DATE: 10 February 2013

REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED:

Number Received: 1

Summary of issues raised by objectors:

Fails to meet applicable policy criteria

Access Issues

Proposal relates to unwarranted HIC which is not justified in terms of being for
agricultural workers or requiring a countryside location. The proposal has no policy
weight and any further housing would harm the established amenity of the area,
setting an undesirable precedent.

Response to issues raised by objectors:
Addressed in officer report.

Additional Statements Received:

Environment Statement Not required
Screening Opinion Not required
Environmental Impact Assessment Not required
Appropriate Assessment Not required
Design Statement / Design and Access Statement Submitted
Report on Impact or Potential Impact None




Legal Agreement Required: None
Summary of terms — N/A

Direction by Scottish Ministers - None
Reasons:-

1 The proposal is contrary to policy 32 of the Perth Area Local Plan 1995, in
failing to satisfy any of the associated criteria for Housing in the Countryside.

2 The proposal is contrary to the Council's adopted, Housing in the Countryside
Guide 2012 in that it does not constitute development within a building group, nor
the extension of a building group onto a definable site, it is not a infill site, it does not
meet the requirements of new houses in the open countryside, it does not involve
the conversion or replacement of redundant non-domestic buildings of traditional
form and construction nor does the site constitute rural brownfield land.

Justification

The proposal is not in accordance with the Development Plan and there are
no material reasons which justify departing from the Development Plan.




Appendix 7- Site Photographs

Figure 3- Quilts Farm viewed from B934 looking South

Figure 4- View from South East corner of ménage
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Appendix 8- Pre Application Advice

Dﬂ' m-“ img For Franning oed B i Slon
ayed mm Head of Serdon Davdd Linksjahn
Employee Training
| T Chilfom ﬂh’;ﬂ:ﬂm 445 om =
| 1100 &m on i 1 Thursdey of sech Pular Mouse 35 Kinnoul Street
Lmavh commansing & Febnery 2003 | Pacth P 5GD
Micala Charlestan Cua. . Sl Filrin
{Via i) CrirscE Diald (1 730 AT2353)

E-mail: orssrksioks o, uh
B Dlog (08 Wk

O red 1500 TIPREAFT
Your ref
Tala 0 Augisl A01F

Daar Me Chareston

Pre-application Consultation: Propoesed dwelling at Quilts Farm, Dunning Perthshire
| refer to your e-mail dated 20™ June 2012 in the above conneclion,

Please accept my apologias at the time laken o respond bo this enquiry,

This proposal will be considerad in relation 1o the policies of the Council and the guidance
of the Scottish Government, In particular the Development Plan for the area, which in this
case comprises TAYplan 2012 and the Perh Area Local Plan 1895 (Incorporating
Altaration No1 — Housing Land 2000). OF relevance is Local Plan policy 32 — Housing in
the Countryside. As you have identified, Housing in the Countryside Policy 2000 ig also
ralevant. The Plane may be nspected af Pullar House, at the Council's area offices and
libraries, and can be viewed on the Council's internet page at waw.pkc.gov.uk.

Mational planning guidance can be accessed online &
hitp:iiweenw scotland gev, ukiTopica/Planning

The Council's Proposed Local Development Plan 2012 is alsa a relevant material
conssderation in thie instanos.

Other policies or documents which may be applicable are:
* Planning Guldance Nole — Primary Education and New Housing Development

The conlributions for Education Infrastructure indicated in the Councils Planning
Guidance Nole “Primary Education and New Housing Development” are applicable when
the lecal primary school is consldered to be al capacity. The figune is currently E5358 per
hause, A link io this policy = atteched below for your information:

i : ov.ukiN i

hitp:iwww.phe.gov.uk/NRirdenlyres/20C17630-97 CC-4AE2-8250-
CEAFDAT2FB22/0/DaveloperContributionforEducation.June2010Update. pdf

From an initial desktop exercise, | would suggest that the principle of residential
davelopment on s aife would nol be supported. | do not consider this sile, which is



adjacent to an esiablshed building greup, “creading an idenfifisbde sense of place” as per
Policy 32 of the Parth Area Local Plan,

The wording of HICP 2009 in relation to bullding groups states: “Consenf will also be
granled for houses which extend the group o definable sies formed by existing
topography and or wel established lsndecape fealures which will provide & suitabis
seifing. All proposals must respect the charscler, layout and building patfern of the group
and demonsfrate thal a high standard of residenfial amenity can be achieved for the
exishng and proposed house(s).” Once again, my preliminary view would be the site
which ‘f:;l refer to, does not fully satisty all of the aforementioned and is unbikety 1o be
supported.

You should note that in issuing this response there has bean:

No site inspaciion

Mo consultation with other Council Sarvices

Mo extemal consulation

Mo opportunity for neighbours or public to commant

In particular, you should note that | have not necessarily identified or had the
opportunity to assess all of the material considerations which might influence the
determination of any planning application. The Councll is not bound by this advice
in the event that you submit a planning application.

It is only by submitting a formal application that & measured and comprehensive response
o & proposed developrment can be given as quickly as resources permit. A formal
applcation imolves considering 8 prapoeal in tarms of the Development Plan and the
Council's policies on the basis of dedsiled plans and amy further information and
justification which is considered necassary. Formal assessment will also involve visiting
the sile and the surrounding area; resaarching e planning history of the site and the
surmounding area; carmying out any necessary consultafions; and taking account of any
comments recelived from notified neighbowrs and the wider public.

Please note thal current staffing resources, prionties and workload will not permit me to
respond to any further pre-applcation consultation regarding this proposed development.

I trust however thad this lebier is of some sasslancs.

Yours sincaredy

Callum Patrie
Planning COfficar

@B Galbraith



Appendix 9- Public representation

Pitmaadiw Farm
Muckhart Road
Dunning

FHZ ORA

2 February 20013

Mr Callum Petrie
Flanning & Kegeneration
Parth & Kinrass Coundil
Pullar House

15 Kinnoull Street

Perth

PH1 500D

Digar Mr Petrie

Flanning Application ref:12/02093/1PL Erection of dwelling house in
primciple

Please take this Iotter as a better of support in terms of the above noted
application,

Having previously lived at Quilts | consider the proposal to be well considered in
terms of the extension of the current building group by bailding on presioushy
developed ground. This extension Is supported by the fact that the boundary has
a clear and defensible edpe, Motwithstanding this given the surrounding
topography and landscape planting a well designed house will be readily
ahsorbed into the andscape,

| believe this application fully accords with the current policy framework and
would provide a pesitive conlribution to the local enviroment,

[n terms of servicing | can confirm having beén responsible for the installation of
the borehole supply at Quilts that there (5 an overabundancs of supply in the
systermn. The borehole records indicate capacity to draw water at a rate of circa
540 litres per hour coupled with head storage of cicca S000 litres, This was
designed to allow for residential development of 12,500m2 along with running
circa 50 cows and lollowers.

Yours sincerely

lim Turnbull

@XB Galbraith




Appendix 10- Public representation

E-5TILER

10ih January A3

Flanning & Aegencralion — pp—pp— = 3
Pultar Hoesze FNTEREL LN WATLEY

15 Kinnoul Slnesl
Farth

FH1 SGD

ERl Callum Petrie | e —
[eesr Mr Pilria,

12M020831PL, Ereclion o a dwellinghous2 (in peingiple), Land 110 Metres Haeth Wasl
Of Duill® Farm Bunning

| reder 1o Ehe submitted spelication for Planning Permission in Principie and site as above
fm behal® of gur ciests Br & My Sevaneon, nelighbours at the proposed sita, wa wish o
icdige an objection o this planning apphcation. We saf cul our reasons lor obgection beiow

Planning Poldicy
Parih Area Local Plan 1985

Tha application sita 5 withn the landwad area theredomn Ehe most spolicable polices as
Policy 1; General Policy asd Pokcy 32, Housing in the Gountrysida,

Polcy 1 shales thal developmests in @ bndwand ares will gensrelly be resirictad fo
agricubura, forestry or eomational and toursm projects and ako Bhose developments Tor
which 2 coumryEide lacation i@ eseantial This proposal is a single housn i= the copniryside
unreialed 1o any of the developmants falling under e calegories described abome ans
Eherefore is conirary 1o Poliey 1 ol the adophad Local Plan

Within the Paiif Ares Locl Plan Policy 32 presumas sgainst housing in the counbngslde
“gzept on the hasks of operational nesd.” This proposal 8 for mainstream housing o tha
courinyeida, unrelaied o any besiness or operalion - exisi g of proposed and e nefone
does not comply with this Policy, Policy 32 only enoierages new Romses in cates whers il
imeotvas mmshorstion and conversion of huildings; Bowseuer his proposal is for 3 rew
dweling and & nakhsr a mehorption nor comversgn |he preposal 5 thes conmary
Padiey 32 of the Adopted Lozal Flan.

Supplemeatary Flanning Guidance - Houging i the Counlryside (Fevized November
2z}

The Eepplementary Planning Guidasce on Housing in the Cowndrysale allows housing in
certain defined cimumstances inchiding housing proups, comersion aor reuse of huikdings
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and prowision of social howsing for local people. This proposal dozs nol izl under any of

- H Zrak
the acoepied categores and i therefore wegustitied housing in the couniryside. The +gibbald
Suipplamentany Flannis) Guidanca statas that

The Council wil suppor! proposals for the erection, or creation through
corearalon, of engla housse and groups ol hossas i the countneada wiech
fallinte ol =zt one of the following cilegones

(&) Bullding Groupe
(b} infill mhes

() Merwr hedises in the open countngside on dalined caiegedies of sites &8 el
out in sacsiom 3 of the Suppkmentany Suidanca.

{d) Aenmrartion ar replagement of housas
(&) Conversian of raplacemeant of radundant roa-domeastc buddings.
1y Pevelopment an mcd brownhekd land,

We consider that the proposed deselopmant deas not fall info &y of the sbove categories
and tharefore thiz proposal should ot be supported. To condinm our Assumplion ves Bave
congdened the progosal in lemms of e aBove criert;

[3) Bulldimg Groups

Undsr the Suppemenany Plenning Guedanca, budding groups are delied &=
1ol kores:

AN exishing buildisg group is d2fined 28 3 or mone puldings of & siee ai
rass equivalant to & iradition coltage whather they are of & residentis
andior I_|||:.||||-.1:;,'::;|.'i'_1illu'a1 malure. Smal andlary premeses Sech o5
domestic garages and cefbuidings will fot be chassed a5 buildings Sor
the purposes of this policy

Policy sinles frat sepgort will be ghven to proposals within bulding groups. Wa do
nol pondider that this proposal feme part of e exieting Duid ing gross &nd shoulkd
nial he given comsen on his R,

At presant there ar two residential buildings to the mast of the appication sile
Fecently, conseni for & Berd dwalinghouse was gramed permisson on fhe basis
that & will be balt on the footgeind of an &xiling Tam building — B oohplying
with pokcy. Lollpcovey, fhese threm unks e e Two exshng dwedinghousas and
ihe @wellig consanted undar spplication [ILVO0EE3IPL) mey b cordiderad bo
creile a fans siesding grouping. Woweser, the spplcalion Sile is sgnilicinily
removed from thesa oiher dhwelings. thersfore this proposal cannot be |usifed n
i=ms ol & Building group.
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Bomeaver, the housng i 1he exisbng sieading ane grouped very closa fogether and s il
ghare & cohesive characler e in lerms of previous use, sibe, cHiifg &l ¥ cibbaid
Dewvelopeent &l the proposed site in this fashion coukd abso sal an undesirabée

precedant for further development along this road %o the dafriment of the mearby

resideniial amanity, visugl amaniy, landscape and rural chasacter of the area

{0p Imhe gfes
The preposal does nat fall ender ihis cabagory

(€] Maw Fouses in the open couniryside on dedmed categones of Sies o s oul in
séclion 3 al the Supplementany [Sudanca.

The proposal doss not fall yeder this category

(i} Renoyation of replacement of housas

The proposal does nat fall ynder this calegory

(&) Conwersion or replecemant of redundant non-domesiic bulkings
The proposal does not [all under thes category

(1} Development an rursl brorambied e

The Goundls Supplementary Mansing Guidefce relating bo desslopment on mirdl
brerarilield 12nd g18%8a that;

Amigueiopmend Tor small scdle fesing of browmiisd land which was
foemary oocupied by buidings may be acceptable where it would
remave  dereliction or msull in 3 sEgnibcam  evimEmental
improwemes! and where it can be demonsireted that thane ara no cihar
pressing requirements for other wses fuch 35 Dusness of lounsm on
it =ita.

The application site is nol & brownliskd &ie and 50 this proposal canniot ba Jushifiad
o terms of sechon [f) of Supglementary Guidasce. In any esent the sila in ifs
current siats does nol craals a gighilcent negaliva arvironmanisl impact and e S
nol corsider that a dwelinghouss al tes location would represent an anrdrossmantal
mprosement

Proposed Lecal Development Flan 5012

The Parih & Kisross Proposed Local Development Plan is a maderial consaderation in the
determiration of this application. In @ees of this plan the relvant policy 8 Policy KO3
Housing in the Gountryside. This policy reilerades the Councils Supplemeniary Planming
Guidanee redating to Housing i the Countryside in shat i lists cedain Giegories o which
single howses in the ooeatryside will be sepported. We do not considar that this proposal
fells under any of the caiegosics listed @ this palicy, The applicant™s agent makes specilic

Page 3 af 4
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reference o categarnies {a) &nd (1) in order fo support this proposal, Gabegory (a) mfers o
tusbiling groups and for the reasons owfined above we do nof consifer this proposal (o
comely wich thig calepeey. Category (1) relates to development o rural beownlfield land,
Soweyer the proposed s=be tals 1o compty withi the ciena contained within this calegory,
theretora this proposal B canirary ba The Progossd Locs Develdpreent Fian

Amess

Amcess (o the gile s proposad 1o be fsken from the B934 and along the read which
SETVICES e exisling residential properties and an agriculursl cathulding. Currestly, e
are gayveral vebickes wsing this accesa on & daily basis Pcluding agrculural vehicles. | this
proposal is approved, hers B & sk thal fud®er use of the road may kead to further
defenorabon, ¥We do mod consder that tes mad 15 suiabda tor hethar intansilication. In
oddinon a0 mcreaze of vehiculls tralhic & the jschion v the BO34: would be delrimental
I the safety and comenisnoe of &l road users due 1o difficdties in suming lkeft onto tha
B4 towands Dpnning

Oiher laclors

= Watar supply 1o the axietng howses ie already gt capacity end under sorain; Surifer

devalagmant would axacerians this pngb e

= Afy drakage provigsans nothe voingy of e spplcation sie woukd Bl isety
affect surroamding residental dranages amanpements dus 1o B change in grouns
l=ued al this lacalion

Lanclugion

This prapasal ralles 10 UmearaTad nouseg n he couniryseds shich 5 not justded n
terms of being for agricutiural workers or requinng a counbryside (ocabon, The proposs =
not tupporiad Oy Ccoseirnyeda pokces comtaied wfthin the adopied Local Plen
an. There is mo

Supplemeniary Planning Guidance o (he Propased Local Devalopmest Pg
nend for further housing hese, il would hirm Tha sstabliskad amenty of the ama and
development 2 this location could s2t an undesirable precedent for further deselcgement

which woeld harm the chasacker of this area

I is respectiully requasied that these commenss ane Bken on board, and 1he application i
ralusad, | Inok dorward 1o receiving confinmation of recept of 1his letier

Y OLUM smcanaly,

Brigid Ryam
Emall: Brigid, Ryanirg-5.20 0k
Tel; 0141 587 5365

Pap=4 of 4

Grabkam
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& Danlkiy Asmared Firm
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Appendix | |- Response to letter of objection

Calkim Petrie

Planning & Regeneration wﬁ;“;'"-""_"

Pullar House BAROEEA PLACE

25 Kinnoull Strest PERTH Pl GES

Parth Q1738 4500

erly 1T3H 451900
PERTHE KOGEALARATH SO

WWRCKDLALARE THODUK

|8 Jarary 2013

FLAMMING APPLICATION REF- IHOIOFINPFL, QUILTS FARM,

DUMNHING

Dear Hr. Peoie,

| narved an objection was reseived to my client's application 2t Quilis Farm, Dunning, ref
felierie, LTI 2

While | sm eonfident the majoricy of th Bsies rased were covered in the supporting
staternent onginally submitted, | would like to respend to a number of te points Faived in
thee lemmer of akjection.

Tha: rederance in the letter of objection to Policy | of the Local Plan shoud be discounced,
It is clear from Policy 32 and the Housing in the Countryside guidance thas thers are
CrCUTSTRncEs wihine single houses in te countryside can be permicad,

The leter makes reference to Policy 32 of the Local Plan, stating that the policy
“presumes aguinst housing in the countryside, “excapt on the basis of operationl need™.
This is & misinterpretation of the palicy, a8 the operatoral need regquirement applies anly
where the propossl she s within the Aress of Great Landscape Value, the Maticral Scenic
Area and the Histonic Gardens ard Desigreed Landscapes. As aur cient’s proposal ks withis
raone of these designated areas, operatonal need does rat apply.

| also noce the ebjector’s agens makes reference to consenced applicaticn | |O0BE9PL,
fexr & dweelling on the site of an existing agricuttural buiding, | note with incerest the
current detiiled proposal for chis lecstion, | 20081 I/FLL and the resiting of the propossd
hesmse north of any existieg buildings. This proposal, wiich | s the plinning ashoricy s
minded t0 approve. showld therefore be seen as an extersion to th sxating building
group rather tham 3 rebuldireplacement building. This proposal cannos have been sssessed
as mesting the requirement of the renovation/replacenent of redundant buildings policy,
which szates any new buildieg must have s its core, the footbrint of the existieg roditesal
steading. | can only azsume therefors thit its approval will be based an the bulding group

Ciur cliera does not object to chis proposal, however | would argus thiy lerthooming
approsal of an exterdion o the Quiks Farm builldieg group i of dear relmance @ our
dient’s similir propasal,




(3

L8 Jaruary X013

The letter of abjection itates the proposal is contrary to tee building group palicy, a5 the
propadal is not within the building group. Howower the guidance clearly smes proposals
will b granted for houses which axtend the group inte delinable sites formed by xisting
topography, Qur dient's proposal is for & chearly defined sive, which will not allow furthar
spread of the buildeg group, and therefors should be supported, | weold gain rake note
of upplication |2008 | |, whess this extension of the t:'l.-llllirlg group is uncontained vs the
norch Gr wHEt

Wich regard e the issue of access and services, | would paint out our client is the cwner
ol the bindholding in quession. As seaed in tha eriginal application, our client proposss to
inatall private warer and draingge spstems, which wall ol ecurss be of the swndar rExjuired
by the relevant regulatory body. H upgrading of the access vack s riquired due m
increased wse, this is within his control, and & such should ot be & plasming ssue. In
tarm af increxsed waffic onto the B934, | note thare kas been no objection fram
Transpors Plinsing, and assume theralore that this will not be an mye,

I trust this infarmatien will be taken on bosrd when assessing the applicston,

¥iours sincersly,

Robert Patrick
Email: robart.patrickifickdgalbralth.co.uk
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TCP/11/16(241)

TCP/11/16(241)

Planning Application 12/02093/IPL — Erection of a
dwellinghouse (in principle) on land 110 metres north west
of Quilts Farm, Dunning

PLANNING DECISION NOTICE (included in

applicant’s submission, see page 46)

REPORT OF HANDLING (included in applicant’s

submission, see pages 47-52)

REFERENCE DOCUMENTS (included in applicant’s
submission, see pages 29-30 and 37-45)
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3(i)(c)

TCP/11/16(241)

TCP/11/16(241)

Planning Application 12/02093/IPL — Erection of a
dwellinghouse (in principle) on land 110 metres north west
of Quilts Farm, Dunning

REPRESENTATIONS

e Representation from Environmental Health Manager, dated
17 December 2012
e Objection from Ms B Ryan, Graham + Sibbald, on behalf of

Mr and Mrs Stevenson, dated 10 January 2013 (included in
applicant’s submission, see pages 57-60

e Representation from Ms B Ryan, Graham + Sibbald, on
behalf of Mr and Mrs Stevenson, dated 23 April 2013

e Agent’s response to representation, dated 2 May 2013
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Memorandum

To Development Quality Manager From Environmental Health Manager
Your ref PKC/12/02093/IPL Our ref KIM
Date 17 December 2012 TelNo 01738 476442

The Environment Service Pullar House, 35 Kinnoull Street, Perth PH1 5GD

Consultation on an Application for Planning Permission

RE: Erection of a dwellinghouse (in principle) Land 110 Metres North West Of Quilts Farm
Dunning for Mr Angus Greenlees

| refer to your letter dated 14 December 2012 in connection with the above application and
have the following comments to make.

Water - Recommendation
I have no objections to the application but recommend the undernoted conditions be
included in any given consent.

Comments

The development is in a rural area/hamlet/village with private water supplies (namely Quilts
Farm Supply) known to serve properties in the vicinity. The applicant has indicated that they
will connect to a private water supply. To ensure the new development has an adequate and
consistently wholesome supply of water and / or to maintain water quality and supply in the
interests of residential amenity and ensure the private water supply or septic drainage
systems of neighbours of the development remain accessible for future maintenance please
note the following informatives. No public objections relating to the water supply were noted
at the date above.

Conditions

The applicant should ensure that any existing wayleaves for maintenance or repair to
existing private water supply or septic drainage infrastructure in the development area are
honoured throughout and after completion of the development.

The applicant shall ensure the private water supply for the house /development complies
with the Water Scotland Act 1980 (Section 63) and the Private Water Supplies (Scotland)
Regulations 2006. Detailed information regarding the private water supply, including the
nature, location and adequacy of the source, any storage tanks / pipework and the filtration
and disinfection treatment proposed to ensure provision of an adequate and consistently
wholesome water supply shall be submitted to Perth and Kinross Council Environmental
Health in line with the above act and regulations.

Contamination
A search of historic records did not raise any concerns regarding ground contamination
therefore | have no adverse comments to make on the application.
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G-S/733/BR
23" April 2013

Planning & Regeneration
Pullar House

35 Kinnoull Street

Perth

PH1 5GD

FAO; Gillian Taylor by email to Planninglrb@pkc.gov.uk

Dear Sir / Madam,

12/02093/IPL, Erection of a dwellinghouse (in principle), Land 110 Metres North West
Of Quilts Farm Dunning

Notice of Review Case TCP/11/16(241) — Further Representation

| refer to the determined application for Planning Permission in Principle and the site as
above. This application was refused permission on 8" February 2013. This further
representation has been prepared on behalf of Mr & Mrs Stevenson, neighbours at the
proposed site in response to an application for a review of that decision by the Perth and
Kinross Local Review Body.

The focus of this further representation is in respect of the applicant’s Notice of Review
Supporting Statement and the reasons for refusal as per the Councils Decision Notice and
the Case Officers Report of Handling. This response also considers the applicant’s grounds
for appeal.

Graham and Sibbald has previously responded on behalf of our client to the Council’s
earlier stage consultation, by way of our letter dated 10™ January 2013 and in doing so
provided our argument of why this proposal should be refused in accordance with the
Polices contained within Local Plan, Supplementary Planning Guidance and emerging
Local Development Plan. That earlier response should be read in conjunction with this
further representation.

We refer Counéillors to our submitted Objection Letter, where our case for refusal of this
application is made in full.

Reasons for Refusal

1. The proposal is contrary to policy 32 of the Perth Area Local Plan 1995, in
failing to satisfy any of the associated criteria for Housing in the Countryside.

2. The proposal is contrary to the Council's adopted, Housing in the
Countryside Guide 2012 in that it does not constitute development within a
building group, nor the extension of a building group onto a definable site, it
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is not a infill site, it does not meet the requirements of new houses in the

: ; : ; Graham
open countryside, it does not involve the conversion or replacement of *sibbald
redundant non-domestic buildings of traditional form and construction nor
does the site constitute rural brownfield land.

Consideration of the Reasons for Refusal

As an overarching comment in relation to the two stated reasons for refusal we note that
the policy assessment of this application — on which the refusal has been based — is
correct.

Consideration of Reason 1

We agree with the Case Officer’s assertions that the proposal does not satisfy the Housing
in the Countryside criteria outlined within the Perth Area Local Plan. The site is not within a
Development Zone; the proposal does not represent development within or adjacent to a
building group; the proposal does not involve the renovation or replacement of a house;
the proposal does not involve the conversion of a non-domestic building and finally the
applicant has not submitted this proposal on the basis of an operational need.

Should this proposal be granted permission the existing building group would be unduly
extended to the west. Therefore, and in theory applications for planning permission could
come forward for the areas of land between this proposed dwelling and the existing
building group. This is contrary to Policy 32 within the Perth Area Local Plan which seeks
to constrain the continued spread of the group.

It is evident from the applicant’s submitted plans that the application site is removed from
the existing building group and therefore the Case Officers assessment on this matter was
correct and that decision should be upheld.

This proposal does not represent a natural extension to the existing building group and
would clearly be isolated from the building group if planning permission in principle is
permitted.

Consideration of Reason 2

The Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance supports proposals for the erection of
housing in the countryside if the proposal falls into at least one of a number of categories.
The applicant considers that the proposal is justified as it relates to building groups and
redevelopment of rural brownfield land. It has been outlined within our submitted
Objection Letter and within the Case Officer’s Report of Handling that the proposal does
not fall into either of these categories. This is discussed below in further detail.

Grounds of Appeal 1

The applicant seeks review on the grounds that the proposal complies with the policies
contained within the Perth Area Local Plan in relation to Building Groups and the
Supplementary Planning Guidance relating to Housing in the Countryside. The Councils
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Guidance relating to Housing in the Countryside is clear; this Guidance allows housing in

. . . . . - Graham
certain_defined circumstances including building groups and development on rural +sibbald
brownfield land. This proposal does not meet the circumstances outlined within the
Supplementary Planning Guidance.

The Supplementary Planning Guidance states that support will be given to proposals within
building groups or proposals which extend the group into a definable site. The proposal
does not form a natural extension to the building group due to its distance from the
existing building group. The application site is removed from the existing building group
and development at the proposed site in this fashion could also set an undesirable
precedent for further development along this road to the detriment of the nearby residential
amenity, visual amenity, landscape and rural character of the area. This proposal is not
within an existing building group or directly adjacent to an existing building group and
therefore an appeal to the Local Review Body on this ground is not justified.

A proposal at this location would not prevent further growth as there would be scope for
further development between the existing building group and the applicant’s development.

We refer Councillors to Appendix 1 of this Further Representation relating to ‘Examples of
Building Groups’. These examples as contained within the Annex of the Perth Area Local
Plan clearly demonstrate the circumstances in which a house could be considered adjacent
to a building group. In this example from the Local Plan the proposed new housing sites
are directly adjacent to a building group and form a cohesive extension to the group. This
example illustrates that the applicant’s proposal is not within a group of houses in the
same way as shown here and in addition cannot be considered as being adjacent to a
building group due to its distant location in relation to the group.

Grounds of Appeal 2

The Councils Supplementary Planning Guidance relating to development on rural
brownfield land states that;

Redevelopment for small scale housing of brownfield land which was
formerly occupied by buildings may be acceptable where it would remove
dereliction or result in a significant environmental improvement and where it
can be demonstrated that there are no other pressing requirements for other
uses such as business or tourism on the site.

The application site is not a brownfield site as per the above requirements and so this
proposal cannot be justified in terms of redevelopment of rural brownfield land. In
addition and as noted within the Delegated Report of Handling the site in its current state
does not create a significant negative environmental impact. It is noted in the applicant’s
Statement of Review that improvements at this site are only likely to come forward if a new
use is approved — the Case Officer correctly identifies that the site can easily be returned to
a natural state, therefore this ground of appeal is not justified.

Page 3 of 4

R WWW.g-s.co.uk

7 1 A Quality Assured Firm




Conclusion
Graham

. . . . I *sibbald
This proposal relates to non-policy compliant housing in the countryside which is not

justified in terms of being within or adjacent to a building group. In addition, it does not
constitute redevelopment of rural brownfield land.

On the basis that we have affirmed the reasons for refusal, it is respectfully requested that
the planning decision made under delegated powers is maintained, and that planning
permission in principle is refused.

| look forward to receiving confirmation of receipt of this further objection representation. |
also look forward to receiving confirmation of the date that this application will be
considered by the Local Review Body; at this time our client may wish to attend.

Yours sincerely,

Brigid Ryan
Graham & Sibbald
Email: Brigid.Ryan@g-s.co.uk

Tel: 0141 567 5365
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Appendix 1

+Graham
Sibbald
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EXAMPLES OF BUILDING GROUPS

DEVELOPMENT WITHIN SMALL GROUP OF HOUSES

m

DEVELOPMENT WITHIN OR ADJACENT TO LARGER GROUP

@

B ®  Existing boundary of group

I Existing House

KEY:-

Py Aty
aw Trees

New house site

*
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ckD) Galbraith

s CKD GALBRAITH
Gillian A Taylor LYNEDOCH HOUSE
Perth & Kinross Council BAROSSA PLACE
2 High Street CHIEF EXECUTIVES PERTH PH1 5EP
Perth DEMOCRATIC SERVICES TEL: 01738 45111
FAX: 01738 451900

PHI 5PH -9 MAY 2013 EMAIL: PERTH@CKDGALBRAITH.CO.UK
WEB: WWW.CKDGALBRAITH.CO.UK

RECEIVED

Our ref: RP/C]I

02 May 2013

Dear Ms Taylor,

LOCAL REVIEW CASE TCP/11/16 (241) - LAND 110 METRES
NORTH WEST OF QUILTS FARM, DUNNING- RESPONSE TO
REPRESENTATION

| refer to your letter dated 26 April 2013 and the attached representation
received on behalf of Mr & Mrs Stevenson.

| note that the representation refers to a previous representation made to Perth
& Kinross Council on 10 January 2013, and requests that the two representations
are read in conjunction. We submitted a response to Mr & Mrs. Stevenson’s
original representation of 10 January, dated [8 January 2013, and would request
that this is also considered alongside these representations. A copy of this
response was contained within our review statement.

In terms of the content of this most recent representation, we are satisfied that in
general our grounds for seeking a review are adequately summarised in our
review statement, however we would take this opportunity to comment on a
number of issues raised in this representation.

The representation argues that the proposal site is separated from the current
building group and therefore cannot be supported as an extension to the building
group. In our review statement, we covered this issue in detail, in particular in
relation to the distances between the proposal site and the existing group, and
the spatial context of Quilts Farm. Our view remains that the former ménage
clearly constitutes a part of the built development around Quilts Farm, and
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02 May 2013

therefore can be considered as a part of this building group.

There are no clear guidelines, either within the supplementary guidance or
elsewhere in the Perth Area Local Plan; on how far removed a proposed house
can be from an existing building group. Therefore the assessment of this falls to
the planning officer.

In this case, as stated in our review statement, we believe the officer assessment
of the site was incorrect, based on an assumption that the proposal site was
located over 100 metres from the existing group, rather than around 50 metres
as is the case. At this distance, we believe the officer was incorrect to state that
proposal site could not be considered a natural extension to the existing group.
We note with interest the housing in the countryside guidance produced by
neighbouring Stirling Council, which specifically states a building group constitutes
houses no more than 100 metres from each other. While the Stirling Council
policy clearly holds no weight in this case, we are of the opinion it is of interest in
providing an example of how other planning authorities quantify the acceptable
distance between properties.

With regard to the illustration quoted in the appendices of the representation, we
do not believe this is of relevance. The illustration is part of the Housing in the
Countryside Policy 1994, which although it is contained within the current
adopted Perth Area Local Plan, has itself been superseded by updated
supplementary guidance, in this case the Housing in the Countryside Guide 2012.

The representation makes brief mention of our client’s second grounds for
appeal, namely the argument that the proposal constitutes development on rural
brownfield land and should therefore be approved. We believe this argument is
fully set out in our review statement and do not feel we need to make further
comment.

In summary, we are confident our original review statement contained the full
explanation of our grounds for seeking a review of this decision. We do not feel
this further representation raises any additional issues which should affect the
determination of this review, and would therefore respectfully repeat our request
that members overturn the planning officer’s decision in this case.

Yours sincerely,

(ckp) Galbraith




02 May 2013

Robert Patrick MA (Hons) MSc MRTPI
For CKD Galbraith LLP

robert.patrick@ckdgalbraith.co.uk

kD) Galbraith
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