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Comments to the Development Quality Manager on a Planning Application

Planning 
Application ref.

16/02094/FLL Comments 
provided by

E McMillan

Service/Section
TES - Flooding

Contact 
Details

Description of 
Proposal Erection of 6no dwellinghouses, formation of community garden and associated 

works 
Address  of site

Land 70 Metres North Of Gean Tree Cottage Muirhall Road Perth for
Goldcrest Partners LLP

Comments on the 
proposal I maintain my previous objection to this application on the grounds of a lack 

of information. 

Although sewage connections and a filter trench have been indicated on 
drawing 3192/P/201-A further detail on the “water collection point” was 
requested and how this will function including construction, maintenance, 
prevention of overflow and an indication of how seepage downhill would be 
prevented. 

Page 18 of the Design and Access Statement indicates the possibility of a 
swale leading to the filter trenches yet there is no indication of where this 
swale would be on site or how it would be designed/constructed. 

In addition, page 18 of the Design and Access Statement states “In the event 
that attenuation is required…..storage can be provided with hydrobrake 
control…” however the applicant should know if attenuation will be required 
and include the necessary design information and calculations.

A Drainage Impact Assessment was previously requested which should cover 
the points addressed above however this information has not been provided. 

Recommended 
planning 
condition(s)

Recommended 
informative(s) for 
applicant

Date comments 16/12/16
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 M e m o r     
 To   Development Quality Manager

Your ref 16/02094/FLL

Date 20 December 2016

The Environment Service

a n d u m
From  Regulatory Services Manager

Our ref LRE

Tel No       

Pullar House, 35 Kinnoull Street, Perth PH1 5GD

Consultation on an Application for Planning Permission
PK16/02094/FLL RE: Erection of 6no dwellinghouses, formation of community garden and 
associated works land 70metres North of Gean Tree Cottage Muirhall Road Perth for 
Goldcrest Partners LLP
I refer to your letter dated 15 December 2016 in connection with the above application and 
have the following comments to make.

Environmental Health (assessment date –20/12/16)

Recommendation
I have no adverse comments in relation to this application.

Comments
Previous application 16/00608 /FLL was withdrawn and 16/01326/FLL was refused as it was 
not in accordance with the Decelopment Plan, both were for the erection of six 
dwellinghouses, this Service had no adverse comment in memorandum dated 22 August 
2016.

This application is also for the provision for six dwellinghouses at the same application site 
for the previous aforementioned applications. Therefore I reiterate the comments made in 
previous memo dated 22 August 2016.

 The application site is within Perth’s Air Quality Management Area; however it is unlikely to 
lead to a significant degradation of air quality. This is due to the fact that the increase in 
traffic is unlikely to increase by an average of 100 per day due to this development. This is 
the level laid out in the guidance document ‘Land-Use Planning & Development Control: 
Planning for Air Quality’, 2015(v1.1), which is the criteria used for other applications in this 
area.

Plan/drawing No.3192/P/410-A Villa Type B Sections submitted with this application 
indicated what looked like a wood burning stove within the living space, the agent Jewitt and 
Wilkie stated in email correspondence dated 20 December 2016 ‘the sections and 3D views 
are indicative only and we have no instructions from our client that they intend to provide 
wood burning stoves in the future’

Therefore I have no adverse comments to make with regards to air quality in relation to this 
application.

835



836



Comments to the Development Quality Manager on a Planning Application

Planning 
Application ref.

16/02094/FLL Comments 
provided 
by

Euan McLaughlin

Service/Section Strategy & Policy Contact 
Details

Development Negotiations 
Officer:
Euan McLaughlin

 
Description of 
Proposal

Erection of 6no. dwellinghouses and community garden with associated 
facilities  

Address  of site Land 70 Metres North Of Gean Tree Cottage Muirhall Road Perth for 
Goldcrest Partners LLP

Comments on the 
proposal

NB: Should the planning application be successful and such permission 
not be implemented within the time scale allowed and the applicant 
subsequently requests to renew the original permission a reassessment 
may be carried out in relation to the Council’s policies and mitigation 
rates pertaining at the time.

THE FOLLOWING REPORT, SHOULD THE APPLICATION BE 
SUCCESSFUL IN GAINING PLANNING APPROVAL, MAY FORM THE 
BASIS OF A SECTION 75 PLANNING AGREEMENT WHICH MUST BE 
AGREED AND SIGNED PRIOR TO THE COUNCIL ISSUING A PLANNING 
CONSENT NOTICE.

Affordable Housing

With reference to the above planning application the Council’s Affordable 
Housing Policy requires that 25% of the total number of houses, above a 
threshold of 5 units, for which planning consent is being sought is to be in the 
form of affordable housing.

The proposal is for 6 units. The Affordable Housing requirement is 1.5units. (6 
x 0.25). 

Due to the scale of the proposal a commuted sum payment in lieu of on-site 
provision may be appropriate. The commuted sum level for the Perth Housing 
Market Area is £26,500 per unit. 

The Affordable Housing commuted sum requirement is £39,750 (1.5 x 
£26,500)

Primary Education  

With reference to the above planning application the Council Developer 
Contributions Supplementary Guidance requires a financial contribution 
towards increased primary school capacity in areas where a primary school 
capacity constraint has been identified. A capacity constraint is defined as 
where a primary school is operating, or likely to be operating following 
completion of the proposed development and extant planning permissions, at 
or above 80% of total capacity. 
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This proposal is within the catchment of Kinnoull Primary School. 

Contributions towards primary education are not required from affordable 
units. The education contribution will therefore be calculated on 4.5 units (6 – 
1.5).

The primary education contribution is £29,070 (4.5 x £6,460)

Transport Infrastructure 

With reference to the above planning application the Council Transport 
Infrastructure Developer Contributions Supplementary Guidance requires a 
financial contribution towards the cost of delivering the transport infrastructure 
improvements which are required for the release of all development sites in 
and around Perth. 

This proposal is within the Full Transport Infrastructure Area.

The total contribution requirement is £18,633. 
4.5 x £3,549 = £15,970.50
1.5 x £1,775 = £2,662.50

Recommended 
planning 
condition(s)

Summary of Requirements

Affordable Housing: £39,750
Education: £29,070
Transport Infrastructure: £18,633

Total: £87,453

Phasing

It is advised that the preferred method of payment would be upfront of release 
of planning permission. 

Due to the scale of the contribution requirement it may be appropriate to enter 
into a S.75 Legal Agreement. 

If S.75 entered into the phasing of financial contributions will be based on 
occupation of open market units with payments made 10 days after 
occupation. 

Payment for each open market unit will be £14,575.50 (£87,453/ 6 = 
£14,575.50).

Recommended 
informative(s) for 
applicant

Payment

Before remitting funds the applicant should satisfy themselves that the 
payment of the Development Contributions is the only outstanding 
matter relating to the issuing of the Planning Decision Notice. 

Methods of Payment

On no account should cash be remitted.
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Scheduled within a legal agreement 

This will normally take the course of a Section 75 Agreement where either 
there is a requirement for Affordable Housing on site which will necessitate a 
Section 75 Agreement being put in place and into which a Development 
Contribution payment schedule can be incorporated, and/or the amount of 
Development Contribution is such that an upfront payment may be 
considered prohibitive. The signed Agreement must be in place prior to the 
issuing of the Planning Decision Notice. 

NB: The applicant is cautioned that the costs of preparing a Section 75 
agreement from the applicant’s own Legal Agents may in some instances be 
in excess of the total amount of contributions required. As well as their own 
legal agents fees, Applicants will be liable for payment of the Council's legal 
fees and outlays in connection with the preparation of the Section 75 
Agreement.  The applicant is therefore encouraged to contact their own Legal 
Agent who will liaise with the Council’s Legal Service to advise on this issue.

Other methods of payment

Providing that there is no requirement to enter into a Section 75 Legal 
Agreement, eg: for the provision of Affordable Housing on or off site and or 
other Planning matters, as advised by the Planning Service the 
developer/applicant may opt to contribute the full amount prior to the release 
of the Planning Decision Notice. 

Remittance by Cheque
The Planning Officer will be informed that payment has been made when a 
cheque is received. However this will require a period of 14 days from date of 
receipt before the Planning Officer will be informed that the Planning Decision 
Notice may be issued. 

Cheques should be addressed to ‘Perth and Kinross Council’ and forwarded 
with a covering letter to the following: 
Perth and Kinross Council
Pullar House
35 Kinnoull Street
Perth
PH15GD

Bank Transfers
All Bank Transfers should use the following account details;

Sort Code: 834700
Account Number: 11571138

Affordable Housing
For Affordable Housing contributions please quote the following ledger code: 
1-30-0060-0000-859136

Education Contributions
For Education contributions please quote the following ledger code: 
1-30-0060-0001-859136

Transport Infrastructure
For Transport infrastructure contributions please quote the following ledger 
code: 
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1-30-0060-0003-859136

Direct Debit
The Council operate an electronic direct debit system whereby payments may 
be made over the phone.

To make such a payment please call 01738 475300 in the first instance.  
When calling please remember to have to hand:

a) Your card details.
b) Whether it is a Debit or Credit card. 
c) The full amount due.
d) The planning application to which the payment relates.
e) If you are the applicant or paying on behalf of the applicant. 
f)  Your e-mail address so that a receipt may be issued directly.

Indexation

All contributions agreed through a Section 75 Legal Agreement will be linked 
to the RICS Building Cost Information Service building Index. 

Accounting Procedures

Contributions from individual sites will be accountable through separate 
accounts and a public record will be kept to identify how each contribution is 
spent. Contributions will be recorded by the applicant’s name, the site 
address and planning application reference number to ensure the individual 
commuted sums can be accounted for. 

Date comments 
returned

23 December 2016
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Comments to the Development Quality Manager on a Planning Application

Planning 
Application ref.

16/02094/FLL Comments 
provided by

Katie Briggs 

Service/Section TES / Forward Planning Contact 
Details

Description of 
Proposal

Erection of 6no. dwellinghouses and community garden with associated 
facilities  Land

Address of site Land 70 Metres North Of Gean Tree Cottage, Muirhall Road, Perth    
Comments on the 
proposal

Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan adopted 2014
Other policies are applicable to the assessment of this proposal; however the 
site lies within an area identified as public open space and therefore policy 
CF1: Open Space Retention and Provision is crucial to its assessment. Also 
being a sensitive site that could impact on the amenity and character of the 
area consideration against the criteria of Policy PM1 is also very important.

Examination of the Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan adopted 
2014
At the Examination of the Local Development Plan the site was put forward 
for 5 homes. The Council resisted the removal of the open space allocation of 
this site for housing. The Council considered that the site met the criteria of 
SPP for open space and had been identified as such for over 20 years. It was 
considered this this open space contributes to the network of open space 
which leads up out of Perth onto Kinnoull hill and Sidlaws and that it is visible 
and contributes significantly to the character of the area. Also the site lies 
immediately to the north and east of Gean Cottage which is B listed and the 
childhood home of Sir Patrick Geddes. The Council therefore considered that 
the development of the site for five houses would impact on the semi-rural 
nature of this part of Perth and would remove the remaining context for 
Gean Cottage. 

The Reporter agreed with the Council and concluded “There is no persuasive 
evidence to support the allocation of this sensitive site for housing within the 
plan. Any proposal for the development of this small plot of greenfield land 
can be readily considered at the development management stage within the 
framework provided by the policies of the Proposed Plan.”

Local Development Plan review
This site was again submitted to the Call for Sites process of the current Local 
Developent Plan review and was assessed through the Strategic Environment 
Assessment (SEA). The initial officer comments which sum up the overall 
assessment of the proposal is as follows “It is open space within the well-
established Kinnoull residential area. It is a sensitive site due to impact its 
development would have on the open space network, semi-rural character of 
the area and impact on the setting of the B listed Gean cottage. There is still 
no compelling need for this site and it should not be supported.” The full SEA 
site assessment of the proposal is available on the website. 
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There has also been a submission made by the applicant Keir Doe to the Local 
Development Plan Main Issues Report consultation again proposing the 
removal of the Open Space allocation. This proposal will be considered when 
preparing the Proposed Plan of LDP2.

Comments 
Whilst this site is again being considered through the LDP review process, this 
proposal can be considered against the policies of the current LDP. This was 
alluded to by the Reporter when considering this same issue through 
Examination of the now adopted Local Development Plan.

It should be considered whether the proposal meets one of the criteria of the 
open space retention policy CF1. Development proposals will not be 
permitted by this policy unless one or more of the criteria apply. Given the 
existing open space is not principally recreational but amenity open space it 
falls to be considered against criteria b) The proposed development involves 
a minor part of the site which would not affect its continued use as a 
recreational or amenity resource.

It is considered that the proposal for 6 houses served from Muirhall road will 
have an impact on the character of this area and on the connectivity of the 
network of open spaces and trees from the River Tay to Kinnoull Hill. Whilst 
the Council cannot control the way this land is maintained as open space it 
can seek to control its landuse, and the retention of significant open space 
here helps retain the character and amenity. Whilst the public do not have 
access to the land, it provides public amenity and character, contributing to 
the semi-rural nature of this part of Perth. Part b of CF1 identifies that open 
space can be a recreational or amenity resource. It is also noted that the size 
of the community garden/allotments is 30% of the site. Referring to criteria 
(b) the proposed development is not on a minor part of the site and as 
already mentioned it will have some negative impacts on the amenity of this 
area and on the network of open spaces.

It is noted that the detail of this proposal does reduce the potential impact 
on the setting of the B listed Gean cottage by proposing that a sensitive part 
of the site (land to the east of Gean cottage), is retained as open space. It is 
further noted that it attempts to provide some wider public benefit and 
increase to the recreational use of the remaining open space by re-
establishing an orchard in a community garden, providing allotments, and an 
eco bothy. It is understood that there is some demand for allotments but the 
demand for the community garden proposal is less clear as is the long term 
viability of the proposed maintenance arrangements. There is a need to 
demonstrate there is clear community support for this proposal and to 
ensure that it will be maintained and managed by the community in the 
longer term. I do not feel this has been demonstrated in this application. 

The proposal would represent a departure from the Perth and Kinross Local 
Development Plan, and policy CF1: Open Space Retention and Provision. The 
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applicant considers that the Development Plan provisions are outweighed by 
a housing land supply issue in the Perth area. However the current review of 
the LDP assessed the housing land supply and found that in the Perth 
Housing Market Area there is “enough housing land available over the 
lifetime of LDP2 and beyond to be able to respond to a continuing 
improvement in the market.” In the Perth Housing Market Area it was 
assessed that from 2015 to 2028 the Housing Land Requirement was 6,584 
and the current Housing Land Supply in the existing LDP was significantly 
more at 8,815. The 2016 Housing Land Audit also shows that there is a 
surplus in the 5 year effective housing land supply of +1,154. There has been 
significant progress on our strategic development areas, with significant 
permissions for Almond Valley and Bertha Park granted this year, and I 
dispute that there is a housing land supply issue. There is a housing market 
issue which will take a number of years to return to pre financial crisis levels 
(but it is improving). Approving planning applications which are contrary to 
the strategy of the LDP would not help alleviate a market issue, and it would 
just lead to less suitable development.

Recommended 
planning 
condition(s)
Recommended 
informative(s) for 
applicant
Date comments 
returned

 23 December 2016

843



844



Comments for Planning Application 16/02094/FLL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 16/02094/FLL

Address: Land 70 Metres North Of Gean Tree Cottage Muirhall Road Perth

Proposal: Erection of 6no dwellinghouses, formation of community garden and associated works

Case Officer: David Niven

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Colin Styles

Address: 4 Haston Crescent, Perth PH2 7XD

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Contrary to Development Plan Policy

  - Loss Of Open Space

  - Road Safety Concerns

  - Traffic Congestion

Comment:Previous planning applications have been refused and I am unaware of any material

changes

 

The site is designated as open space in the Councils LDP

 

The application consists of two areas

 

1) Housing

Access is from Muirhall Road, this area is dangerous with three known accidents, two of which

were adjacent to the development and one further down at the Millennium Park

 

Speeding traffic comes down Muirhall Road from the Deuchney Wood area

 

If planning permission was granted ther is NO parking areas for construction equipment or

vehicles when the last properties are built as Muirhall Road is narrow and has double yellow lines

and is close to the S bend

 

The developer quotes a bus stop and shelter lies to the west of the site, there is no shelter and to

go to the bus stop people would have to cross the road walk down then recross back to the bus

stop all within the dangerous S bend
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2) Community Gardens

Access will be from Mount Tabor Lane,which is a core path

 

At a Community Council meeting on 18th February 2016 the developer stated that the proposed

gardens/allotments would be extremely welcomed by the public, this was not the view expressed

by the public present

 

People in the area have large enough gardens to maintain and would not want to participate

 

Anyone interested would be from outwith the area and have to travel using public or private

transport

 

The local bus service is intermittent and very unreliable

with NO Sunday service

 

The access to the gardens is via Mount Tabor Road which has no pavements then into the Mount

Tabor Lane which is a core path and unsuitable for any increase in motor traffic

 

The developer stated that the purchaser of the propertie would have to pay £300 per annum roof

tax to pay for the

upkeep of the community gardens and allotments, I don't think this would be legally enforceable

and cause the area to deteriorate

 

Traffic would be increased in the already congested Lochie Brae /Bridgend areas

 

Furthermore a brownfield site(Old Murray Royal Hospital ) across the road will be built on at some

time

 

I therefore request this planning application be refused
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Comments for Planning Application 16/02094/FLL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 16/02094/FLL

Address: Land 70 Metres North Of Gean Tree Cottage Muirhall Road Perth

Proposal: Erection of 6no dwellinghouses, formation of community garden and associated works

Case Officer: David Niven

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Nicholas Murrell

Address: 9 Haston Crescent, Perth PH2 7XD

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Adverse Affect on Visual Amenity

  - Inappropriate Land Use

  - Lack or loss Of Car parking

  - Out of Character with the Area

  - Road Safety Concerns

Comment:In addition fully endorse the objections raised by Mr Colin Styles.

 

Mr N.J.Murrell

9 Haston Crescent

Kinnoull

Perth

PH2 7XD
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Comments for Planning Application 16/02094/FLL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 16/02094/FLL

Address: Land 70 Metres North Of Gean Tree Cottage Muirhall Road Perth

Proposal: Erection of 6no dwellinghouses, formation of community garden and associated works

Case Officer: David Niven

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr charles Woodhead

Address: Flat 4, Corsiehill House, Corsiehill, Perth PH2 7BN

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Adverse Affect on Visual Amenity

  - Contrary to Development Plan Policy

  - Inappropriate Land Use

  - Loss Of Open Space

  - Road Safety Concerns

Comment:I wish to object to this planning application for the same reasons that I objected to the

previous application.

 

In addition I would note that :

 

Whilst the field may be private land my understanding of the Scottish outdoor access code is that

all members of the public have the right to access this field so long as they do so responsibly.

 

Not with-standing the above I would point out that even if I do not enter the field I gain a positive

amenity value by there being an open space in this area as I walk, cycle or drive past it.

 

I note the agents comments about alternative agricultural uses to which the field could be put (pigs

). In my opinion having livestock in this field is something that should be encouraged. In the recent

past I have enjoyed seeing horses in this field along with cows in the field opposite the Millennium

Park.

 

Regards
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Comments for Planning Application 16/02094/FLL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 16/02094/FLL

Address: Land 70 Metres North Of Gean Tree Cottage Muirhall Road Perth

Proposal: Erection of 6no dwellinghouses, formation of community garden and associated works

Case Officer: David Niven

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr John Rivett

Address: 37 Haston Crescent, Perth PH2 7XD

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Adverse Affect on Visual Amenity

  - Contrary to Development Plan Policy

  - Inappropriate Land Use

  - Loss Of Open Space

  - Loss Of Trees

  - Road Safety Concerns

Comment:Road Traffic

Muirhall Road has become a very dangerous route within Kinnoull area. Since the relocation of the

Murray Royal Hospital entrance the volume of traffic has increased and with the constant

congestion at Bridgend has become a serious rat run with motorists trying to 'beat' the lights and

there is much speeding.

 

The proposed site is between two sharp corners and unfortunately motorists cut these corners to

maintain a straight line. There is limited Police intervention for speeding on Muirhall Road but

Police Scotland have occasional 'speed traps' stationed at the old Murray Royal entrance.

 

There have been recent accidents on this road which has resulted in damage to fences, a wall and

metal fence all of which border Muirhall Road.

 

Mount Tabor Lane is also mentioned as access to proposed allotments. This is a very narrow and

well used lane for children walking to Kinnoull Primary School and for active Pensioners and other

members of the public walking into town. There are no pavements and increased traffic will result

in increased danger.

 

There seems to be limited area for construction traffic, site buildings and equipment to be confined
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within the construction site. As any site work progress there does not appear to be enough to

provide a turning circle for the construction vehicles. Previous developments within this area has

resulted in parking on unsuitable roads adjacent to the constuction sites and much heavy vehicle

traffic.

 

Splay

The splay shown on the plan is very vulnerable to the growth of vegetation. If the owner /occupier

of The Corner House allows the tree in his front garden to grow further, or chooses to plant more

trees or shrubs, especially more Leylandii, along the fence lines, the splay view to the west could

be restricted to 60m. or less.

Trees shown in the site layout will further obstruct the splay view to the west.

 

Brownfield Site Opposite Field

The brownfield site at Murray Royal Hospital stands vacant at present and is up for sale. This is

where any development should be considered, rather than at the Paddock field, which is open

space.

 

Allotments

According to the National Allotment Society, which represents 125,000 allotment holders,the

standard size plot is 250 square metres. The allotments shown on the site layout seem to be about

15 square metres. Hardly enough to make any trip worthwhile, especially if there is a shed (4

square metres) and a water barrel (1 square metre) on the plot.

 

If allotments are in such high demand, the whole field could be given over to allotments.

 

Other environmental issues

Users who walk in Mount Tabor Lane will often observe bats flying around and these will be

disturbed during any prolonged construction work. Red squirrels are making a comeback to this

area of Kinnoull and are seen around the Langley Road area where the lane begins.

 

Any increase in traffic, 6 houses could result in between 6 & 20 vehicles, depending on the

occupancy of these proposed houses, will have an impact on the already poor air quality around

Bridgend further endangering the children en route to Kinnoull School and the many members of

the public that choose to walk to cross Perth Bridge to go into Perth centre.

 

On the current PKC LDP the proposed site is designated as open green ground.
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Comments to the Development Quality Manager on a Planning Application

Planning 
Application ref.

16/02094/FLL Comments 
provided by

Niall Moran

Service/Section Transport Planning Contact 
Details

Description of 
Proposal

Erection of 6no dwellinghouses, formation of community garden and 
associated works

Address  of site Land 70 Metres North Of Gean Tree Cottage
Muirhall Road
Perth

Comments on the 
proposal

Insofar as the Roads matters are concerned I do not object to the proposed 
development provided the condition indicated below is applied.

Recommended 
planning 
condition(s)

AR00 Prior to the development hereby approved being completed or 
brought into use, all matters regarding access, car parking, road layout, 
design and specification, including the disposal of surface water, shall be in 
accordance with the standards required by the Council as Roads Authority.

RAR04 Reason - In the interests of road safety; to ensure an acceptable 
standard of construction within the public road boundary.

Recommended 
informative(s) for 
applicant

The applicant should be advised that in terms of Section 21 of the Roads 
(Scotland) Act 1984 he must obtain from the Council as Roads Authority 
consent to construct a new road prior to the commencement of roadworks. 
Advice on the disposal of surface water must be sought at the initial stages of 
design from Scottish Water and the Scottish Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

The applicant should be advised that in terms of Section 56 of the Roads 
(Scotland) Act 1984 he must obtain from the Council as Roads Authority 
consent to open an existing road or footway prior to the commencement of 
works. 

Date comments 
returned 11 January 2017
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Comments for Planning Application 16/02094/FLL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 16/02094/FLL

Address: Land 70 Metres North Of Gean Tree Cottage Muirhall Road Perth

Proposal: Erection of 6no dwellinghouses, formation of community garden and associated works

Case Officer: David Niven

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr David Nicoll

Address: 35 Haston Crescent, Perth PH2 7XD

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Inappropriate Land Use

  - Loss Of Open Space

  - Loss Of Trees

  - Road Safety Concerns

  - Traffic Congestion

Comment:This area has bad access from Mount tabor road as there is no footpath, this road is

used by many children walking to school.

more houses will create more traffic trying to cross an already conjested Bridgend junction and

cause more air pollution
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Comments for Planning Application 16/02094/FLL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 16/02094/FLL

Address: Land 70 Metres North Of Gean Tree Cottage Muirhall Road Perth

Proposal: Erection of 6no dwellinghouses, formation of community garden and associated works

Case Officer: David Niven

 

Customer Details

Name: Dr Matthew Dale

Address: 8 Langley Place, Perth PH2 7XB

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Adverse Affect on Visual Amenity

  - Contrary to Development Plan Policy

  - Inappropriate Housing Density

  - Inappropriate Land Use

  - Loss Of Open Space

  - Over Intensive Development

  - Over Looking

  - Road Safety Concerns

Comment:Re: Planning Application Ref: 16/02094/FLL

Dr Matthew F.B. Dale of 8 Langley Place objects to the proposal as follows:

I am somewhat disappointed in the general tenor of this application re FelshamPD but understand

that this is not the appropriate place to comment on professional approach.

I wish to object as follows:

-The area is designated as open space in Perth city plan & is an important asset to the area's

character and to the surrounding community, forming an important green bridge from countryside

to the parks lower down in the area, it is used by red squirrels which have been observed on this

route. The local plan identifies areas for housing - for over 4000 houses over the next seven years

in Perth and its immediate surroundings to meet demand. With the number of houses in the city

plan already proposed for the Murray Royal site opposite this makes the retention and protection

of what little open space remains in the Kinnoull area even more important.

 

-The site has been assessed regarding biodiversity- an 'extended phase 1 habitat survey'. I

conducted research at the Hutton research institute at Dundee for over 35 years, it is clear that

long established grassland and importantly hedgerows can maintain a significant and diverse

biosphere. While identifying some important factors, the report is somewhat short of detail and
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represents an all too brief visit 'snapshot' within a longer 12 month cycle of the biosphere during

which different species will be more prominent than others at different times of the calendar. There

are many different bird species which currently are to be found in the field, most will disappear with

this proposal. The site has a number of bumble bees through the season, with species such as

Bombus soroeensis described as scarce and in decline. Hedgehogs (Erinaceus europaeus) are

now classified as a Priority Species in the UK Biodiversity Action Plan have certainly been

observed within this open space. Tiger worms will undoubtedly be in the soils in the field, these

consume dead plant material on the soil surface. They eat it and recharge the soil with nutrients

and minerals. Across Scotland, these worms are found in leaf litter, dead and rotting vegetation

and compost heaps. The significant decline of tiger worms in Scotland and UK is important as

worms are important for agricultural productivity. Numbers are declining due to modern farming

methods and pesticide use. The native earthworm population is also declining due to the

introduction of the New Zealand flatworm which eats them, the field, having not been in intensive

agriculture in recent times will have acted as a good biosphere for such species, there is no soil

audit or of the insect biodiversity. Sparrowhawks are known to hunt in the area of the field.

- The 'extended phase 1 habitat survey' points to the value of the surrounding hawthorn hedges, I

cannot discern from the plans the status there, but concur with the importance of these hedges

and that from looking at our deeds they appear to be a 'mutual boundary'.

- Furthermore, there has been no attempt re an Environmental Impact Assessment. Regarding the

Muirburn Code, the EIA regulations restrict 'intensive' operations on uncultivated or semi-natural

land, or large-scale restructuring projects on agricultural land, where the result would have a

'significant' impact on the environment. Full details of the EIA regulations can be found on the

Scottish Government website. These , I am sure the planning department will be aware of, refer to

'Rough grazing or other semi-natural areas' as land containing semi-natural vegetation including

heathland, heather moorland, bog, unimproved grassland and rough grassland which is used or

suitable for grazing.

-The agents comments regarding alternative agricultural uses to which the field could be put (e.g.

pigs ) are largely irrelevant. I have a strong agricultural background and indeed livestock would be

appropriate. Horses along with cows and sheep have previously been grazed in the field.

- I would also add that one or two 'bat boxes' cannot in any way compensate for the loss of such

habitat and the important insect life on which the bats depend. A brief perfunctory one visit

assessment of the site seems wellshort of the mark, as we see bats feeding in the area - obviously

relying on the open space and the range of insects generated by the area.

- The increased traffic in the top lane is not a good proposal as this is pedestrian access,

furthermore I query if the proposed parking is owned rather by the Gean Cottage property?

- the 6 houses proposed, of themselves, are reasonably sympathetic to the site, though

incongruous with the 2 cottages already there. I believe the proposed properties will be

significantly overlook these with considerable loss of privacy.

-Regarding traffic. Traffic would be increased in the already congested Lochie Brae /Bridgend

areas which has poor air quality at peak congestion. This development will excacerbate a problem

area at a time when the authority is required to reduce pollution levels. Regarding road safety and

access, the road at this point is on a bend with limited sighting and is not a good and safe position
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to increase slow and turning /manouvering vehicles.

- My concerns re the run off water from the area if built - that the run off in times of heavy rain will

exacerbate flooding in Bridge End downhill from the site, appear to have been addressed in part,

though SEPA and Perth planning department officials will be better placed to assess this.

-The loss of the existing view would adversely affect the residential amenity of my property - from

a mature grass field with a range of biodiverse species to a sterile area with a cheap polytunnel

and 'toilet'.

- The proposed community garden can only be viewed as a disaster in waiting , will be visually

poor and clearly not compatible with the area.. Despite developer's claims, there has NOT been

any perceived demand for these in the local area Indeed I would see it as a poor low rent

suggestion if not bribe! As mentioned elsewhere, at a Community Council meeting on 18th

February 2016 the developer stated the proposed gardens/allotments would be extremely

welcomed by the public, this was not the view expressed by the public present. The garden/

allotment described in the development is out of character of the neighbourhood housing, with all

the individual houses in the extended surrounding having large individual gardens. The proposal

suggests that the community garden would complement the area, involving only the partial loss of

green space - this is a total misrepresentation. Fact is that there would be a loss of green space /

open space and almost total loss from a quite biodiverse are to a relatively sterile one.

-The school, if needing garden facilities, would be better placed looking to Branklyn gardens or the

walled garden at the Murray Royal site - both well placed for teaching and with facilities - including

toilets - and would not incur added burdens on an already stretched P&K Education budget or

class teaching times. The garden here is designed to fail and will be an eyesore and poorly

maintained within 5 to 7 years. Having worked in a research institute using

glasshouse/polytunnels, these are temporary structures and require a lot of maintenance and can

quickly have a shabby appearance, and also attract vandalism. There is no apparent suppy of

water - any plants in such proposed covered areas willnot survive. Again. 'designed' to fail.

- I strongly object regarding odours and health risks resulting from the proposed use. The

'composting WC / toilet facilities' which present a real nuisance, in terms of nuisance and smell,

both in terms of aesthetics and public health risks. I strongly object to this. I have used such toilets

in the national parks in the US, in Australia and here in the national parks in Scotland. ALL have

been disgusting and situated miles from habitation, not within residential areas and certainly not

within 20 or so metres of a house or kitchen. They are unhygienic - particularly in hot weather,

offensive and would increase a rodent problem - rats are known to be in the area and have been

observed in recent months, a dangerous mix. Such crude facilities with raw human excrement

have no place in the middle of a built up area on health and hygiene basis alone.

From planning documents it is clear that at the core of our planning system is the need to protect

and enhance the built environment where people live, work and spend their leisure time. In Perth

and Kinross the majority of people live in clearly defined residential areas either in the city, towns

or surrounding villages. The protection and enhancement of these areas is an important objective

and one of the broad principles outlined in SPP. 3.5. There is an important need to protect and

enhance environmental and landscape quality by ensuring that inappropriate developments do not

compromise what makes Perth and Kinross, including the Kinnoull area, such an attractive place
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to live, work and visit.

 

- Finally, I wish to object on the grounds that this area is designated as open space. This proposed

development will have a significant negative effect on the little green open space remaining in the

Kinnoull area, the biodiversity over many species and the accompanying environmental benefits

that are a huge part of the character of the area and of huge benefit to the residents. If the city

plans are to mean anything and the residents are to have confidence in the planning procedures,

then such open space must be protected along with its biodiversity.

 

Thank you. Best regards, Dr M F B Dale
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Comments to the Development Quality Manager on a Planning Application

Planning 
Application ref.

16/02094/fll Comments 
provided by

Jane Pritchard

Service/Section Community 
Greenspace

Contact 
Details

Description of 
Proposal

Erection of 6no dwellinghouses, formation of community garden and 
associated works

Address  of site Land 70 Metres North Of Gean Tree Cottage Muirhall Road Perth
Comments on the 
proposal

CG has concerns regarding this proposal and regarding the long term viability 
of the community garden. We note that it is intended that a Garden 
Committee will be responsible for future management and long term 
maintenance will be by those using the garden.  The allotment sizes are very 
small, the standard recognised size for one allotment plot is 250 square 
meters.  There are other sites within Perth with very small waiting lists. The 
model we use in Perth and Kinross is a self-managed allotment site through a 
community allotment association who lease the land. (CG supports the 
formation of some allotment associations).    If a Garden Committee does not 
form or does not last there is a chance that the garden will not be adequately 
maintained and could become unsightly.
We also note that ‘The garden will be jointly owned by the 6 householders 
who will each pay an annual levy of £300’.  This would appear to be 
inappropriate for a community garden and would be likely to lead to it being 
considered as private ground.

If the proposal goes ahead the path link to core path KINL/4 should be 
created to a standard suitable for bicycles so should be surfaced on a firm 
base and be at least 2.5 wide. Improvement to the core path would also be 
appropriate.

There is an old ash tree within the site which exhibits crown dieback and 
basal decay. The tree displays features suitable for bats however we note no 
bats were recorded within the bat survey. If the tree were to be retained it 
would need to be pruned to be made safe if houses are to be built in close 
proximity. It should also be noted that the tree is vulnerable to Ash dieback 
disease a fatal disease of ash trees which has been recorded at nearby 
Kinnoull and Deuchny Hill.

Recommended 
planning 
condition(s)

Paths should be to all ability standard being a minimum of 2.5m wide with a 
sealed surface. A contribution to the upgrade of core path KINL/4 giving 
access to the site should be secured.

Date comments 
returned 17/1/17
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: BGK CC

Sent: 19 April 2017 15:22

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

Subject: Re: TCP/11/16(470)

Dear Ms Taylor,

Further to the objections we raised during the consultation period for planning application
ref.16/02094/FLL, Bridgend, Gannochy and Kinnoull Community Council (BGKCC) would like to draw the
attention of the Local Review Body to the following points.

1. the Murray Royal redundant properties and ground opposite the Paddock Field have been sold by NHS
Tayside to a property developer.

2. Mr Jewitt of Jewitt and Wilkie Architects in his 'Further Supporting Statement' dated 31st January, 2017
(after the consultation period had closed) made several false claims.
Mr Jewitt claims that the applicants were informed at a meeting in February 2016 that "it was not the
Community Council's policy to object to developments of less than 10 units". This statement is untrue.
Mr Jewitt claims that the Millenium Park "has been gifted to Perth on the condition that it should not be
developed." This is untrue.
Mr Jewitt also claims that the Millenium Park "bounds the application site at one point" and they are
"contiguous". This is untrue.
Mr Jewitt claims that NHS Tayside "embarked on . . . a charrette consultation". This is untrue. There was a
public consultation but the outcomes were merely notional, so there is no guarantee of open space in "the
Royal Murray (sic) hospital site" as claimed by Mr Jewitt.
Mr Jewitt claims that the proposed built area is 0.27 acres. This is disingenuous. The area taken for each
house together with driveways, roads, etc. would amount to much more than 0.27 acres.

We respectfully ask the Local Review Body to take the above information into account as well as our
previous ponts.

Yours sincerely,
Jack Rivett
Chairman BGK CC
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: John Rivett

Sent: 19 April 2017 15:24

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

Subject: Re: TCP/11/16(470)

Dear Ms Taylor

Thank you for the information you sent to me regarding this Planning Application.

Only additional points I would like to be considered are already in the case for refusal -

This site is not included in the LDP for housing

Green Field site should be preserved.

Regards

Jack Rivett

This message is sent from Jack Rivett and if you are not recipient please delete and accept my apologies
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: Alison mackay

Sent: 25 April 2017 14:18

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

Subject: TCP/11/16(470)

In addition to my objection at each planning application stage of the above proposed development I wish to
submit the following ;

The Planning Authority has clearly listed several valid points why the application has been refused.

I totally agreed with the reasons and do not see how these can be overturned.

My objection listed the same concerns and more .

The local residents I have spoken to have the same concerns and also agree with the Planning
Authority refusing this application .

Regards

A Mackay
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: Philip Neaves <philip@felshampd.co.uk>

Sent: 15 May 2017 12:25

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

Subject: RE: TCP/11/16(470)

Paige,

We set out below our response to the comments received from the Community Council and other objectors.

The further comments do not in their entirety relate to the reasons for refusal. The objectors’ comments can be
summarised as the loss of open space which if approved will set a precedent. This is not the case because it is only
partial and a small loss of open space which is balanced by giving access to a community garden.

Other reasons for objection were inadequate drainage proposals. However, this is addressed in the application
supporting material. That is very clear that what is required is that surface water drainage will be by gravity to the
piped system which runs within Muirhall Road adjacent to the site, via an appropriate SUDS system as stated in the
application.

Objectors have stated that the proposal is not in compliance with the character or amenity of the area. A plan was
submitted to demonstrate housing density in the area with that of the development proposal being no different,
and with the same amount of overlooking, as in other newer developments in the immediate area.

The points made by the chairman of Bridgend and Gannochy Community Council should in our opinion be refuted
because it is they which are incorrect and not the statements of Jewitt and Wilkie. We are arguing the case on the
basis of its planning merits. Mr Rivett's statements tend in the main to move into areas which have no direct
relevance. Jewitt and Wilkie’s submissions are factual, based on information provided by the applicants, their
lawyers in the case of matters relating to the Milennium Park, their Planning Consultant (Keir Doe) or their
architects where appropriate:

1. The fact that the former Murray Royal Hospital has been sold is irrelevant. Any development will be subject
to the retention of large areas of open space on this 18 acre site.

2. The applicants stand by their statement in respect of the Community Council’s stated position in terms of
traffic impact in that at a presentation to the Community Council on 18th February, 2016, where it was
confirmed that additional traffic created from developments of 10 units or less would not be of significant
consequence to justify objection in this respect by the Community Council.

3. The applicants are advised by their legal agents in respect of the terms under which the Millenium Park was
granted, being as stated. Mr Rivett is correct in that the Millennium Park itself does not bound the
application site, but open space created as a result of the donation does so.

4. There was public consultation via the charette process in respect of proposed uses for the former hospital
site as would be confirmed by the planning department who will in any event ensure the retention of large
areas of open space whatever the ultimate use.

5. The built area is as stated by Jewitt and Wilkie. Open space is retained in respect of both private gardens
and the community garden.

We trust that these matters will be taken into account by the Local Review Body when determining the application
and that it will be noted that the submissions made by the Community Council are disputed by the applicants.

We look forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenience in respect of the date for the LRB hearing.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if there are any matters you wish to discuss.

Kind regards
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Philip

Philip Neaves
Director
Felsham Planning and Development
1 Western Terrace
Edinburgh
EH12 5QF
+44 131 337 9640
+44 7446 897144
Philip@felshampd.co.uk
www.felshampd.co.uk

VAT Registration No 152 7435 14
Company Registration Number SC267721

The information in this e-mail is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is intended solely for the addressee. Access to this e-mail by anyone else is
unauthorised. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution or any action taken or omitted to be taken in reliance on it, is
prohibited and may be unlawful. When addressed to our clients any opinions or advice contained in this e-mail are subject to Felsham Planning and

Development terms and conditions of business.
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