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Pullar House 35 Kinnoull Street Perth PH1 5GD

Tel: 01738 475300

Fax: 01738 475310

Email: onlineapps@pkc.gov.uk

Applications cannot be validated until all necessary documentation has been submitted and the required fee has been paid.

Thank you for completing this application form:

ONLINE REFERENCE 000127187-001

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

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

Agent Details
Please enter Agent details

Company/Organisation: MBM Planning & Development

Ref. Number:

First Name: * Mark

Last Name: * Myles

Telephone Number: * 01738 450506

Extension Number:

Mobile Number:

Fax Number:

Email Address: * mm@mbmplanning.co.uk

You must enter a Building Name or Number, or
both:*

Building Name: Algo Business Centre

Building Number:

Address 1 (Street): * Glenearn Road

Address 2:

Town/City: * Perth

Country: * UK

Postcode: * PH2 0NJ

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

Individual Organisation/Corporate entity

Page 1 of 4
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Applicant Details
Please enter Applicant details

Title: * Mr

Other Title:

First Name: * Steven

Last Name: * Pilmott

Company/Organisation:

Telephone Number:

Extension Number:

Mobile Number:

Fax Number:

Email Address:

You must enter a Building Name or Number, or
both:*

Building Name: c/o MBM Planning

Building Number:

Address 1 (Street): * Glenearn Road

Address 2:

Town/City: * Perth

Country: * scotland

Postcode: * PH2 0NJ

Site Address Details
Planning Authority: Perth and Kinross Council

Full postal address of the site (including postcode where available):

Address 1: Altamount Park

Address 2: Coupar Angus Road

Address 3:

Address 4:

Address 5:

Town/City/Settlement: Blairgowrie

Post Code: PH10 6JN

Please identify/describe the location of the site or sites.

Northing 744530 Easting 318016

Description of the Proposal
Please provide a description of the proposal to which your review relates. The description should be the same as given in the
application form, or as amended with the agreement of the planning authority: *
(Max 500 characters)

Change of use of holiday lodges (numbers 1-5 inclusive) to dwellinghouses (class 9) at Altamount Park, Coupar Angus Road,

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

Application for planning permission (including householder application but excluding application to work minerals).

Application for planning permission in principle.

Further application.

Application for approval of matters specified in conditions.

What does your review relate to? *

Refusal Notice.

Grant of permission with Conditions imposed.

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

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

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

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

Please refer to statement attached

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

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

Statement in support of Notice of Review; Copy of site plan (14/00790/FLL) for house recently built at Edinburgh Road, Bridge of

Earn; Copy of the refused plans; Decision Notice and Report of Handling

Application Details
Please provide details of the application and decision.

What is the application reference number? * 15/00769/FLL

What date was the application submitted to the planning authority? * 06/05/15

What date was the decision issued by the planning authority? * 14/07/15
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Review Procedure
The Local Review Body will decide on the procedure to be used to determine your review and may at any time during the review
process require that further information or representations be made to enable them to determine the review.  Further information may
be required by one or a combination of procedures, such as: written submissions; the holding of one or more hearing sessions and/or
inspecting the land which is the subject of the review case.

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

Yes No

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

Can the site be clearly seen from a road or public land? *
Yes No

Is it possible for the site to be accessed safely and without barriers to entry? *
Yes No

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

Have you provided the name and address of the applicant? *
Yes No

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

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

Yes No N/A

Have you provided a statement setting out your reasons for requiring a review and by what procedure
(or combination of procedures) you wish the review to be conducted? * Yes No

Note:  You must state, in full, why you are seeking a review on your application.  Your statement must set out all matters you consider
require to be taken into account in determining your review.  You may not have a further opportunity to add to your statement of review
at a later date.  It is therefore essential that you submit with your notice of review, all necessary information and evidence that you rely
on and wish the Local Review Body to consider as part of your review.

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

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

Declare - Notice of Review
I/We the applicant/agent certify that this is an application for review on the grounds stated.

Declaration Name: Mark Myles

Declaration Date: 27/07/2015

Submission Date: 27/07/2015

Page 4 of 4
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Statement in Support of Notice of Review

Change of use of holiday lodges to residential use at

Plots 1-5 Mary Young Drive, Altamount Park, Blairgowrie

Background

The application site is located within the settlement of Blairgowrie and to the south of the Altamount

House Hotel. The 5 plots form part of a crescent layout of 10 holiday units in total. This proposal

relates solely to Plot nos. 1-5 which are in different ownership to nos. 6-10.

A previous application to remove condition no. 6 from all 10 holiday units (13/00097/FLL) was

refused by the council on 2
nd

April 2013 and a subsequent appeal against that decision was

dismissed by a Reporter in October 2013.

A revised application to remove condition no.6 from units 1-5 only (14/02228/FLL) was then

submitted in December 2014 but following detailed discussions with the planning officer the

application was withdrawn prior to determination in order to specifically allow this new change of

use application to be formally considered. In particular the planning department considered that a

change of description of the application to ‘a change of use’ rather than removal of a condition

would be clearer and easier for all interested parties including any future purchasers to understand

should the proposal be approved. The applicant therefore agreed to proceed on this basis.

Proposal and Justification

There are material differences between the previous applications to remove the occupancy condition and

this current application for a change of use.

This proposal relates only to Plots 1-5. The issues raised in respect of lack of amenity space for plots 6-

10 during the consideration of application 13/00097/FLL and then the subsequent appeal simply do not

apply to this current proposal.

Boundary fencing has also since been erected between Plots 1-5 and the proposed plans submitted in

support of this change of use application had also clearly shown further fencing to be erected as part of

the proposal in order to provide further separation and privacy between each of the plots. The appointed

officer did not properly assess this application as the plan showing the additional fencing that is proposed

has not been taken into account.

The proposal requires to be considered under the terms of the Perth & Kinross Local Development Plan

(PKLDP) (Policies RD1 and PM1) which was adopted in February 2014.

When assessing the concerns that were raised with the previous planning applications for these 5

units, the only issue as noted in the previous Development Management Committee Report from

27
th

March 2013 and also by the Reporter in his decision letter was the window to window

separation distances between the lodges.

131



2

When approving any residential development the normal minimum window to window separation

standards that the council seeks to apply can and often does vary depending on the nature of the

topography, landscaping and boundary treatments.

At the time of the previous application to remove the condition, there were no physical boundaries

or planting between the lodges. Fencing has since been erected on the boundaries between the

properties and the further fencing now shown on the submitted detailed site plan would remove any

direct overlooking thereby resolving any issue relating to loss of privacy. This has simply been

ignored or not taken into account by the appointed officer.

The Report of Handling voices a concern in respect of the ‘sides/entrances to the lodges being

extremely open with no level of privacy or sense of personal space. The fences which have been

erected only start approx. half way along the gables (where the windows are) which does leave a

large area, essentially communal area between the lodges.’ The Report does however then

recognise that the frontages and sides of private dwellings are not always private or fully enclosed

but the ‘sheer openness in this case is not one that you would normally expect to see in a

residential street.’

To address this specific concern the additional plans that had been submitted with this application

had therefore shown the 1.8m high fencing being continued towards the front of each property

thereby removing any sense of communal area between the lodges and also providing a private

enclosed garden area at the side of each lodge. This type of boundary enclosure and separation

between properties is certainly not uncommon in residential streets.

It is noted that paragraph 27 of the previous Development Management Committee Report 27
th

March 2013 stated that ‘in the event that members resolve to approve this planning application

(subject to developer contributions being paid/secured) it is highly recommended that additional

landscaping and boundary treatments are implemented throughout the development to try and

reduce overlooking between neighbours and to improve the residential amenity of future occupiers.’

The plans submitted with this change of use application for Plots 1-5, responded directly to that

statement and therefore provided a solution to the residential amenity and privacy issues

previously raised.

Being located within the Blairgowrie settlement boundary, Policy RD1 would apply to the

consideration of this application. This policy seeks to encourage residential and compatible uses

where existing residential amenity will be protected and where possible improved.

In particular Policy RD1 states that encouragement will be given to proposals which fall into one or

more of the categories listed under the policy, and which are compatible with the amenity and

character of the area. The key policy category consideration for this proposal is category a) which

reads ‘infill residential development at a density which represents the most efficient use of the site

while respecting its environs.’

132



3

Policy PM1 within the Local Development Plan further adds that the design, density and siting of

development should respect the character and amenity of the place. Category c) of Policy PM1B

specifically states that the design and density should complement its surroundings in terms of

appearance, height, scale, massing, materials, finishes and colours.

This application relates to 5 properties that already exist on site and the height, scale, materials,

finishes and colours of the buildings complement and contribute to the overall mix of the character

and amenity found in the surrounding area in accordance with Policy PM1.

A review of the OS plan of the surrounding area (particularly to the south) highlights that there are

many other residential properties in the vicinity of the site that have much smaller private garden

spaces, and are also located much closer to neighbours.

No neighbouring properties would be affected by this application in terms of overlooking or

overshadowing, given their relative positions, orientations and surrounding vegetation. The

proposed change of use to residential does not alter that position in any way. The Report of

Handling does acknowledge this by stating that ‘whilst the planning application has attracted

several objections (3 in total) from local residents, a proposal to change the use of the existing

holiday lodges to main stream dwellings would have little direct impact on any existing residential

amenity. The separation distances between the existing, neighbouring dwellings and the lodges are

also acceptable and are compliant with the council’s normal separation standards.’

The proposed application is considered to be compatible with the character of the area and would

allow residential use of the buildings that fully respect their environs, without resulting in any

adverse impact on the amenity of the area or neighbouring properties. The only potential issue for

this application is whether a suitable level of residential amenity would be achieved for the

residents of Plots 1-5.

The fencing that has already been erected combined with the additional close boarded fencing

proposed provides would provide sufficient enclosure for each property and also a level of

residential amenity and privacy that is complaint with all normal standards. The fencing also

reduces the ‘openness’ at the frontage of each property and ensures a sense of enclosure for each

of the 5 properties. The height of the fencing that divides the rear gardens (1.2m) is also not an

uncommon feature in residential developments where new property owners would normally discuss

and agree if they want to provide further screening between their rear gardens. If this was the only

remaining concern, then the fencing could easily be raised to 1.8m or additional planting

introduced. This could also be easily resolved by means of a planning condition and is therefore

not a justified reason for refusal of an application.

Any concerns about Plot 1 having insufficient private amenity space are also completely unfounded

as the plans clearly show that a usable garden area of at least 11m x 12m (132 sq m), is provided

towards the side and rear of the property which exceeds the council’s minimum standards of 100

sq m. There are also no other properties overlooking this private space.
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Numerous other similar examples where side garden space has been accepted as meeting the

council’s standard can be found throughout Perth & Kinross. One recent example is on Edinburgh

Road in Bridge of Earn where a house has been built (14/00790/FLL) within 1.5 m of the frontage

of the site and edge of footpath and within a distance of only 5 m from the rear boundary (copy site

plan attached).

The proposal is therefore considered to satisfy all of the key criteria as set out in Policy RD1 and

PM1 of the Perth & Kinross Local Development Plan and therefore can be approved as being in

accordance with the Development Plan subject to any conditions considered necessary.

Conclusions

In land use planning terms these 5 properties have already been considered acceptable in terms of

their scale, massing, proportions, density and the overall relationship with the neighbouring

properties, such that there would be no adverse impact or detriment to the character or

environment of the surrounding area.

There are significant material changes in circumstances since the previous applications to remove

the condition i.e.

 This planning application is now for a change of use to residential and relates to Plots 1-5

only.

 Plots 1-5 have generous amounts of private garden space/amenity space that exceed the

normal standards set by the council.

 Plot 1 is located closer to the rear boundary than Plots 2-5 but as the site plan clearly

shows, it is also on a wider plot that provides more than sufficient levels of private usable

amenity space to the side and rear.

 The only material issue for Plots 1-5 related to the perceived unacceptable window to

window separation distances. That has since been resolved by the fencing that has been

erected and the further fencing proposed between the plot boundaries as shown on the

submitted site plan. The appointed officer did not properly assess this application as he

has not taken account of the plan showing the additional fencing proposed.

 A condition can be imposed on any approval to ensure the retention of the fencing in

perpetuity and additional planting could also be incorporated along the boundaries thus

ensuring that there will be no loss of privacy for the occupants of the properties.

 A condition can also be imposed to remove permitted development rights (as was the case

with the application 14/00790/FLL referred to above).

 Approval of this proposal would not set a precedent for plots 6-10 to be approved as those

plots clearly do not have the standards of private garden space/amenity space that would

be required for mainstream housing (as confirmed in the previous Reporter’s decision).

 The development plan policy has also changed since the original approval for the lodges

with the adoption of the PKLDP in February 2014.
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Finally the applicant has consistently acknowledged and accepted that developer contributions

would be required towards affordable housing and education if this proposal were to be approved.

The applicant would provide the payment of £38,356.25 to the council immediately upon being

advised of a positive decision by the Local Review Body thus avoiding the need for any legal

agreement.

We therefore respectfully request that for the reasons set out above, this proposal is materially

different from the previous applications and is determined on its own merits as being in accordance

with RD1 and PM1 of the Local Development Plan.
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PERTH AND KINROSS COUNCIL

Mr Steven Pilmott
c/o MBM Planning And Development
Mark Myles
Algo Business Centre
Glenearn Road
Perth
PH2 0NJ

Pullar House
35 Kinnoull Street
PERTH
PH1 5GD

Date 14.07.2015

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT

Application Number: 15/00769/FLL

I am directed by the Planning Authority under the Town and Country Planning
(Scotland) Acts currently in force, to refuse your application registered on 7th May
2015 for permission for Change of use of holiday lodges (numbers 1-5 inclusive)
to dwellinghouses (class 9) Altamount Park Coupar Angus Road Blairgowrie
PH10 6JN for the reasons undernoted.

Development Quality Manager

Reasons for Refusal

1. As the 'as built' layout offers a lack of amenity space (lodge 1) and would
collectively (lodges 1-5) create an environment which is not suitable for
mainstream residential use, the proposed use of the lodges as main stream
dwellings would be contrary to the aims of Policies RD1 and PM1A of the Perth
and Kinross Council Local Development Plan 2014 which both seek to protect
residential amenity.

Justification

The proposal is not in accordance with the Development Plan and there are no
material reasons which justify departing from the Development Plan.
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The plans relating to this decision are listed below and are displayed on Perth and
Kinross Council’s website at www.pkc.gov.uk “Online Planning Applications” page

Plan Reference

15/00769/1

15/00769/2
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REPORT OF HANDLING

DELEGATED REPORT

Ref No 15/00769/FLL

Ward No N3- Blairgowrie And Glens

Due Determination Date 06.07.2015

Case Officer Andy Baxter

Report Issued by Date

Countersigned by Date

PROPOSAL: Change of use of holiday lodges (numbers 1-5 inclusive) to

dwellinghouses (class 9)

LOCATION: Altamount Park, Coupar Angus Road, Blairgowrie,

PH10 6JN

SUMMARY:

This report recommends refusal of a detailed planning application for the
change of use of 5 existing holiday lodges to main stream dwellings at the
Altamount Park 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.

DATE OF SITE VISIT: 30 June 2015
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SITE PHOTOGRAPHS

Various Picture of the site and existing fencing.

BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL

This planning application seeks to obtain detailed planning permission for the
change of use of 5 existing holiday lodges to mainstream dwellings at the
Altamount House Hotel, Blairgowrie. The existing holiday homes were granted
planning consent with a planning consent that stated that ‘All the lodges have
been approved as holiday accommodation only and shall not be occupied as
the sole or main residence of any occupant, to the satisfaction of the Council
as Planning Authority’.

The 5 existing lodges are part of a larger development comprising 10 holiday
lodges – all of which have been built and are in use.

The existing lodges are located to the south of the Altamount House Hotel in a
crescent layout, which is served partly by a shared vehicular access – which
also serves the hotel and the other 5 lodges. The lodges are bounded by an
unused chalet site to the north and to the south and west by the other 5
holiday lodges.
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A planning application for the removal of the occupancy condition for all 10
lodges was refused in 2013 (13/00097/FLL) and a subsequent appeal to the
Scottish Government was dismissed.

A further planning application for the removal of the occupancy condition
(14/02228/FLL) was submitted in 2014 but was withdrawn prior to it being
determined.

SITE HISTORY

A detailed planning application (10/02127/FLL) for the erection of 10 holiday
lodges was approved by the Development Management Committee in 2010,
subject to a restrictive condition which read ‘All the lodges have been
approved as holiday accommodation only and shall not be occupied as the
sole or main residence of any occupant, to the satisfaction of the Council as
Planning Authority’.

This consent has since been implemented in full, and all 10 of the lodges are
in active use.

Further to that planning application, an application to remove the restrictive
occupancy condition for all 10 lodges was refused planning permission in
2013 (13/00097/FLL) on the grounds that,

As the ‘as built’ layout will result in an unacceptable level of residential
amenity for future occupiers (in terms of lack of private amenity space and the
potential for direct overlooking and loss of privacy to occur), the proposed use
of the lodges as main stream ‘dwellings’ would be contrary to the aims of
Policy 56 of the Eastern Area Local Plan 1998 which seeks to protect
residential amenity.

Earlier this year, a further planning application seeking the removal of the
occupancy condition (14/02228/FLL) was withdrawn prior to it being
determined.

PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION

None undertaken.

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. Due to the low key nature of
this proposal, there are no specific national policies or guidance specifically
relevant to this planning application.
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DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The Development Plan for the area comprises the TAYplan Strategic
Development Plan 2012-2032 and the Perth and Kinross Local Development
Plan 2014.

TAYplan Strategic Development Plan 2012 – 2032 - Approved June 2012

Whilst there are no specific policies or strategies directly relevant to this
proposal the overall vision of the Tay Plan should be noted. The vision states
“By 2032 the TAYplan region 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 and visit and where businesses choose to invest and create jobs.”

Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2014 – Adopted February
2014

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

Within the Local Development Plan 2014, the site lies within an area which
has been identified as being residential with compatible uses, where the
following policies are applicable,

Policy PM1A - Placemaking

Development must contribute positively to the quality of the surrounding built
and natural environment, respecting the character and amenity of the place.
All development should be planned and designed with reference to climate
change mitigation and adaption.

Policy PM3 - Infrastructure Contributions

Where new developments (either alone or cumulatively) exacerbate a current
or generate a need for additional infrastructure provision or community
facilities, planning permission will only be granted where contributions which
are reasonably related to the scale and nature of the proposed development
are secured.

Policy RD1 - Residential Areas

In identified areas, residential amenity will be protected and, where possible,
improved.
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OTHER COUNCIL POLICIES

Affordable Housing Policy 2005 / Supplementary Guide 2014

This policy states that the Council will seek an affordable housing quota of
25% on all housing sites of 5 units and above, except where individual Local
Plans vary this quota. In the case of Perth city centre, the quota is 50%. This
quota will be applied to all relevant new sites identified in Local Plan and
planning applications. Unless prior agreement has been reached with
landowners/developers, this policy will not apply retrospectively to sites with
planning consent or the subject of an approved master plan or planning brief.

Developer Contributions 2014

This supplementary guidance seeks to secure both A9 junction contributions
and education contributions in certain circumstances. This Supplementary
Guidance should be read in conjunction with Local Development Plan Policy
PM3: Infrastructure Contributions and Developer Contributions Supplementary
Guidance.

Developer Contributions, Transport Infrastructure 2014

This supplementary guidance is about facilitating development. It sets out the
basis on which the Council will seek contributions from developments in and
around Perth towards the cost of delivering the transport infrastructure
improvements which are required for the release of all development sites and
to support the growth of Perth and Kinross. This Supplementary Guidance
should be read in conjunction with Local Development Plan Policy PM3:
Infrastructure Contributions and Developer Contributions Supplementary
Guidance.

EXTERNAL CONSULTATION RESPONSES

None undertaken.

INTERNAL COUNCIL RESPONSES

Transport Planning have commented on the proposal and raised no

objections in terms of the access and parking arrangements.

Education And Children's Services have indicated that the local primary
school is operating at capacity and that a financial contribution in respect of
Primary Education should be sought in line with the requirements of the
Developer Contributions 2014 document.

Contributions Officer has indicated that developer contributions in relation to
both Affordable Housing and Primary Education are required if the proposal is
approved.
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REPRESENTATIONS

Three letters of representations have been received, all objecting to the
proposal. The main issues raised by the objectors are,

 Lodges never designed to be dwellings
 Road issues
 Impact on residential amenity

These issues are addressed in the main section of the report.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS RECEIVED

Environment Statement Not Required

Screening Opinion Not Required

Environmental Impact Assessment Not Required

Appropriate Assessment Not Required

Design Statement or Design and

Access Statement

Not Required

Report on Impact or Potential Impact Not Required

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 2012
and the adopted Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2014.

In terms of other material considerations, the sites (recent) site history and
compliance with the Councils Developer Contributions 2014 and Affordable
Housing Policy 2005 are all material considerations.

Policy Appraisal

In terms of land use policy issues, the two key policies are Policies RD1 and
also PM1A of the Local Development Plan 2014. Both these policies
essentially seek to ensure that new developments within existing residential
areas do not have an adverse impact on any existing residential amenity,
provides a suitable residential amenity for any future occupiers (if residential
development is proposed) and that the proposed development contributes
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positively to the quality of the surrounding built and natural environment,
respecting the character and amenity of the place.

For reasons stated below, I consider the proposal to be contrary to both these
aforementioned policies.

Residential Amenity / Layout

Whilst the planning application has attracted several objections from local
residents, a proposal to change the use of the existing holiday lodges to main
stream dwellings would have little direct on any existing residential amenity.
There are a number of existing residential properties to the rear of the existing
lodges, however these are set at a lower level and are screened by existing
trees. The separation distances between the existing, neighbouring dwellings
and the lodges are also acceptable and are compliant with the Council’s
normal separation standards.

As was the case for the previous planning applications, the key issue as to
whether or not this planning application is acceptable is ultimately whether a
suitable level of residential amenity would be achieved for the new ‘residents’
of the dwellings.

There is no question that the general layout of lodges 1-5 is not one which
would ordinarily be acceptable for a residential development. Windows at both
ground floor and first floor level are located close to the boundaries, and even
though a series of fences have been erected between the lodges to try and
attempt to negate direct window to window interaction at ground floor level,
having windows so close to a solid fence does not create a pleasant and
acceptable environment for future occupiers.

Within the applicants supporting documents, they has highlighted the fact that
the some of the windows at ground level are opaque glassing serving
bathrooms and that there could be scope to change dining room windows into
opaque glass too. They also comment on the fact that the upstairs windows
have not been specifically referenced to previously.

I do accept that the erection of the fences has to some degree reduced the
level of direct window to window interaction at first floor level; however I’m still
not convinced that this is sufficient to make this development acceptable as a
residential development.

The sides/entrances to the lodges are extremely open with no level of privacy
or sense of personal space. The fences which have been erected only start
approx. half way along the gables (where the windows are) which does leave
a large area, essentially communal area between the lodges. Whilst the
frontage and sides of private dwellings are not always private or enclosed, I
consider the arrangement here to slightly awkward and its sheer openness is
one which you would not normally expect to see in a residential street.
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In addition to this, all of the frontages are gravelled and any usable private
amenity space would only be available to the rear. Whilst lodges 2-5 would be
able to provide an adequate level of private amenity, the private amenity
space associated with lodge number 1 is significantly limited and would not
offer the level of private amenity space which you would expect to see for a
family sized dwelling.

I’m also conscious of the fact that the existing fences which divide the rear
gardens are approx. 1m height, which offers little in the form of any screening
between the users of neighbouring gardens. Whilst an increase in the height
of fence, or new landscaping could be introduced this add simply adds to the
case that this layout is not suitable for mainstream units.

Visual Amenity

In terms of visual impact, the proposal will have no impact (adverse or
otherwise) on the visual amenity of the area as there are no changes to the
units proposed. However, if the units were to become dwellings, there would
be potential pressure in the future for changes, including extensions,
alterations etc.

Roads and Access

In terms of road and pedestrian safety related matters, I have no concerns
regarding the proposal. I understand from the applicant that the intention is
keep the 5 proposed ‘dwellings’ as a private gated estate, with access limited
to the public from the entrance gates to the hotel. To this end, the Council
does not require the access to be ungraded or improved; however the lack of
an adoptable standard vehicular access may affect the Councils willingness to
service the development in terms of refuse collections etc.

Drainage and Flooding

The proposal raises no issues in terms of drainage or flooding matters.

Developer Contributions

In the event that the proposal is approved, the applicant would be required to
accord with the both the Councils approved Affordable Housing Policy 2005
and the approved Development Contributions 2014 in terms of Primary
Education contributions. This would require Developer Contributions for both
Affordable Housing and Primary Education provision.

Impact on Listed Building
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As no physical works are currently proposed, the proposal will have no impact
on the setting of the adjacent listed building.

Impact of Trees

As no physical works are currently proposed, the proposal will have no
additional impact on existing trees. However, it might be the case that some
existing trees within the rear gardens could be under treat from new owners
who may wish to increase the size of the usable area by removing existing
trees.

Economic Impact

The proposal is unlikely to have any economic impact on the area, either
positively or otherwise.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the application must be determined in accordance with the
Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. In this
respect, the proposal is considered to be contrary to the adopted Local
Development Plan 2014. I have taken account of material considerations and
find none that would justify overriding the Development Plan, and on that
basis the application is recommended for refusal.

APPLICATION PROCESSING TIME

The recommendation for this application has been made within the statutory
determination period.

LEGAL AGREEMENTS

None required.

DIRECTION BY SCOTTISH MINISTERS

None applicable to this proposal.

RECOMMENDATION

Refuse the application for the following reason,
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As the 'as built' layout offers a lack of amenity space (lodge 1) and would
collectively (lodges 1-5) create an environment which is not suitable for
mainstream residential use, the proposed use of the lodges as main stream
dwellings would be contrary to the aims of Policies RD1 and PM1A of the
Perth and Kinross Council Local Development Plan 2014 which both seek to
protect residential amenity.

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

Procedural Notes

Not Applicable.

PLANS AND DOCUMENTS RELATING TO THIS DECISION

15/00769/1
15/00769/2

BACKGROUND PAPERS

1 Development Management Committee, Report of Handling by
Development Quality Manager dated the 27 March 2013

2 Scottish Government, Appeal Decision Notice dated the 18 October
2013

Date of Report 2.07.2015
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Information

Scale 1:2500 (16Ha)

Online Ref:
000107792

Date: 23/12/2014

Application Boundary

Land in Ownership

© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved 100028305 2014

Due to OS licensing conditions, you/your agent may only use this map for official Planning purposes. If you wish to use
the map for other uses, you must first obtain a separate licence from OS.
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Altamount Park, Coupar Angus Road, Blairgowrie, PH10 6JN
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TCP/11/16(372)
Planning Application – 15/00769/FLL – Change of use of
holiday lodges (numbers 1-5 inclusive) to dwellinghouses
(class 9) Altamount Park Coupar Angus Road Blairgowrie
PH10 6JN

PLANNING DECISION NOTICE (included in applicant’s
submission, see pages 137-138)

REPORT OF HANDLING (included in applicant’s
submission, see pages 139-148)

REFERENCE DOCUMENT (included in applicant’s
submission, see pages 149-150)

4(ii)(b)
TCP/11/16(372)
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TCP/11/16(372)
Planning Application – 15/00769/FLL – Change of use of
holiday lodges (numbers 1-5 inclusive) to dwellinghouses
(class 9) Altamount Park Coupar Angus Road Blairgowrie
PH10 6JN

REPRESENTATIONS

4(ii)(c)
TCP/11/16(372)
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Comments to the Development Quality Manager on a Planning Application 

Planning 
Application ref. 

15/00769/FLL Comments 
provided by 

ECS 

Service/Section  
 
 

Contact 
Details 

Maureen Watt ext 76308 

Description of 
Proposal 

 
 
 

Address  of site  
 
 

Comments on the 
proposal 
 
 
 
 

This development falls within the Newhill Primary School catchment 
area.  
 
Based on current information this school will reach the 80% capacity 
threshold.    
 

   

Approved capacity   423 

   

Highest projected 7 year roll  370 

   

Potential additional children from previously   

approved applications  40.77 

   

Possible roll  410.77 

   

Potential % capacity  97.1% 
 

Recommended 
planning 
condition(s) 
 
 

 
 I request that the Finalised Primary Education and New Housing 
Contributions Policy be applied to this application. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommended 
informative(s) for 
applicant 
 
 
 
 

 
. 
 

 
 
 

 

Date comments 
returned 
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Comments to the Development Quality Manager on a Planning Application 

Planning 
Application ref. 

15/00769/FLL 
 

Comments 
provided 
by 

Euan McLaughlin 
Stuart McLaren 

Service/Section Strategy & Policy 
 
 

Contact 
Details 

Development Negotiations 
Officer: 
Euan McLaughlin 
Tel: 01738 475381 
Email: emclaughlin@pkc.gov.uk 
 
Affordable Housing Enabler: 
Stuart McLaren 
Tel: 01738 476405 
Email: sjmclaren@pkc.gov.uk  

Description of 
Proposal 

Change of use of holiday lodges (1-5 inclusive) to dwellinghouses (class 9)   
 
 

Address  of site Altamount Park Coupar Angus Road Blairgowrie PH10 6JN  for Mr Steven 
Pilmott 
 

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 affordable housing requirement is 1.25 affordable units. 
 
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.  
 
This proposal is within the catchment of Newhill Primary School.  
 

Recommended 
planning 
condition(s) 
 

Summary of Requirements 
 
Affordable Housing: £14,375 (1.25  x £11,500) 
Education: £23,981.25 (3.75 x £6,395) 

177

mailto:emclaughlin@pkc.gov.uk
Tel:01738
mailto:sjmclaren@pkc.gov.uk


  
Total: £38,356.25 
 
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 £7,671.25 (£38,356.25/ 5 = 
£7,671.25). 
 

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. 

 
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 
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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 
 
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 

04 June 2015 
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Comments to the Development Quality Manager on a Planning Application 

Planning 
Application ref. 

15/00769/FLL Comments 
provided by 

Tony Maric 
Transport Planning Officer 

Service/Section Transport Planning Contact 
Details 

75329 
amaric@pkc.gov.uk 

Description of 
Proposal 

Change of use of holiday lodges (numbers 1-5 inclusive) to dwellinghouses 
(class 9) 

Address  of site Altamount Park 
Coupar Angus Road 
Blairgowrie 
PH10 6JN 

Comments on the 
proposal 
 
 
 
 

Please note I have no objections to this proposal. 

Recommended 
planning 
condition(s) 
 
 

 

Recommended 
informative(s) for 
applicant 
 
 
 
 

 

Date comments 
returned 

02 July 2015 
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Audrey Brown - CHX

From: Ryder, Peter

Sent: 12 August 2015 09:19

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

Subject: RE: TCP/11/16(372)

Attachments: altamount house.docx

Dear Sir/Madam,

My objections based on 14/02228/FLL & 15/00769/FLL still apply

May I also highlight that the owner of these ‘Holiday Lets’, seems to be presently trying to ‘rent them out’ longer
term

The Next Home Estate Agent paperwork, CLEARLY highlights they are NOT suitable as a sole/main residence

I’m surprised they’re able to let them out on a more permanent basis, seeing they are seen as Holiday lets
(‘holidays’ being a few days to a couple of weeks ‘max’ – my opinion obviously)

One of my neighbours seems to think that one of the other holiday lets has been used by the same ‘person/s’ for a
number of months now

Some holiday – sorry, a touch of sarcasm on my part !!

So, I’m not sure if the owner is sticking two fingers up at everyone

I’m also intending to contact Environmental Health, as I have a feeling they are dumping grass cuttings against (or
close to) the hedge between our house and the back of one of the Holiday lets

Regards,
Peter

Peter Ryder
Consultant Engineer/Technologist – ePIMS Administrator
GE Oil & Gas (Drilling & Production)

GE Imagination at work
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: Mark Myles <mm@mbmplanning.co.uk>

Sent: 02 September 2015 09:22

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

Subject: RE: TCP/11/16(372)

Dear Audrey

Thank you for your letter of 31
st

August enclosing copies of the further representations received to the above Notice of
Review.

In response I would highlight that the 3 objectors appear to have been misinformed or do not fully understand this
current proposal.

The properties that are subject to this Notice of Review appeal (nos. 1-5 Mary Young Drive) are not currently being
marketed for residential use. The property that Mr Ryder is referring to is no. 10 Mary Young Drive which does not
form part of this application site.

Numbers 1-5 have been in the ownership of my client and in completely separate ownership from numbers 6-10 since
February 2014. This has all been explained in the previous statements.

The detailed supporting statement that accompanied this planning application and also the statement that I provided
in support of this Notice of Review also set out a clear explanation of the material differences between the previous
application, the Reporter’s appeal decision and this current proposal.

The previous application had proposed the removal of a condition on all 10 properties which were in the same
ownership at that time.

This proposal relates only to numbers 1-5 Mary Young Drive and for the numerous reasons set out in the statements
already provided to the LRB, the concerns about overlooking between numbers 1-5 and a lack of private amenity
space for number 1 were overstated by the appointed officer; were also addressed in the plans that accompanied the
application, and can also be further controlled through planning conditions if required.

None of the objectors have actually responded to the specific reason for refusal of the application and none of them
have acknowledged any of the statements or the plans that we have submitted in support of the application or to the
Notice of Review appeal.

We therefore respectfully request that for the reasons set out in the appeal statement this proposal is materially

different from the previous application and if determined on its own merits, can be accepted in accordance with RD1

and PM1 of the Local Development Plan subject to any conditions considered necessary by the LRB.

I look forward to hearing from you to confirm when this Notice of Review will be considered by the LRB.

Yours sincerely

Kind regards

Mark Myles
MBM Planning & Development
Algo Business Centre
Glenearn Road
PERTH
PH2 0NJ

01738 450506
07887 801965
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