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From:John Burrow
Sent:18 May 2017 09:10:43 +0100
To:Development Management - Generic Email Account
Subject:17/00831/FLL Siting of 2no storage containers - Land 80 Metres Noth Of Old Church 
Lawers

 
 
 
Development Management
Perth and Kinross Council
Pullar House, 
35 Kinnoull Street, 
Perth, 
PH1 5GD
 
18 May  2017
 
Dear Sirs
 
17/00831/FLL Siting of 2no. storage containers - Land 80 Metres North Of Old Church, Lawers.
River Tay Special Area of Conservation (SAC)
 
Thank you for consulting SNH on this proposal.  
 
We consider this proposal to have no Likely Significant Effect on the Forest of Clunie SPA and as 
a result we believe an Appropriate Assessment is not required.
 
We conclude this because storage containers proposed are sufficiently distant from the shore of 
Loch Tay (River Tay SAC) as to present no risk to the qualifying features of the site.  
 
This advice is given on the presumption that normal legal storage of pesticides is practiced.  
 
I trust this is of assistance,
 
Yours sincerely
 
Via e-mail
John Burrow
 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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John Burrow | Operations Officer | Tayside and Grampian Area | Scottish Natural Heritage | 
Battleby | Perth PH1 3EW

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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Comments to the Development Quality Manager on a Planning Application 

Planning 
Application ref. 

17/00831/FLL Comments 
provided by 

Steven Wilson 

Service/Section  
TES/Flooding 
 

Contact 
Details 

 

Description of 
Proposal 

Siting of 2no storage containers 

Address  of site Land 80 Metres North Of Old Church Lawers 

Comments on the 
proposal 
 
 
 
 

No Objection 
 
Site is located within 1:200 year flood zone. Location is remote so cannot 
foresee any increased flood risk to others 
 
 
 
 

Recommended 
planning 
condition(s) 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Recommended 
informative(s) for 
applicant 
 
 
 
 

PKC Flooding and Flood Risk Guidance Document (June 2014) 

Date comments 
returned 

19/05/2017 
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Historic Environment Scotland – Longmore House, Salisbury Place, Edinburgh, EH9 1SH 
 
 
Scottish Charity No. SC045925 
VAT No. GB 221 8680 15 
 

 

 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (Scotland) 
Regulations 2013 
Land 80m North of Old Church, Lawers - Siting of 2 storage containers 
 
Thank you for your consultation which we received on 18 May 2017.  We have 
assessed it for our historic environment interests and consider that the proposals have 
the potential to affect the following: 
 
Ref Name Designation Type 
SM6280 Old Lawers Village, deserted settlement, 

Lawers Acres 
Scheduled Monument 

 
You should also seek advice from your archaeology and conservation service for 
matters including unscheduled archaeology and category B and C-listed buildings. 
 
Our Advice 
We have considered the information received and do not have any comments to make 
on the proposals.  Our decision not to provide comments should not be taken as our 
support for the proposals.  This application should be determined in accordance with 
national and local policy on development affecting the historic environment, together 
with related policy guidance. 
 
Further Information 
This response applies to the application currently proposed.  An amended scheme may 
require another consultation with us. 
 
Guidance about national policy can be found in our ‘Managing Change in the Historic 
Environment’ series available online at www.historicenvironment.scot/advice-and-
support/planning-and-guidance/legislation-and-guidance/managing-change-in-the-

By email 
to: Developmentmanagement@pkc.gov.uk  
 
Perth and Kinross Council 
Pullar House 
35 Kinnoull Street 
Perth 
PH1 5GD 

Longmore House 
Salisbury Place 

Edinburgh 
EH9 1SH 

 
 
 
 

Our ref: AMH/6280/10 
Our case ID: 300019358 

Your ref: 17/00831/FLL 
 

31 May 2017 
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Historic Environment Scotland – Longmore House, Salisbury Place, Edinburgh, EH9 1SH 
 
 
Scottish Charity No. SC045925 
VAT No. GB 221 8680 15 
 

 

historic-environment-guidance-notes/. Technical advice is available through our 
Technical Conservation website at www.engineshed.org. 
 
Please contact us if you have any questions about this response.  The officer managing 
this case is Nicola Hall who can be contacted by phone on  or by email 
on  
 
Yours faithfully  
 
 
 
Historic Environment Scotland  
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Comments for Planning Application 17/00831/FLL

Application Summary

Application Number: 17/00831/FLL

Address: Land 80 Metres North Of Old Church Lawers

Proposal: Siting of 2no. storage containers

Case Officer: Sean Panton

Customer Details

Name: Mr Alan Fisher

Address: 6 Dewars Steading, Coshieville, Aberfeldy PH15 2NE

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

- Adverse Affect on Visual Amenity

- Inappropriate Land Use

- Out of Character with the Area

Comment:I ask the Council to reject this application on the grounds that it is incomplete and to

advise the applicant that should they wish to resubmit the application it must contain a full account

of activities proposed on the site. This would allow the council to consider any change of use and

to set limits. It would also enable those who might consider objecting to clarify their reasons and

indeed whether they have any objections.

Many have supported the application on the grounds that two properly sited and clad containers

will have little impact on the ancient monuments. I am inclined to agree with that statement but it

completely misses the point. If the containers were merely to be used for farming purposes and to

maintain the site that might be reasonable but it would be completely unacceptable for a granted

application to imply that any activity is permissible close to these two ancient monument sites.

I copy below my objections to the previous application which remain relevant to this application;

This application lacks detail on the purpose of the proposed development, one suspects

intentionally. As a consequence my comments make assumptions about the applicants intentions.

It would seem that an attempt to progress 'right to launch a boat' into the creation of a water-sports

centre is what this application is all about. The key words in the application which suggest this to

me are;

- 'Building materials' - this suggest there is further intention to alter the site

- 'Messing facilities' and 'toilet' - these suggest a considerable amount of human activity on the site

- 'PPE'. I assume PPE means 'personal protective equipment' which I take to be items such as wet

suits, waterproof clothing and lifejackets. As such people will end up using these huts as changing

rooms.

The application states that the proposed huts will be 'stores' so implying little associated activity.
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Could this be an attempt to obfuscate their intended use as buildings for the use of watersport

customers?

This application should be rejected as it would grant permission for inappropriate structures and

inappropriate activity adjacent to the Scheduled Ancient Monument. While the current applicant

may envisage small scale development, the granting of permission is almost bound to lead on to

further pressure for development with highly detrimental impact on these heritage assets.

184



185



186



187



188



189



190



191



192



193



194



195



196



197



198



199



200



Comments for Planning Application 17/00831/FLL

Application Summary

Application Number: 17/00831/FLL

Address: Land 80 Metres North Of Old Church Lawers

Proposal: Siting of 2no. storage containers

Case Officer: Sean Panton

Customer Details

Name: Dr Andrew Walker

Address: Dalnashian, Keltneyburn, Aberfeldy PH15 2LQ

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

- Out of Character with the Area

Comment:PLANNING APPLICATION 17/00831/FLL

Siting of 2no. storage containers | Land 30 Metres North Of Old Church Lawers

I write to object to this planning application. The proposal is to site two storage containers in an

exceptional historic site that is a Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM). Historic Environment

Scotland states that "The site comprises the remains of a deserted village represented by a series

of well preserved stone buildings of 17th-century and later date, and likely to contain buried

archaeology dating to earlier periods. This sites [sic] includes the former Lawers church (1669)

which is listed at category B [Case Information document: Old Church, Lawers.

http://portal.historicenvironment.scot/document/600015775] .

The Council's Development Plan includes Policy HE1 Scheduled Ancient Monuments, and this

policy requires any adverse impact of a proposed development to be assessed. The proposed

containers will inevitably detract from the special sense of place that pervades the whole area of

the SAM. This is especially the case because, as the Proposed Site Plan shows, the storage

containers are to be located within 20 metres of one of the old mill buildings. I am aware of the

original planning application which had the containers sited close to the Old Church. The current

application appears to recognise that this was inappropriate, but simply proposing to move them

so that they would be in close proximity to a different part of the SAM is no improvement and

equally unacceptable.
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It is self-evident that the placing of two storage units in the infield between the middle and south

SAM sites will detract both from the visual appearance of the whole site and from the visitor's

sense of being in a historic landscape. This being the case, the applicant's Supporting Statement

urges the Council to use its discretion to interpret its Development Plan in such a way that the

"environmental objectives are balanced against the economic objectives in order to support the

local economy and the social well-being of the communities within the LDP area". The Supporting

Statement similarly asserts that "Even in the proximity of the SAM, there may be circumstances

where the needs of those using the land should take precedence over environmental and visual

considerations".

The Supporting Statement therefore implicitly accepts that there would be "environmental and

visual considerations" resulting from the siting of the proposed storage containers and seeks to

argue that approval of the proposal would bring benefits to the local economy that outweigh these

environmental and visual considerations. However, the planning application gives no information

about what the contents of the storage units are to be used for. It is therefore not tenable for the

applicant to argue that the "needs of those using the land" and unspecified benefits to the local

economy should take precedence over the adverse environmental and visual impacts. Thus the

Supporting Statement gives no valid argument to overturn Policy HE1's presumption against

development that will have an adverse effect on a SAM.

The Development Plan's Policy PM1 Placemaking states that development should contribute

positively to its surroundings and ... should respect the character and amenity of the area. There

would appear to be no valid argument that the proposed storage containers would contribute

positively to the surroundings. The planning application therefore fails this test as well. In this

context, the stated purpose of the storage units - (i) for storage of building materials, small tools,

fuel, equipment etc and (ii) for storage of PPE equipment, messing facility and toilet (chemical) -

should ring alarm bells. What is to be built with the building materials etc? This is clearly of

fundamental relevance to the application, on which the Supporting Statement is noticeably silent.

For the above reasons, I urge that consent for this application be refused.
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Comments for Planning Application 17/00831/FLL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 17/00831/FLL

Address: Land 80 Metres North Of Old Church Lawers

Proposal: Siting of 2no. storage containers

Case Officer: Sean Panton

 

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Amy McDiarmid

Address: Ben Lawers Farm Cottage  A827 From The West Boundary Of Bridgend House To The

North West Boundary Of Chapelburn Cottage, Lawers, Perth And Kinross PH15 2PA

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Adverse Affect on Visual Amenity

  - Inappropriate Land Use

  - Out of Character with the Area

Comment:I have to whole heartedly object to this application.

There is no way, ANY development (regardless of how "temporary" it is), should be allowed to be

placed anywhere within this "infield" area of the Old Village of Lawers.

The fact there is no development, old or new, here, shows this was part of the village that was

used for farming/gardening and grazing. Not to be lived in or built on. Putting any kind of structure,

no matter how it is disguised, would take away from the character of the area and detract from the

peaceful and historic air this site has. This application should be treated in the same manner as a

previous application which was to build a dwelling on the site. It should be rejected.

It doesn't matter that there is a clear area between to historic sites. The mere fact there is a clear

area, ties the two sites together as one, and putting a modern structure in the middle of it would

utterly destroy the character of the whole place.

It is a beautiful, peaceful and tranquil historic area and no modern building of any kind, should be

allowed. The site should be left as it is, for all to enjoy, without interference of any kind.

I also worry about the precedent that this might set further into the future, and what other

developments this could lead to in a wholly inappropriate area. Thank you for your consideration

and I trust you will make the right decision.
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: John Burrow

Sent: 25 July 2017 12:48

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

Subject: Local Review Body - Application Ref 17/00831/FLL – Siting of 2 storage containers

on land 80 metres north of Old Church, Lawers

Perth and Kinross Local Review Body
Perth and Kinross Council
Council Building,
2 High Street,
Perth,
PH1 5PH

For the attention of Gillian A Taylor
Your ref TCP/11/16(482)

25 July 2017

Dear Gillian

Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997
The Town and Country Planning (Schemes and Delegation & Local Review Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013
Application Ref 17/00831/FLL – Siting of 2 storage containers on land 80 metres north of Old Church, Lawers

Thank you for advising SNH of this review.

I note a typographical error in our response recorded on the planning portal. While our response lists the River Tay
Special Area of Conservation in the title and elsewhere in the body of the response, confusion may arise because of
the reference to the Forest of Clunie SPA. For the avoidance of doubt your Local Review Body should note that this
is an error and should read:

We consider this proposal to have No Likely Significant Effect on the River Tay SAC and as a result we believe an
Appropriate Assessment is not required.

Yours sincerely
Via e-mail

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
John Burrow | Operations Officer | Tayside and Grampian Area | Scottish Natural Heritage | Battleby | Perth PH1
3EW

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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Glen Lyon and Loch Tay Community Council
Nurse’s Cottage, Bridge of Balgie, Glen Lyon, Aberfeldy PH15 2PP

Local Review Body
Pullar House,                                                                                                                                                 
35 Kinnoull St, 
Perth 
 PH1 5GD

01/08/17

Re: 17/00831/FLL Siting of 2no. storage containers at  Land 80 Metres North  Of Old
Church Lawers

This  Community  Council,in  support  of  strong  local  objection,the  Breadalbane
Heritage  Society  and  to  endorse  it's  previous  request  that   this  Application  be
refused, wishes to register it's complete agreement with the Decision Notice.

The Report of Handling,which seems a thoroughly comprehensive document, states
the case succinctly in it's opening 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.”

The  decision to refuse this application is based on sound Planning Policies and the
Community Council asks that both the Policies and the Decision be upheld by the
Local Review Body.

Please see attached, below, a copy of the Community Council's second submission
made  in  response  to  the  the  Applicant's  Justification  Documents.  This  was
sent,however,after the closing date for comment so does not appear in the public
records but the content is referred to in the Report of Handling. 

Thank you,

Yours faithfully,

Susan Gardener – Chair – Glen Lyon & Loch Tay CC

 ED3: Rural Business and Diversification
Policy ED3: Rural Business and Diversification
Policy ED3: Rural Business and Diversification
Policy ED3: Rural Business and Diversification
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Glen Lyon and Loch Tay Community Council
Nurse’s Cottage, Bridge of Balgie, Glen Lyon, Aberfeldy PH15 2PP

Pullar House,                                                                                                                                                 
35 Kinnoull St, 
Perth 
 PH1 5GD

26/06/17

Dear Mr.Panton,

Re: 17/00831/FLL Siting of 2no. storage containers at  Land 60 Metres North East Of Old Church Lawers
Please will you refuse this application. 

Given the recent introduction of two Justification Documents to this application, which for simplicity we
will refer to as J1 and J2,and having taken advice from our local Councillor Ian Campbell,this Community
Council would like to make a further,supplementary submission:
a) to try and protect Old Lawers Village and it's SAM from intrusive and unwelcome development;
b) to support  objectors who share our concern most of whom are from our CC area and also those who
are from further afield especially as the time for public comment has now expired. 

Firstly,thank you for seeking clarity from the applicant regarding the purpose of the application and the
need for the proposal as this seems to have been completely omitted from the Supporting Information.
The applicant's response raises several issues:

From  J2. it is now clear that the applicant's supporters were privy to information not available to the
Planning Dept.,not in the public domain and, apparently, not even known by the applicant's own agent as
there is no mention or purpose or need in the Statement of Information.
Further,it seems unfair and unjust to chide objectors for not having read the whole application when the
reason for it wasn't stated any where with it until long after the close of public consultation.

As  the  CC  has  already  pointed  out  in  it's  previous  submission  the  HES  Schedule  of  Works  was
mentioned only in the list of included documents. There was  nothing,nothing at all, to tie it  to the
application or explain it's relevance until June 22nd. It was like a document filed in the wrong folder! In
itself the subject of this document  is the SAM. It is unrelated to the in-field or containers/huts.

In J1 Planning Policy(2.para.4) “The Council suggested in its discussion with the selling agent that small
structures associated with  agriculture or  recreation could be acceptable”.  However,  the sole reason
stated in J2 is neither. It is tree felling and scrub clearance in association with an Ancient Monument and
that,despite the fact that  in the Application for Planning Permission -12. Trees – the NO box is clearly
marked and there are no trees marked on the Proposed Site Plan for cutting back or felling.
SPP  defines  a  hut  development  as  “a  simple  building  used  intermittently  as  recreational
accommodation...”. As this application is not associated with recreation the containers cannot be classed
as 'huts' and the applications arguments relating to them are null and void.

The need for a store for tools etc. as described in the Supporting Information is actually not established.
The HES Schedule of Works under General Methodology refers to trees and scrub being cut by hand. If
a hand saw was used not a chain saw and a weeding hook not a strimmer then there would be no be no
need for  fuel  and are essentially easily transportable.  Safety helmets etc.  are carried every day by
professional loggers. Much of this work is highly specialised and,as a member of the CC remarked,”tree
surgeons carry their tools with and don't need a shed!”

Incidentally,there is still no explanation for the need for building materials. 

J1 Planning Policy(2 para.1) re. the local economy and the social well-being of the communities within
the LDP area – the CC raised this  previously  but there is still no indication that this proposal  would
benefits either.
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J1 Impact  on  the  in-field  (1)  The  agent  has,in  several  places,tried  to  infer  that  HES supports  this
application despite HES' own letter “We have considered the information received and do not have
any comments to make on your proposals. Our decision not to comment should not be taken as
our support for the proposals. The application should be determined in accordance with national
and local policy on development affecting the historic environment,together with related policy
guidance.”

While pre-planning advice is helpful to the applicant and the discussion  supportive, in this case by
suggesting an alternative site, if this means  a guarantee of Approval for the application then that means
there is something far wrong and raises very serious issues with the Planning Decision making process.
For  one  thing  it  means  that  Neighbourhood  Notification,  CC and  public  consultation  and  letters  of
objection  are  merely  box-ticking  exercises.  It  also  calls  into  question  the  integrity  of  the  Planning
Authority.

While the CC would very much like to see the SAM cared for it is not at any price. The end does not
justify the means  and intrusive development in the in-field is not acceptable. This site is still only about
15 metres from the Monument.
The fact is that  no site on the in-field is acceptable. Development,any structures here would rob the
whole site of it's atmosphere of a deserted village. Despite the Supporting Information assertions that the
containers are small in comparison to the site which it maintains would be big enough to absorb them
there would be visual impact. 

J1 Access track (2) refers to limited impact.  Put simply – NO Containers = NO Impact !
The in-field,while not part of the SAM,is essential to it's understanding. To put it in modern terms the in-
field is to Old Lawers Village what the rigg – system field pattern is to Fearnan just a few miles east of
Old Lawers. It gives the village its character. It is it's 'greenspace'  and merits preserving and protecting
as such in much the same way as Fearnan is  safeguarded in the  Local Development Plan (page 179).

Trojan horse – the reference to  de novo  is objectionable in that, in this context, it  applies a double
standard insisting that objectors must take each application on its own merit while the application has
many  references to previous applications – too many to list. Further it resorts to citing cases in  Dundee
and the Cairngorm National Park which are totally unrelated to Old Lawers.

For this work to be carried out the applicant needs consent from the National Trust for Scotland. There is
no evidence of this being sought.

There is no bat survey which would be required.

The Community Council has already objected to this application and given all these issues it objects
even more strongly and asks again that this application be refused.

Thank you

Yours sincerely,

Susan Gardener – Chair,Glen Lyon & Loch Tay Community Council
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West Ardtrasgairt Cottage
Fortingall
Aberfeldy
Perthshire
PH15 2LN

Gillian A Taylor
Clerk to the Local Review Body
Corporate and Democratic Services
Perth & Kinross Council
2 High Street
Perth
PH1 5PH

3 August 2017
Dear Ms Taylor

Town & Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997

The Town & Country Planning (Schemes of Delegation & Local Review
Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013

Application Ref: 17/00831/FLL – Siting of 2 storage containers on land 80
metres north of Old Church, Lawers

Thank you for sending me a copy of the Council’s Decision and advising me that
the applicant has made an application for a review of that decision by the Perth
and Kinross Local Review Body. I fully agree with the Council’s decision and
trust that the Local Review will come to the same conclusion.

I mentioned in my previous letter that as part of the Perth & Kinross
Archaeology Year I would be leading a walk round old Lawers; this took place on
Tuesday 25th July when I had almost 30 participants in total, some from the
locality and others from further afield, showing the great interest there is in the
old village. If the applicant will outline his plans for using the site and clearing
and maintaining the surroundings I am sure he will have great support in the
community. This must not, however, include building on the scheduled areas or
on the field between them. I noticed during our walk how important it is to have
a clear view of the loch when walking from one site to the other across the field,
and noted that this route is also necessary for access to the old burial ground,
where there is a Commonwealth War Grave, as well as a great source of
information on the history of local families.

I also noticed how the building recently erected to the south-west of the village
in connection with the electricity power lines merges into the landscape and is
practically invisible from the path to the village. Surely if storage huts are really
necessary for the work the applicant plans they can be built in a similarly
unobtrusive place away from the ruins and the infield.

Yours sincerely

Neil S Hooper MA MSc

(Secretary, The James M Maclaren Society,
for the Fortingall Roots Project)
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Breadalbane Heritage Society  

 

170807 BHS STATEMENT TO LOCAL REVIEW BODY for 17.00831.FLL OLD LAWERS VILLAGE                                                                
Page | 1 

 

P&KC LOCAL REVIEW BODY: Case TCP/11/16(482) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

P&KC PLANNING APPLICATION 17/00831/FLL 

 

 

STATEMENT from 

THE BREADALABANE HERITAGE SOCIETY to the LOCAL REVIEW BODY  

 

 

04 August 2017 

 

 

 

To the Assessor and Members of the Local Review Body 

 

The locus and credentials for the Society to comment have been well-established 

already1 and we do not propose to take up the time of the LRB in repetition here.  We 

have read carefully all the documentation submitted by the applicant in the Notice of 

Review dated 13 July including the 25 e-mails in Documents 5 and 6 therein.  In general 

terms, it does seem to us the problem has arisen through a profound lack of local 

knowledge, understanding and appreciation of the historical significance of this 

specific Scheduled Monument to Perthshire and Scotland. 

 

We consider that the review can be adequately handled by assessment of review 

documents only, but if other procedures are invoked at the request of the applicant2 

then we respectfully seek the opportunity to speak at a hearing session.  We would 

welcome participation in any site visit which we’re confident will show the complete 

absence of any tree cover to screen the proposed storage huts.  

 

In briefly summarising the consolidated case we wish to put before the LRB, our 

principal points follow. 

 

 

                                                             
1 ‘Objection from the Breadalbane Heritage Society’ 07 June 2017 page 1, para 1 
2 Notice of Review, page 2 (Review procedure) 
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1. Number, nature and character of Objections 

 

1.1. The applicant appears to unusually pre-occupied with the belief that the 

Planning Authority has in some way acted improperly.  He suggests that PKC 

has acted to “appease objectors”3, clearly questions the integrity of “officers 

responsible”4 and asserts that the mere “fact of a large number of objections 

does not make them well founded”5.  By dismissing the objections as trivial in 

this way, it seems quite clear no real attempt of any kind has been made to 

genuinely understand the grounds for objection or the depth of local feeling 

engendered by this somewhat cavalier and arrogant behaviour. 

 

1.2. In direct response to this, the Society wishes to re-state its unambiguous view 

that the application is in manifest breach of LDP Policies PM1A Placemaking, 

HE1A Scheduled Ancient Monuments and probably ED3 Rural Business and 

Diversification for the reasons stated earlier6 and which we’ll not repeat here. 

 

1.3. The applicant seems to believe that planning officers have improperly changed 

their view during the course of the two applications.  We are not entirely clear 

what purpose public consultation is supposed to serve if not to allow planners 

to take fully into account, and to respond to, valid objections in planning law.   

 

1.4. The applicant further states that he “was directed…to submit this application in 

this location”7.  Clearly this is a matter for the Planning Authority and not for us 

but, from our reading of the mail trails enclosed in Documents 5 and 6 of the 

Notice of Review bundle, this far-reaching statement seems to be patent 

nonsense, just as we have flagged before8 in relation to the applicant’s assertion 

that the “Old Village of Lawers was a beautiful quaint recognisable village with 

the majority of the buildings intact” not more than five years ago9. 

 

1.5. Even in this most recent Notice of Review, the applicant compounds previous 

errors in continuing to refer incorrectly to the “proposed stores…situated in the 

south west corner of the site, close to the field gate.  They are each more than 

100m away from either SAM”10 and that they are situated “as far as practical 

away from the Scheduled Monument site”, utilising the “screening provided by 

the existing trees”11.  All these statements are categorically untrue. 

 

                                                             
3 Notice of Review bundle, page 6 (1.0 Introduction), para 3, line 3 
4 Ibid, page 7 (2.0 Background), para 7, line 3 
5 Ibid, page 92 (mail dated 15.06.2017 at 16:07 Neaves to Panton) line 1 
6 ‘Objection from the Breadalbane Heritage Society’ 07 June 2017, para 3.3 
7 Notice of Review bundle, page 7 (2.0 Background), para 6, line 1 
8 ‘Response from BHS to the Applicant’s Justification Documents’ 23 June 2017, at para 2.3 
9 Notice of Review bundle, page 103, para 3, lines 1-2 
10 Notice of Review bundle, page 6 (1.0 Introduction), para 5, line 5 
11 Ibid, para 7, line 3 
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1.6. The applicant states that the “impact of the location and design (of the storage 

huts) is limited to those who are transient and simply passing through the 

landscape”12 as if they are few in number and the impact of no consequence.  

In fact, there are frequent guided walks and considerable interest shown by 

local people in the Scheduled Monument.  As recently as Tuesday 25 July, a 

substantial group of residents and visitors was guided around the Old Village by 

Neil Hooper of BHS and Fortingall Roots.  Just some of the magic of Old Lawers 

Village is captured in an excellent local blog on this engaging visit 

(http://bit.ly/2vtjOUs) which shows the true level of activity and interest in this 

very special place.  We urge members of the Review Body to look briefly at this 

blogsite.  This is not new information for it simply adds depth and colour to the 

arguments already made at length in previous documents. 

 

 

2. Response to Applicant’s Justification Documents dated 21 June 

 

2.1. On 23rdJune the Society commented upon the two Justification Documents 

requested from the applicant by the Planning Authority13 but our document was 

not published on the website because the consultation period had closed.  

However, we do now wish to ensure its consideration by the LRB because we 

believe it offers an essential rejoinder to the applicant’s Justification 

Documents.  That short document has now been annexed to this statement.  

We commend it to the LRB not least because it embraces a possible 

compromise14 and because it re-iterates our offer to provide volunteers to help 

with the tree and scrub control, as well as our willingness to accept Mr 

Thomson’s invitation to meet him15. 

 

2.2. We have been pleased to note in Mr Thomson’s personal Justification 

Document that the reason for this application is “solely…to meet the demands 

of Historic Environment Scotland and the National Trust for Scotland to take 

the responsibility of preserving the ruins seriously”16.  But in fact, no ‘demands’ 

have been made by HES because their advice was solely for tree and scrub 

control on request from the previous landowner17.  There is no Scheduled 

Monument Consent in place to undertake any other actual physical works to 

the ruins18 and we would be highly alarmed and extremely concerned if such 

action were to be contemplated by the applicant.  In a very recent telephone 

                                                             
12 Ibid, page 18 (4.0 Assessment, second page), para 7, lines 1-2 
13 ‘Response from the Breadalbane Heritage Society to the Applicant’s Justification Documents’ 23 June 2017 
14 Ibid at para 3.2 
15 Ibid at para 3.4 
16 Notice of Review bundle, page 103, para 1, lines 1-3 
17 PKC Report of Handling, page 8, para 4, line 4 
18 PKC Report of Handling, page 8, para 4, line 6 
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conversation19 it became clear that NTS is also very concerned at recent 

developments and have set up a close watching brief in respect of their 1983 

Conservation Agreement that covers part of the site. 

 

 

3. Conclusion 

 

3.1. We respectfully suggest to the Review Body that the appeal be refused. 

 

3.2. If minded to approve the appeal, we respectfully ask the Review Body to 

consider the application of conditions such as those set out in the Annex to this 

document at para 3.2 

 

 

 

 

 

Nicholas Grant 

Chairman 

for and on behalf of the Breadalbane Heritage Society 

 

                                                             
19 Michael Sedgwick MRICS, Estates Surveyor (East), National Estates Management, NTS: 04 August 2017 
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P&KC LOCAL REVIEW BODY: Case TCP/11/16(482) 

 

Annex to 

BHS STATEMENT TO LOCAL REVIEW BODY for 17/00831/FLL OLD LAWERS VILLAGE 

 

RESPONSE from THE BREADALABANE HERITAGE SOCIETY 

to the ‘APPLICANT’S JUSTIFICATION DOCUMENTS dated 21 June 2017’ 

 

For the attention of Sean Panton, Case Officer 

23 June 2017 

 

Dear Mr Panton 

 

WITHOUT PREJUDICE 

 

We have noted the publication yesterday of two Justification Documents from the 

applicant following the request for more information from the planning authority.  It’s 

not our intention to reiterate previous arguments, but we do feel strongly that a small 

number of points in these new documents should be rebutted. 

 

1. Justification Document 1 – Felsham PD 

 

1.1. The applicant continues to assert incorrectly that the location is “as far as 

practical away from the Scheduled Monument site”1, that “screening (is) 

provided by the trees”2, that the HE1 policy test is for (our emphasis) a 

“significant adverse effect”3 and that the use of the stores includes “building 

materials”4  

 

1.2. It is argued both that each planning application must be considered de novo5 and 

simultaneously that advice in the prior application (17/00251/FLL) must be taken 

into account in the present application (17/00831/FLL)6 

 

2. Justification Document 2 – Mr Angus Thomson  

 

2.1. We are truly pleased and delighted that Mr Thomson has now stated the reason 

for the application is “solely…to meet the demands of Historic Environment 

                                                             
1 Page 1, para 3, line 3 
2 Page 2, para 10, line 4 
3 Page 3, para 2, line 1 
4 Page 1, para 4, line 3 
5 Page 3, para 6, line 3 
6 Page 3, para 4-5 indented as 1 and 2 
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Scotland…and to take the responsibility of preserving the ruins seriously”.7  We 

argued for this in para 1.12 of our previous submission. 

 

2.2. We are, however, slightly puzzled that no mention of any kind was included in 

the previous application which the applicant considers to be integrally related to 

the present application (see para 1.2 above). 

 

2.3. The assertion that “not more than 5 years ago the Old Village of Lawers was a 

beautiful quaint recognisable village with the majority of buildings intact”8 is, 

with great respect, total nonsense.  The Old Village has not been occupied since 

the 1920s, the Laird’s House was abandoned in 1933 and the ruins – part of their 

mystique – have remained as they are today for well over 50 years.  Mr Thomson 

is absolutely right, however, to say that vegetation growth has now intruded to 

a huge extent and we welcome his commitment to take action in accord with HES 

advice. 

 

2.4. We are also pleased that he has emphatically stated he has no intention of 

building a house.  We would welcome an equally emphatic statement ruling out 

his intention to introduce any form of commercial recreational/water-sports 

activity to the in-field and a similar positive commitment to implement the HES 

Schedule of Works within a stated time period. 

 

3. Conditional Acceptance 

 

3.1. Our view remains that the over-riding importance is to protect and respect the 

calm tranquillity of the Scheduled Monument and that unless clear conditions 

are attached the application should be refused. 

 

3.2. However, we are very well aware that storage huts can be used for different 

purposes after the initial project has been completed.  If the planning authority 

is minded towards acceptance of the application we suggest it is essential to 

attach conditions, relating to: 

 

3.2.1. the exclusive use of the storage huts for the purpose of arboriculture; 

3.2.2. a commitment to implement the HES plan within a given time period; 

3.2.3. the removal of the storage huts when this major work is complete; 

3.2.4. the exclusion of any commercial recreational/water-sports activity. 

 

3.3. We would suggest that the time period for completion of the major work be no 

more than two years.  Tools and equipment for regular maintenance could then 

be accommodated either in a store located well out of sight as we suggested in 

                                                             
7 Page 1, para 1, lines 1-3 
8 Page 1, para 3, lines 1-2 
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para 1.6 of our previous submission… which is also happens to be very proximate 

to the southern SM site where continuing arboriculture will be required. 

 

3.4. We deeply regret Mr Thomson is “bewildered” by what he sees as our negativity.  

We welcome and share his commitment to the “preservation of this treasured 

site” and we could provide volunteers to assist if this would be useful.  We bear 

him absolutely no ill-will of any kind and would be very happy meet with him as 

he suggests in the document. 

 

 

 

 

 

Nicholas Grant 

Chairman 

for and on behalf of the Breadalbane Heritage Society 
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1 Western Terrace   Edinburgh   EH12 5QF   
T +44 (0) 131 337 9640  

 
 
 

VAT Registration No 152 7435 14             Company Registration Number SC267721 

NOTICE OF REVIEW UNDER SECTION 43A (8) OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997 

(AS AMENDED) INRESPECT OF DECISIONS ON LOCAL DEVELOPMENTS 

THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCHEMES OF DELEGATION AND LOCAL REVIEW PROCEDURE) 

(SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2008 

THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (APPEALS) (SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2008 

PLANNING APPLICATION 17/00831/FLL 

APPLICATION FOR SITING OF TWO STORAGE HUTS, LAND 60 METRES NORTH EAST OF OLD CHURCH LAWERS 

THE OLD VILLAGE OF LAWERS, LOCH TAY, PERTHSHIRE 

Appeal to Local Review Body 

Response to Objectors’ Submissions 

On Behalf of Mr Angus Thomson 

August 2017 

 

We refer to the Council’s email and letter to us dated 10th August 2017 and set out a point by point response to the submissions made by 

objectors that we feel need to be rebutted. 

The key point to note is that the Breadlebane Heritage Society and Glen Lyon and Loch Tay Community Council have sought to introduce 
evidence having previously missed the required deadlines. This evidence is inadmissible and in any event a full rebuttal can be found by 
reading the application supporting statement and appeal statement. Very little else requires further comment because the rebuttal is 
clearly set out in the application supporting statement and appeal statement. 
 
We wish to remind the LRB of the critical need to read the objections in the context of the appellant’s supporting material. 
 
The objectors do not seem to have given any weight to the fact that the appellant is trying to do his best to preserve the ruins for 
generations to come and is in fact fighting for the same outcome they are but to achieve it requires some level of onsite servicing.  
 

Bredalbane Heritage Society 

Para 1.1 to 1.6 - the pre-application discussions with the planning authority specifically directed the applicant to the locations chosen for 

the containers. This will be apparent from consideration of the emails contained in Documents 5 and 6, which are very clear on this 

matter. At no time did the planning authority state that if this location was chosen development would be unacceptable.  

The policy arguments in support of this location are fully addressed in the application supporting statement and appeal statement. 

We do not intend to address the pejorative statements made by the Society in these paragraphs because these are what they are, 

pejorative statements made by a body that appears to have failed to turn its attention to the question of whether the applicant may in 

fact have an argument in support of his case. 

Para 2.1 to 2.6 – the Society has attempted to put before the LRB a document that has previously been ruled as inadmissible. The rules 

governing the LRB and the deadlines for submission of evidence are clear. It is too late now to introduce new material that was not part of 

the determination of the application. If the LRB were to consider this document and give weight to its content it could leave its decision 

ultra vires. 

The applicant has fully addressed the points raised in this inadmissible document in its appeal statement and application supporting 

statement. We do intend to address the statements made in this inadmissible document which are neither impartial nor objective. 
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McGregor 

There are no statements in this submission that require comment. The application supporting statement and appeal statement provide a 

clear rebuttal of the comments made. That case is clear and concise and does not contain discrepancies and inaccuracies. 

Glen Lyon and Loch Tay Community Council 

The Community Council supports the position of Breadlebane Heritage Society. It is necessary to remind the LRB of the comments made 

above that the Heritage Society has sought to introduce inadmissible evidence that is clearly contrary to the rules governing the LRB. As 

previously stated these matters are fully addressed in the application supporting statement and appeal statement and it is not necessary 

for us to provide further comment. 

We note that the Community Council has also sought to introduce its own inadmissible evidence. It seems to be a common theme that 

that bodies well versed in the planning system seem incapable of making submissions within the required timescales and then resort to 

seeking to submit inadmissible evidence. The rules governing the LRB and the deadlines for submission of evidence are clear. It is too late 

now to introduce new material that was not part of the determination of the application. If the LRB were to consider this document and 

give weight to its content it could leave its decision ultra vires. 

The applicant has fully addressed the points raised in this inadmissible document in its appeal statement and application supporting 

statement. We do intend to address the statements made in this inadmissible document which are neither impartial nor objective. 

There are no other matters in the Community Council’s statement that require further comment. 

 

Hooper 

There are no matters that require comment. The application supporting statement and appeal statement clearly set out the case to grant 

planning permission for the appeal proposal. 

 

Brook 

There are no matters that require comment. The application supporting statement and appeal statement clearly set out the case to grant 

planning permission for the appeal proposal. 
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