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• Representation from Education and Children’s Services, 
dated 8 August 2012 

• Representation from Environmental Health, dated 13 August 
2012 

• Representation from Shell UK Limited, dated 21 August 2012 
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2012 
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2013 
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2013 

743



744



LRB
APPOINTED OFFICERS STATEMENT

Ref. no.12/01353/FLL 
Erection of a dwellinghouse on land eat of Wester Deuglie farm Glenfarg 

ISSUES TO BE CONSIDERED 

(a) the scale, design and massing of the proposed dwellinghouse; and 
(b) the potential for landscaping; 

RESPONSE 

Scale/Design/Massing 

As outlined in the Report of Handling, it is considered that the construction of the 
proposed two storey house would have a much greater visual impact than the single 
storey ruin that presently stands on the site. Whilst the historic mapping shows that 
there once stood a range of buildings within the site, all that now remains is a small 
single storey section of the old byre. There is no remaining evidence of any of the 
other buildings that once stood on the site. 

The proposed house is far removed from the scale and massing of the ruin that 
presently stands on the site. The main two storey central section of the house would 
stand approximately 3 metres higher to the ridge and be around 2 metres deeper 
than the ruinous byre. It would also have a footprint of approximately 389sqm which 
is 239sqm larger (approx. 162% larger) than the footprint of the existing ruin. As 
such the proposed building would have a significantly greater presence in the 
landscape in comparison to the single storey ruin, particularly when viewed from 
south or east. In addition, it is considered that this greater presence would be a 
detrimental visual intrusion in to the landscape as it would be of a scale and form 
which would not appropriate for this location. 

Landscaping

At present the site is well screened from the west due to an existing area of long 
established woodland and to the north the topography of the land rises. However the 
site is completely exposed to views from the south and east. The potential for 
landscaping would depend upon the intention behind that landscaping but in a 
location such as this, landscaping should not be intended to screen a development 
but to enhance it. Where the scale, extent and massing of the proposal are 
considered to be inappropriate for Is location then this cannot be effectively dealt 
with through landscaping. 

Documents Relied Upon 

No additional documents have been relied upon. 
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FURTHER INFORMATION REQUEST BY PERTH AND KINROSS COUNCIL LOCAL 
REVIEW BODY RELATED TO PROPOSED ERECTION OF DWELLINGHOUSE ON LAND 
EAST OF WESTER DEUGLIE FARM, GLENFARG FOR MR AND MRS TIM ESPARON-
RESPONSE TO APPOINTED OFFICER’S STATEMENT 

Mr and Mrs Esparon are surprised by the contents of the further submission made by 

the appointed officer in this case.  At no stage in the consideration of the application was 

any issue related to the design of the house raised as a concern AND no concerns of this 

nature underpin the reasons for refusal given (the 2 stated reasons for refusal make no 

reference to the scale or design of the house or its landscape impact as matters of any 

concern).  There is an obligation on the planning officer (in all cases) to give full and 

robust reasoning for any decision taken not to seek to add reasons at a later stage as 

appears to be the case within the appointed officer’s response to the Local Review 

Body’s request for further information.     

Indeed, as you are aware, the reasons for refusal cited stem from a surprising 

misinterpretation by the appointed officer of what comprises a Brownfield site and how 

national policy and Perth and Kinross Council’s established policy relates to proposals 

on such areas.  Both the Scottish Government and Perth and Kinross Council define such 

sites as “Land which has previously been developed. The term may cover vacant or 
derelict land, land occupied by redundant or unused buildings …” and therefore is 

relevant to the current proposal.  The removal of some buildings does not 
extinguish the Brownfield character of the site.  The further comments now made by 

the officer related to the scale/design of the proposed high quality individually designed 

and environmentally sustainable house appear an attempt to find additional reasons to 

resist this proposal and should be clearly seen/considered in this light. 

In terms of the specific issues set out by the officer the following clarification is 

considered relevant using the headings set out: - 

Scale/Massing/Design 

The extent of the buildings formerly on site and that remaining are shown in detail in 

Appendix 1(b) (copy attached) as submitted with the Notice of Review (the retained 

ruinous structure is shown hatched and the removed structures outlined in black).   

This clearly shows the extent of built development noted, in effect the extent of the 

former use of this Brownfield site (refer Appendix 2 – the 1965 OS Site Plan).  As can be 

readily seen, there were a number of buildings on site covering a much larger footprint 

to that presently proposed.  Indeed, it is understood that these buildings were in place 

for around 150 years until some were latterly demolished around 1987.  Evidence of 

their on-site presence remains in the form of corner stones and sections of walling at 

ground level. While the proposed new house would be larger than the remaining 

ruinous building on the site, it would in fact be noticeably smaller that the historic 

cluster that formed the farm hub.  The statistical comparisons made in the officer’s 

statement are noted albeit these all relate purely to the remaining ruinous structure.  It 
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is unclear what such an assessment brings to the consideration of the proposal as there 

is nothing in existing Perth and Kinross Council policy preventing a larger building 

being constructed provided that the design and visual appearance of the building is 

appropriate to the setting (see below).   Indeed, present Perth and Kinross Council 

Housing in the Countryside Policy supports up to 5 new houses on Rural Brownfield 

Land, which this site clearly is.  To simply seek to reject a single house because it’s 

larger that an existing roofless ruin appears unreasonable and without merit, and is not 

based on Perth and Kinross Council policy.   

The proposed house has been specifically designed for the site with all matters related 

to its position, setting and visibility in the landscape fully assessed/addressed.   It is 

precisely the form of quality individual development that the planning system should be 

striving to secure.   The application is supported by a Design Statement (Niall Young 

Architecture – Appendix 5) which clearly sets out the rationale and fully justifies the 

form of development in this specific case.    While the new house will clearly have a 
“greater visual impact that the single storey ruin than presently stands on the site”, as 

stated by the appointed officer, this in itself is not a reason for concern in this case, 

particularly in light of the quality of the development  proposed and the nature of the 

site and surroundings.  Surely it is not the officer’s view that retaining a ruin is a better 

planning solution than bringing a Brownfield site back into beneficial use with an 

attractive modern property incorporating traditional design features and finished in 

high quality natural materials (stone/slate/render).  The retention of derelict 

properties on rural Brownfield sites is the exact opposite of Perth and Kinross Council’s 

policy in favour of replacing ruinous buildings with new ones in order to remove 

dereliction. Additionally, two storey rural houses are not uncommon in the local area 

(and throughout the Perth and Kinross Council area) and, with the appropriate 

design/quality (as in this case) are positively supported by existing policy.   The 
location/design/appearance of the proposed house meets all present standards. 

Despite the impression given by the officer, the site is well contained within the 

landscape and NOT READILY VISIBLE FROM ANY PUBLIC AREA immediately 

surrounding the site, areas used by the public in the local area or from further afield.   

Placed in context, the proposed house is therefore not visible or prominent from public 

views to the south or east, as suggested by the officer.   It is noted that no indication of 

the location of “prominent” viewpoints is contained within the officer’s statement as, 

other than the immediately adjacent fields occupied by sheep, they do not exist.   

Whatever level of visibility can be attributed to the proposed house, it represents a high 

quality of development set within an existing and to be enhanced landscape context 

(new planting is proposed as part of the development).  Despite the claims made, no 

detrimental intrusion into the landscape would occur.  Rather this is precisely the type 

of bespoke development supported by prevailing policy.  Had there been any 

detrimental impact, as claimed by the officer, then there would inevitably have been 

objections from the community – there are no such objections.  Rather there are 16 
individual letters of support for the proposals (refer Appendix 9).     
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Landscaping 

It is accepted that the site is well contained within the landscape to the west (woodland) 

and north (landform) as set out in the officer’s statement.  The site is relatively open to 

the south and east but is not visible to public view from these directions.  Indeed, if 

viewed from the south and west, the proposed house would be seen against the 

established landscape features (woodland and landform) which would clearly contain 

the appearance of the built form.  Views from the north and from the west of the site are 

interrupted by the existing landscape (woodland and landform) and, therefore, from no 

public viewpoint, is the site readily visible or prominent.  In short, the proposed house 

would not be prominent in the landscape, as suggested in the officer’s statement.  

Rather, it would fit within the landscape and have no negative impact on the appearance 

of the site or on the landscape generally.  Indeed, in both respects (to the very limited 

extent visible) the impact of the development on this redundant disused site and on the 

surrounding landscape would be positive.     

As indicated, additional boundary and other planting form an integral part of the 

development.  New beech hedge planting is proposed in order to reinforce the east and 

south site boundaries (supplementing the post and wire fencing), a new area of native 

woodland adjacent to Berryknowe Wood is proposed and the full management and 

maintenance of Berryknowe Wood would also occur.  All of this will enhance the setting 

of the site/property but is not designed to further screen the proposed property as 

there are no vantage points from which this is a requirement in light of the location of 

the site within the landscape.    

CONCLUSIONS 

The design of the proposed new house related to the site and to the surrounding area 

has been carefully considered.  The removal of dereliction and its replacement with a 

well-designed and sympathetic modern property would bring this redundant area back 

into productive use in a manner completely compatible with established Perth and 

Kinross Council policy.   The site is not prominent in the landscape and neither would be 

the proposed house.  Landscape containment/setting exists and this would be further 

enhanced as part of the development. 

The productive re-use of this rural Brownfield site, along with the economic benefits 

arising from the new development, all point to a positive outcome.  The concerns 

expressed by the appointed officer are not understood by the applicants and are not 

supported by the policy framework or by the facts and circumstances of the case.   The 

development is positive in all respects and is one that should be fully supported by the 

planning system.    

TMS PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES – APRIL 2013 
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