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REPORT OF HANDLING 

DELEGATED REPORT 

Ref No 21/00976/IPL 

Ward No P8- Kinross-shire 

Due Determination Date 31st July 2021  

Draft Report Date 23rd August 2021 

Report Issued by JF Date 23.08.21 

PROPOSAL: Erection of dwellinghouse (in principle)

LOCATION: Land 100 Metres North East Of Blairfordel Farm Kelty   

SUMMARY: 

This report recommends refusal of the application as the development is considered 
to be contrary to the relevant provisions of the Development Plan and there are no 
material considerations apparent which justify setting aside the Development Plan. 

SITE VISIT: 

In line with established practices, the need to visit the application site has been 
carefully considered by the case officer.  The application site and its context have 
been viewed by a variety of remote and electronic means, such as aerial imagery 
and Streetview, in addition to photographs submitted by interested parties.  

This information has meant that, in this case, it is possible and appropriate to 
determine this application without a physical visit as it provides an acceptable basis 
on which to consider the potential impacts of this proposed development. 

SITE PHOTOGRAPHS 

BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL 

The proposal is for erection of a dwelling in principle at Land 100 Metres North East 
Of Blairfordel Farm Kelty.  The site is located to the east of a building group and is 
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accessed from a private road and field track.  The site is detached from the building 
group located within the corner of a field/paddock.     

SITE HISTORY 

No site history  

PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION 

Pre application Reference: N/A 

NATIONAL POLICY AND GUIDANCE 

The Scottish Government expresses its planning policies through The National 
Planning Framework, the Scottish Planning Policy (SPP), Planning Advice Notes 
(PAN), Creating Places, Designing Streets, National Roads Development Guide and 
a series of Circulars.   

DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

The Development Plan for the area comprises the TAYplan Strategic Development 
Plan 2016-2036 and the Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2 (2019). 

TAYplan Strategic Development Plan 2016 – 2036 - Approved October 2017 

Whilst there are no specific policies or strategies directly relevant to this proposal the 
overall vision of the TAYplan should be noted.  The vision states “By 2036 the 
TAYplan area will be sustainable, more attractive, competitive and vibrant without 
creating an unacceptable burden on our planet. The quality of life will make it a place 
of first choice where more people choose to live, work, study and visit, and where 
businesses choose to invest and create jobs.” 

Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2 – Adopted November 2019 

The Local Development Plan 2 (LDP2) is the most recent statement of Council policy 
and is augmented by Supplementary Guidance. 

The principal policies are: 

Policy 1A: Placemaking   
Policy 1B: Placemaking   
Policy 5: Infrastructure Contributions   
Policy 19: Housing in the Countryside   
Policy 53B: Water Environment  and Drainage: Foul Drainage 
Policy 53C: Water Environment  and Drainage: Surface Water Drainage 
Policy 60B: Transport Standards and  Accessibility Requirements: New Development 
Proposals 

The proposal is for the erection of a dwelling in principle and the supporting 
statement indicates that part of the site would be utilised as a small holding.  
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Policy 31: Other Historic Environment Assets 
Policy 52 Flood Risk and New Development  
Policy 27A: Listed Buildings 
Policy 55: Nuisance from Artificial Light and Light Pollution 
Policy 58A: Contaminated and Unstable Land: Contaminated Land 
Policy 58B: Contaminated and Unstable Land: Unstable Land 
Policy 39: Landscape 

OTHER POLICIES 

Housing in the Countryside Supplementary Guidance  
Developer Contributions Supplementary Guidance 

CONSULTATION  RESPONSES 

Scottish Water No objection 

Transport Planning  No objection 

Development Contributions Officer Condition would be required 

The Coal Authority  Initial objection removed, condition requested  

Structures And Flooding Further information required. 

Scottish Gas Network No objection 

Cleish And Blairadam Community Council Object to proposal various concerns 

REPRESENTATIONS 

The following points were raised in the 15 representations received (14 objections 1 
letter of support)   

Objections 

 No change of use in description 
 Contrary to LDP2 
 Damage to bridge/access tracks 
 No information on drainage, water supply 
 No Coal Report  
 Flood Risk  
 No supporting documents 
 Impact on listed buildings  
 Adverse Effect on Visual Amenity 
 Loss Of Open Space 
 Out of Character with the Area 
 Road Safety Concerns 
 Impact on biodiversity not considered 
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 Contaminated land  
 Construction Traffic impacts  
 Pollution through construction  
 Detrimental impact on right of way  
 No right of access/land ownership of track 

Support  

 Support for development  
 Positive impact on visual amenity  
 Need for development 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

Screening Opinion  EIA Not Required 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA): 

Environmental Report 

Not applicable 

Appropriate Assessment Habitats Regulations AA Not 
Required

Design Statement or Design and Access 

Statement 

Submitted 

Report on Impact or Potential Impact eg Flood 

Risk Assessment 

Coal Report Submitted 

APPRAISAL 

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 and the adopted LDP2. 

In this instance, section 14(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) (Scotland) Act 1997 places a duty on planning authorities in determining such 
an application as this to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the 
building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which 
it possesses

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 Appraisal 

The site is not located within a settlement boundary and the principle of development 
is therefore considered under Policy RD3 Housing in the Countryside and the 
associated supplementary guidance (SG).  
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The proposal is considered in turn against the categories in the policy/guide; 

1. Building Groups  
2.  Infill sites 
3. New houses in the open countryside 
4. Renovation or replacement of houses 
5.  Conversion or replacement of redundant non-domestic buildings 
6. Development on rural brownfield land 

The supporting statement indicates that the site could be considered under Category 
3.4 or 3.5 of the policy.

Category 3.5 isn't relevant primarily as it's an in principle application which the SG 
states won't normally be accepted under this category. Furthermore under Category 
3 proposals are required to meet the siting criteria, as the site comprises of the 
corner of a field and is not defined it would not comply.

Category 3.4 is intended to allow households who already live in the area i.e. the 
rural area, to build a new house where they're either in insecure or un-suitable 
accommodation. This is also referred to in the intro paragraph to category 3 where it 
states that in some cases there will be a genuine need for a new house in the open 
countryside. From the supporting statement it seems clear that the applicant's 
existing house is unsuitable for her needs but there doesn’t appear to be a 
requirement to live in a rural countryside location rather there is a preference/desire.
Whilst the applicant feels living in a rural area would be beneficial to her health it is 
not required.

The agent indicates that the applicant has searched within Kelty and the surrounding 
area for 3 years for a new home to suit her needs and has also not been able to 
source a plot within the urban area of Kelty.  There would still however been a need 
for the applicant to fully demonstrate that no alternative accommodation is available 
to them in the local area.  However, this information has not been requested as the 
site proposed does not meet the siting criteria and it is not considered it meet the 
policies criteria of providing accommodation under Category 3.4.

Whilst the Planning Authority is sympathetic to the applicants’ personal 
circumstances the proposal cannot be supported as the case has not been made 
under 3.4 of the policy and the site does not have adequate containment to meet the 
siting criteria.  

Design and Layout 

The application is in principle and no detailed information on the design or layout 
have been provided.   

Landscape 

The site is within an open area of grazing land, whilst there are some landscape 
features such as the tree lined embankment to the east there is no contained site 
which would provide an acceptable house plot.   
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Residential Amenity 

The application site is remote from the existing dwellings.  The site does not comply 
with policy but it is considered that the development of the site would not have a 
detrimental impact on the residential amenity of existing dwellings.  

Coal Authority 

The proposed development lies in an area where there was extensive historical coal 
mining activity. Old mine workings can generate significant amounts of ground gases 
which may pose a high risk to developments.  It is also possible that land around the 
mining may have been used for the disposal of mine spoil.  A Coal Mining Risk 
Assessment has been submitted (it was not requested but submitted by the agent on 
review of the initial objection from the Coal Authority).  The Coal Authority have now 
removed their objection but have recommended conditions should eb application 
have been approved.   

Roads and Access 

A number of objections have raised road safety concerns, traffic, road maintenance 
issues, right of way and right of access.   

The access to the site is via an informal field track which links to a private road then 
it joins the junction with the B996 where part of the road is adopted.   

The access junction to the public road is considered to be acceptable for the 
development and one dwelling is not considered to result in any significant traffic 
increase.  Transport Planning have no objection.  If the development was considered 
acceptable a condition would have been recommended to cover all access issues.    

It is noted in letters of representation that there is a bridge which forms part of the 
private road and concerns regarding its condition have been raised. As with the rest 
of the private track the owners and/or those who have right of access would have 
maintenance/repair responsibilities.  The owner of this site, should they have a right 
of access, would be liable to contribute and this would not be a planning issue.   

The right of way (ROW) runs along the existing private road then extends to the 
north (application site veers to the east). There is a site currently being developed 
along this track. It is considered that the application site could be developed with 
mitigation in place to protect the ROW during construction. 

Drainage and Flooding 

The Flood Team confirm that the land on which the site lies is graded between 'Low' 
and 'High' risk of surface water flooding, according to SEPA flood maps. A Plan for 
managing flood risk or Flood Risk Assessment required. A Drainage Impact 
Assessment would also be helpful to understand what the developer intends to do 
with the surface water management at the property. This information has not been 
requested as the principle of development is not supported however it will be noted 
as a reason for refusal as this is information that would be required at the IPL stage.   
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Conservation Considerations 

There is a listed building located over 650m from the site.  This building is screened 
by the existing dwellings and the development of the site is not considered to impact 
the setting.  There are a number of other historical assets in the area noted within 
letters of representation.  However these are not adjacent to the application site 
therefore the ROW and its associated historic route is not considered to be 
detrimentally impacted by the low traffic generation from the development of one 
dwelling.  

Natural Heritage and Biodiversity 

There has been no information submitted in relation to landscape impact or 
biodiversity.  This is partly due to the fact that the proposal is in principle.  If the 
principle was acceptable any subsequent detailed application could address these 
issues.   

Developer Contributions 

The application is in principle so if approved a condition would be required to ensure 
the appropriate contributions are sought at the detailed stage.  

Economic Impact 

The economic impact of the proposal is likely to be minimal and limited to the 
construction phase of the development. 

VARIATION OF APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 32A  

This application was not varied prior to determination. 

PLANNING OBLIGATIONS AND LEGAL AGREEMENTS 

None required.   

DIRECTION BY SCOTTISH MINISTERS 

None applicable to this proposal. 

CONCLUSION AND REASONS FOR DECISION 

To conclude, the application must be determined in accordance with the adopted 
Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  In this respect, 
the proposal is considered to be contrary to the Development Plan.  Account has 
been taken of the relevant material considerations and none has been found that 
would justify overriding the adopted Development Plan. 

Accordingly, the proposal is refused on the grounds identified below: 
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Conditions and Reasons  

1 The proposal is contrary to Policy 19 of the Perth and Kinross Local 
Development Plan 2 (2019) and the associated Housing in the Countryside 
Supplementary Guidance (March 2020) as it does not meet any of the criteria within 
the categories 1) Building Groups, 2) Infill sites, 3) New houses in the open 
countryside, 4) Renovation or replacement of houses, 5) Conversion or replacement 
of redundant non-domestic buildings and 6) Development on rural brownfield land.  
In particular the site does not comply with Category 1 Building Groups as it detached 
from the group. 

2 The proposal is contrary to Policy 52 of the Perth and Kinross Local 
Development Plan 2019 as no information has been provided to assess the flood risk 
of the site. 

Justification 

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

Informatives 

None required  

Procedural Notes 

Not Applicable. 

PLANS AND DOCUMENTS RELATING TO THIS DECISION 

01, 02, 03 
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Comments to the Development Quality Manager on a Planning Application 

Planning 
Application ref. 

21/00976/IPL Comments 
provided 
by

Lucy Sumner 

Service/Section Strategy & Policy Contact 
Details 

Development Contributions 
Officer: 
Lucy Sumner  

Description of 
Proposal 

Erection of a dwellinghouse (in principle)

Address  of site Land 100 Metres North East Of Blairfordel Farm Kelty 

Comments on the 
proposal 

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 at over 80% and is likely to be operating 
following completion of the proposed development, extant planning 
permissions and Local Development Plan allocations, at or above 100% of 
total capacity. 

This proposal is within the catchment of Cleish Primary School.  

Recommended 
planning 
condition(s) 

Primary Education  

CO01 The development shall be in accordance with the requirements of 
Perth & Kinross Council’s Developer Contributions and Affordable 
Housing Supplementary Guidance 2020 in line with Policy 5: 
Infrastructure Contributions of the Perth & Kinross Local 
Development Plan 2 (2019) with particular regard to primary 
education infrastructure, or such subsequent Guidance and 
Policy which may replace these. 

RCO00 Reason – To ensure the development is in accordance with the 
terms of the Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2 (2019) 
and to comply with the Council’s policy on Developer 
Contributions and Affordable Housing Supplementary Guidance 
2020. 

RCO00 Reason – To ensure the development is in accordance with the 
terms of the Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2 (2019) 
and to comply with the Council’s policy on Developer 
Contributions and Affordable Housing Supplementary Guidance 
2020. 

Recommended 
informative(s) for 
applicant 

N/A 

Date comments 
returned

24 June 2021 
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¥ Planningmpartment-Perth and Kinross Coungil �030

g Planning Application 21/00976/IPL- mu'ectign

Dear Sirs,

My Wife and I are writing to object to the above planning

application. Our reasons for writing to this objection are listed

below:-

The HIC 2020-SG policy 19 items 1-6 cannot be satis}401ed.

There is no linkage with an existing building group.

The HIC 2020-�030SGstates that there should be no con}402ictwith . .

any other policy or proposal in LDPZ. The proposals do no

satisfy Policy 1 items i-Viii.

They may meet a low carbon place to live through design but

no information is supplied with this IP application.

There are no proposals as to how the new dwelling house will

not contribute to the loss of biodiversity.

There has been no study done on the impact of what needs to

be protected on this proposal. .

' Policy 53B: foul drainage. No information on the drainage

requirements on this site are provided with the supporting

statement.

The proposal under HIC-2020 does not meet the requirements

under the heading- connected place. �030

The proposal does not comply with the Key Design

Considerations checklist.

The proposal does not comply with Category-l Building

groups as can be seen from the photographs. '

It is not ribbon development it is an island site.

It does not meet the criteria of Category-Z, 3 items 3.1-3.5.

Nor Categories 4, 5, 6.

The existing track condition is poor and the bridge parapets

are cracked down to the foundations.

The existing private road surface is also very poor and almost

impassable in the winter time.

For further reference on items of objection please refer to the

objections submitted by The Swallows, Blairforge, KY4 OID.

Kind Regards

Sheena and Tom Matheson
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The Local Review Body                                                                                                13/12/2021 

Planning Department 

Perth and Kinross Council  

LRB-2021-47 

Appeal of planning refusal 21/00976/IPL 

Dear Panel Members, 

                                       In order to assist the panel, after discussion following a meeting with 

Ward Councillors, rather than provide multiple documents the 11 objectors, residing in 

Blairforge, will give one comment as below.  

We all stand by our original objections and endorse those of the Community Council and 

Kinross Civic Trust. 

There have been no material changes in the grounds for the Council’s original refusal.  

Since the original refusal there has been a refusal for a similar application, number 

21/00867/IPL which gives the same reasons for refusal. There has also been a refusal of 

application 21/00966/FLL which although not for a similar building, the bulk of the reasons 

for refusal were the same. 

We feel that this proposed development should not be looked at in isolation but should be 

taken in context with the 9 other plots sold in the breakup of Blairfordel Farm. These are 

subject to three failed planning applications, three planning Enforcement Notices and a 

Section 33a Notice, all on different plots. One of the remaining plots is used for animal grazing, 

an agricultural use and the other is lying fallow. The granting of the appeal would likely lead 

to further applications, particularly as the agents have been acting for another of the failed 

applications.  

Because of ongoing problems, well known to the Planning Department and as indicated above 

we have continued to carry out research. We would advise that the Registers of Scotland 

show that this plot KNR5139 was disponed by Mr Andrew Adams to a Mrs Azfer and a Mr 

Gray both residing in the same property in Main Street, Kelty. Mr Gray’s name does not 

appear on the planning application despite being a co-owner. He did however write an 

“independent” letter of support to the application.  

The Reports on Handling for the three refusals all state that access is via a private road they 

also state, should they have right of access. Surely before considering this appeal the panel 

should confirm whether there is a servitude right of access either via Blairforge or through 

the Blairfordel farm buildings from Benarty Road.  

Should the argument be made that the track from Blairforge to Parenwell is a Right of Way, 

then this argument is incompetent. According to case law on this subject the use of a Right of 

Way must be from a publicly accessible terminus to a publicly accessible terminus in a 
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continuous journey, the termini being in different locations. There is no right to deviate from 

a Right of Way. 

Since the refusal of this application two of the Enforcement Notices have been issued over 

Area 7, KNR5119 and Area 8, KNR5056, parts of the same subdivision of Blaifordel Farm. In 

the Notices comment is made by the planning officer “access to the land is along a private 

road and a private track both of which are narrow and lack sufficient passing spaces. The road 

and track may not be able to accommodate any additional traffic”. The Notices are dated 

17/11/21 and 16/11/21 both of which predate the appeal. The planning officer or officers 

involved considered that the road and track were probably not able to take extra traffic. There 

is therefore a change of opinion by the planning department about whether access should be 

allowed for any development on this former farm through Blairforge. It could be contended 

that the officer was aware that there had been planning refusals and that there would be little 

or no traffic to other sites. 

The applicant’s name is incorrect site address details are missing from the notice of review. 

The notice states that there are no matters raised which were not before the appointed 

officer at the time the determination was made, in other words no new evidence. The notice 

states that the property can be seen from the road contrary to the advice in the supporting 

statement. It is also stated that the site can be accessed safely and without barriers to entry. 

This has been commented upon in the three paragraphs above. 

The supporting letter to the appeal raises several points which deserve an answer. 

“The application site is considerably larger than the plot required for a dwelling” The farm 

was split into plots of varying sizes for sale by the landowner. There is therefore every 

likelihood that under normal commercial disposal of property that this was the only plot 

available and the landowner saw no merit in further splitting the plot. It would be very 

unusual in a disposal of this type for the purchaser to dictate terms particularly bearing in 

mind the areas and shapes of other plots. 

Comment has been passed in the original objections regarding the applicant’s health and the 

ability to work a smallholding. 

“The Planning Officer suggests that no evidence has been put forward that there is a lack of 

or no suitable accommodation available to purchase” By analysis of a major property website 

which lists property sales on information obtained from the Registers of Scotland it is possible 

to show that there is plenty evidence of suitable properties. Without checking the whole 

lengthy list of sales, evidence has been obtained of 10 dwellings within 1 mile of Kelty. 

Through checking photos and floor plans, it was established that these all had ground floor 

bedrooms and bathrooms. These were registered by the Registers of Scotland, between 

August 2020 and December 2020. These would have been on the market prior to these dates 

particularly as the registration dates have been delayed by the pandemic, as confirmed by the 

Registers. They would have been available to the applicant prior to purchasing the plot. 
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The railway embankment referred to may be brought back into use in common with many 

other former railway lines, particularly bearing in mind the expansion of new building of what 

can only be commuter dwellings, for example in Milnathort.  

There was yet another accident on the 16th of November on the B996 at Blairforge. This is an 

accident blackspot, no matter what the agent thinks FIFE Council Transport Planning have to 

say. 

The Coal Authority letter dated 18th August 2021, which was not available prior to the 

deadline for objections, imposes conditions on the applicant and is not really a substantial 

change in policy. The summary from the letter follows. 

The Coal Authority Recommendation to the LPA 

 

The Coal Authority concurs with the recommendations of the Coal Mining Risk 

Assessment report; that coal mining legacy potentially poses a risk to the proposed 

development and that investigations are required, along with possible remedial 

measures, in order to ensure the safety and stability of the proposed development.  

 

As such, should planning permission be granted for the proposed development, we 

would recommend that the following conditions are included on the Decision Notice: 

 

1. No development shall commence until; 

 a) a scheme of intrusive investigations has been carried out on site to establish the 

risks posed to the development by past coal mining activity;  and 

 b) any remediation works and/or mitigation measures to address land instability 

arising from coal mining legacy, as may be necessary, have been implemented 

on site in full in order to ensure that the site is made safe and stable for the 

development proposed.  

 The intrusive site investigations and remedial works shall be carried out in 

accordance with authoritative UK guidance. 

 

2. Prior to the occupation of the development, or it being taken into beneficial use, a 

signed statement or declaration prepared by a suitably competent person 

confirming that the site is, or has been made, safe and stable for the approved 

development shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority for approval in 

writing. This document shall confirm the methods and findings of the intrusive site 

investigations and the completion of any remedial works and/or mitigation 

necessary to address the risks posed by past coal mining activity.   
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The Coal Authority therefore withdraws its objection to the proposed development 

subject to the imposition of the above conditions. This is our recommendation for 

condition wording. Whilst we appreciate that you may wish to make some amendment 

to the choice of words, we would respectfully request that the specific parameters to be 

satisfied are not altered by any changes that may be made. 

 

The amount of flooding on the general farmland after the recent heavy rain was extensive 

although the applicant may be able to provide a solution to the problem relative to the 

building, they would also have to provide solutions to the flooding of the access track. 

How, when the site is so remote from the existing properties, will the construction “enhance 

the character” and “bring benefit to the existing to the existing housing group” unless benefits 

are considered to be increased traffic and pollution. 

If “the site itself can be easily serviced from the existing farm buildings” the implication is that 

SSE Networks and Scottish Water have been consulted to establish that the services to the 

farm buildings can support a further property. There is no statement to this effect. 

The site can be sighted from the Ballingry road particularly at this time of year when the trees 

are denuded. 

The site being developed, 20/00939/FLL, has not been agricultural land and has been owned 

by the parties constructing the property since 1990. The plot was part of the original Garmond 

Knowe in the 1940s there being the original house and grounds and a further plot containing 

the old piggery buildings. It was therefore a brownfield site developed as Arriscraig, The Old 

Piggery and the vacant site. The site was redlined as being within the curtilage of Blairforge 

under LDP1 but changed under the introduction and adoption of HIC 2020. 

As stated in Mr Dallas’s objection to the application, page two, first paragraph regarding 

18/01413/FLL, The Willows was built on a brownfield site, the structure replacing St 

Margarets, which was demolished. The original property was on the bank of the Kinnaird Burn 

but the new property was moved away from the site of the original property. The site was 

sold for development as an Unum Quid and after construction was also sold as one unit. 

During discussions with Mr Panton of the planning department at the time he advised that 

planning considered that the site was in two parts, that around the house and the former 

outbuildings being residential and the remainder agricultural, notwithstanding the title being 

one entity. No neighbourhood notifications were served on Burnbank, Garmond Knowe or 

Forresters Oak, all contiguous properties as they were considered by planning to abut the 

agricultural section of the site. It is surprising that the agent did not check the original 

objections before regurgitating the same argument. 

The agent’s comment regarding the Kinnaird Burn is of no relevance, as if they understood 

the topography of the land between the burn and the subject site and understood that water 

does not run uphill, they would have realised that SEPA’s concerns about flooding were from 
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another source. As already advised the whole farm site floods, possibly because of 

compaction or poor field drainage through years of neglect and mismanagement. 

The agent appears to lack local knowledge and has made assumptions that cannot be 

supported, further there are several errors in the application, including the applicant’s name 

and in the script showing a slipshod attitude to the brief. This after taking the full 3 months 

to appeal. 

In conclusion we consider that there is no valid reason for the panel overruling the original 

decision. 

On behalf of 

Mr & Mrs Carver,  Mr & Mrs Cauldfield,  

Mr & Mrs Dallas,  Mr & Mrs Forsyth,  

Mr & Mrs Gilmour,  Mr & Mrs Matheson,  

Mr & Mrs McCleary,  Mr & Mrs Mercer,   

Mr & Mrs Neilson,  Mr & Mrs Saunders,  

Mr & Mrs Stephen,   
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