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18th December 2019 

Rawes Farm, Longforgan 
Application for Erection of four dwellinghouses.  
Location – Rawes Farm, Longforgan.  
 
Local Review Statement 19/01120/FLL 
 
This Local Review Statement is being submitted on behalf of our client 
against the refusal of planning permission for the erection of four 
dwellinghouses on rural brownfield land at Rawes Farm, Longforgan.  

It is our opinion that planning permission can and should be granted for 
these proposals as there are several factual errors in the Report of 
Handling Delegated Report and that the proposals are entirely in 
keeping with the LDP2 including the revised Housing in the Countryside 
policy. 

For our Local Review Statement, we set out to clarify and/or counter in 
turn points made in the Report of Handling Delegated Report.  These 
can be summarised as: 

• Incomplete description of the condition and setting of the current 
site. 

• Providing additional background historical information on the 
use of all or part of the application site.  

• Incomplete representation of the sites’ application history. 

• Use of the older and out of date Housing in the Countryside 
Policy. 

• No objections from statutory bodies or departments consulted.  

• Comments and clarifications on some of the factually 
inaccurate representations made in objection to the 
application.  

• Response to interpretation of Planning policy appraisal for the 
proposed development which is inconsistent with other 
approved sites of similar size and sets a potentially hazardous 
planning precedent in the interpretation of rural brownfield 
land.  

• Policy ER5 does not apply here.  Incorrect assumption in 
Delegated Report that the site is Class 3.1 Prime Agricultural Land 
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Background and Description of Proposal.  
 
The Report of handling does not to accurately describe the existing site 
only mentioning the hedge to the West of the site (photo below from main 
road looking East).  This hedge is in control of the applicant and as the 
photo shows provides further screening of the development.    

 
 
In addition to this hedge bounding roadside the there is a significant tree 
screening to the West of the site (aerial photo below).  
 

   
 
The report is correct in stating that this tree belt is less to the South.  We 
understand this area was thinned out during the works to the SUDS basin.    
 
The only views on this corner of the site from the South is from the farmer 
in their field or a brief glimpse from the railway.  
 
 
Application History 
 
The Report of handling does not mention a previous LRB decision for PPP 
(12/01089/IPL) which was 2-1 against our client on 10th January 2013.  
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Site History 
 
The photos below were submitted as part of the Design Statement 
supporting the application.  They show the condition of the site c.2004/05. 
 
The shed that stood on the application site (middle photo below) was built 
in the 1950’s under permitted development and further investigation of 
the history of the application site has revealed that prior to the shed the 
site was used as a stack yard and a thrashing mill.  Furthermore, the client 
can confirm that the site has been removed from all agricultural use and 
this can be confirmed with the department of agriculture. 
 
All or part of the application site has therefore been brownfield agricultural 
land for over 70 years and not ‘Grade A’ agricultural land as the Delegated 
Report suggests and not contrary to policy ER5.  
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National Policy and Guidance.  
 
The Report of Handling notes that that old Housing in the Countryside 
Guide November 2012 was referred.  At the time of our application the 
councils new Housing in the Countryside Policy 2019 was highlighted as the 
relevant policy to refer to on the PKC website.  
 
Consultation Responses  
 
We would note that there were no formal objections from any of the 
Statutory Bodies or other departments consulted.  Any of the points raised 
regarding flooding and environmental health can be dealt with as a 
condition of Planning Permission in executing the project. 
 
Representations  
 
There were multiple points raised in objection by the 12 representations 
made and below we seek to briefly respond to each one in turn. 
 
Drainage – existing waste treatment plant and SUDS would not cope with 
additional development.   
No evidence was provided to support this statement.  In contrast we 
understand the SUDS system feeds into a deep lying field drain running to 
the River Tay and we are not aware of any occasion that the SUDS pond 
being even approaching capacity.  
 
Amenity – visual impact.  
This is subjective, any proposals will have a degree of impact.  The 
proposed siting, density and scale (1.5 storeys) will have no additional 
impact to the site views from the outside and this was clearly 
demonstrated by the visuals produced for the application which were 
taken in winter to demonstrate a ‘worst case’ visual impact. 
 
This same approach minimises the visual impact from the existing houses. 
 
Ownership – no authority to use the private road and the drainage SUDS 
system.  
This representation is completely wrong.   
Road - Our client has rights of access to/from the road for pedestrian and 
vehicular traffic for all purposes together with the right to form new access to 
this road where required to service any future development on the site.    
Drainage SUDS – Our client retains rights of access to the SUDS and drainage 
area to construct and maintain necessary drainage to the proposal site.   
 
Inaccuracies in submission 
No evidence was provided to support this statement. 
 
Design – Does not compliment building group 
This is subjective, and the proposals clearly complete the development as a 
whole and will be the final phase.  
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Contrary to Policy 
As we have set out in our Design Statement and in this Local Review 
Statement, we strongly feel this site complies wholly with the relevant 
parts of the current Housing in the Countryside policy.   
 
Loss of Biodiversity 
No evidence was produced to support this claim.  As noted in the Design 
Statement submitted with the application the rural brownfield application 
site was used as the site compound for the construction of the new houses 
and has a hardcore base.  The site currently exists with unmaintained 
grassland which is used as a dump for existing resident’s grass clippings. 
 
The proposals for 4 dwellinghouses includes an additional landscape buffer 
of 5m which would boost the biodiversity of the site rather than diminish 
it.   
 
Misleading statements  
Suggesting that 5 houses are in the process of being built is a small error in 
the wording of the original Design Statement.   Hopefully it is clear from 
the overall submission that what the proposals relate to and that this 
application for 4 dwellinghouses would constitute the final phase of any 
development on site as the site as a whole is clearly defined as shown in 
the photo below.  
 

 
 
Tree Cover  
The site plan used for the application was based on the area of trees 
planted under a past grant.  We understand the trees to the South were 
thinned and removed as part of the works to install the SUDS and drainage 
on site. This is also shown on the photo above.  
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Attempt by local resident to influence planning process and abuse of 
client.  
The client’s agent (OLA) was directly approached on more than one 
occasion by email and once by phone by a local resident of Rawes 
Steadings who claimed to lead the local resident’s group.  This unsolicited 
correspondence included many factual inaccuracies which we can only 
assume were an attempt to influence due process together with direct 
attacks and abuse on our client.  The client also was the direct recipient of 
this abuse.   
 
OLA’s only correspondence with this individual was to advise to 
communicate through the proper channels at the planning department.  
Despite this advice further direct communication was made but was not 
responded to.  
 
 
Policy Appraisal  
The proposals have been assessed against policy RD3 Housing in the 
Countryside.  The Delegated Report indeed states that groups of houses 
that fall into at least one of the following categories will be supported.   
 
1) Building Groups 
2) Infill site 
3) New houses in the countryside on defined categories of sites as set out 
in section3 of the Supplementary Guidance 
4) Renovation or replacement of houses 
5) Conversion or replacement of redundant non-domestic buildings 
6) Development on rural brownfield land 
 
The Delegated Report chose to only assess the proposals against 1) Building 
Groups.  We would strongly contest that the proposals should be 
considered against and fulfil both Policy 1) Building Groups and 6) 
Development of Rural Brownfield Land and in addition to the Design 
statement submitted with the application would like to provide the 
following points: 
 
1) Building Groups 
The Delegated Report suggested that the site is not sufficiently contained 
by established landscape features. We would respectfully suggest that this 
assessment is wrong and inconsistent, especially when considered against 
other developments of a similar size which have been granted planning by 
PKC.  The aerial photo on the previous page clearly demonstrates an 
existing and growing landscape framework.  The following two examples 
demonstrate the inconsistency of the application of policy and we would 
argue our proposed site demonstrates a far more robust existing landscape 
framework.  
 
The development next to the A9 near Blackford 18/00634/FLL (aerial photo 
of partially complete development together with extract of submitted 
plans) clearly show the open setting of the site which was deemed to be 
suitable.  
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Application 18/00634/FLL 

 
 
 
 
 
Application 18/00634/FLL (site plan as granted)  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Furthermore Broadfold Farm, just off the A9 near Auchterarder (multiple 
applications) similiary demonstrates a lack of any landscape framework yet 
has received planning permission.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

15



 
Opfer Logan Architects  
130 Cubie Street / Glasgow / G40 2AF / Scotland 
www.olarchitects.com 

 
 
  

t: 
f: 
e: 

 

+44 (0) 141 332 9300 
+44 (0) 141 342 2299 
info@olarchitects.com 

 

Registered in Scotland Company No. SC176873 
 
 
 

Broadfold Farm Aerial photo 

 
 
Existing landscape buffer  
We would also seek to clarify that the existing landscape belt to the West 
of the site is becoming increasingly established and is subject to legal 
agreements with the landowner to protect the tree belt for the foreseeable 
future.  In addition to this planting, the proposed application adds a further 
5m landscape buffer to further boost screening and biodiversity.   
 
6) Development of Rural Brownfield Land 
 
The Delegated Report stated that the land is not being considered as rural 
brownfield land.  Again, we would respectfully suggest that this assessment 
is wrong and creates potential issues in the future sensible implementation 
of this policy.   
 
As highlighted earlier in this Local Review Statement all or part of the 
application site has been used for over 70 years, initially as grain stacks, 
stack yard and a thrashing mill and then as the location for a large barn.   
 
As outlined in the Design Statement the application site was used as a site 
compound for the first phase of housing on site.  It was completely sensible 
at the time to demolish the barn so it would not pose any further health 
and safety risk to site operations and more importantly future residents.  
The existence of the site for over 70 years and the sensible removal of a 
barn should not now remove its relevance in consideration as a brownfield 
rural site.   
 
It also begs the question should the barn just have been left to further 
decay just to fulfil a planning policy?  If so, this may lead to situations in the 
future that landowners leave buildings in place just in case they need to 
demonstrate compliance with this policy.   
 
Furthermore, while at initial passing appearance of the site is grassland it is 
a remediated construction compound and industrial farm site for over 70 
years so the delegated reports assumption that there would be no 
significant environmental improvement to the site is incorrect.   
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Policy ER5 
 
As noted earlier the client can confirm that the site has been removed from 
all agricultural use and this can be confirmed with the department of 
agriculture if necessary.  
 
All or part of the application site has therefore been brownfield agricultural 
land for over 70 years and not ‘Grade A’ agricultural land as the Delegated 
Report suggests and not contrary to policy ER5.  
 
Placemaking Policy  
 
The Delegated Report gives a negative, vague and subjective response to 
the proposals which were designed to be sympathetic and deferential to 
the existing setting rather than trying to jamb in as many units as possible.   
As highlighted in the Design Statement the 1.5 storey houses seek to: 

• Remain within the overall profile of the existing development.  
• The lower density to allow space between houses rather than cram 

them together.  
• To complete the building group which is currently open sided to 

the rural brownfield site.  
• Respect and maintain the residential amenity  
• Be of rural character but not simply a ‘copy paste’ of previous 

designs. 
 
No reasons were given in the report of handling as to why it would not 
compliment the existing group and complete the total development.   
 
The Delegated Report states that the previous planning permission 
15/01390/FLL suggests that the proposals would be the final phase.  The 
covering letter of the design statement for this application clearly suggests 
that the client is seeking to change the designs to smaller houses due to 
market forces and that this would allow them to complete the 
development along the lines of the previous planning consent.  Nowhere in 
this statement does it suggest this is a final phase.   
 
TayPlan  
The Delegated Report here suggests limited public transport and that the 
lack of mains drainage is not in accordance with the policy.  We would 
highlight that drainage rights are already in place to service the proposed 
development. 
 
Public Transport  
The Delegated Report suggest there is very limited public transport and 
cites this as part of reasoning for refusal.  There is in fact a bus service at 
least every 60mins all day from nearby Longforgan. In addition, there is an 
evening and Sunday service (Stagecoach 39) that passes within 200m of the 
Rawes Steadings in both directions.  The school bus stops right outside with 
a dedicated bus stop.   
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Conservation Considerations 
The Delegated Report contradicts itself as in the above part of the report it 
suggests it would be detrimental but later under Conservation headings 
suggest that it would not in fact be detrimental to the grade B listed 
building.   
 
It is important to add that the siting and scale of the proposed houses are 
designed to maintain the view to the farmhouse and not add to the 
roofline when viewed from the West.  
 
Design and Layout 
The Delegated Report gives a negative, vague and subjective response to 
the proposals.  As stated above and under Placemaking policy the 
proposals are specifically designed to be of reduced density to be 
deferential to the first phase, not add significantly to the external roofline 
appearance of the site and respect the visual and residential amenity.  
 
Landscape  
As stated previously the existing landscape buffer continues to establish 
itself.  It is thinner to the south where there is no overlooking. The 
landscape buffer will be augmented as part of these proposals and the 
existing planting is subject to a legal agreement with the landowner.  
 
Regarding the existing condition of the site it remains a rural brownfield 
site with its history of rural industrial use for over 70 years and latterly as a 
site compound.   
 
As a wider point the Carse of Gowrie as a whole has a number of larger 
settlements like Errol, Grange, Inchture and Longforgan that are open to 
the landscape and many instances of smaller groupings of housing, set in 
the farmland with varying degrees of landscaping and screening.  The 
proposals for the final 4 dwellinghouses at the Rawes Farm are entirely 
consistent with this wider landscape framework.  
 
Visual Amenity  
The Delegated Report gives a negative and subjective response to the 
proposals without stating why.  The siting of the proposed houses is 
designed to minimise the visual impact from inside the site and largely 
maintain any views.  
 
Drainage and Flooding  
As stated earlier in this submission our client retains full access to the SUDS 
and drainage for the purposes of the development of this site.  There has 
been no evidence produced to suggest that this SUDS is at or even near 
capacity.   
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Summary  
 
The Delegated Report has several errors and inconsistencies which paint a 
more negative picture of the proposals that we believe to be the case.  We 
strongly believe the proposals are consistent with planning policy and are 
appropriate to the site and the local and wider landscape framework.  
 
The reasons given for refusal in the Delegated Report in our view: 

• Wrongly dismiss planning policy the proposals are subject to. 
• Appear more subjective and coloured by previous planning 

decisions than based on the actual proposals compared to planning 
policy. 

• Underplay the existing landscape framework on site and the 
proposed additional landscape buffering to the proposals which 
would also boost biodiversity.  

• Contain reasons for refusal that do not apply to the proposals.  E.g. 
the designation of the land as prime agricultural land when it is 
not.   

• Are inconsistent with similar sized developments and proposals 
where planning was granted.   

 
We therefore respectfully request that this local review be allowed and 
grant Planning Permission for these proposals.  
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QZ]!_SP!^_PLOTYR!OPaPWZ[XPY_!NZ`WO!MP!NZY_LTYPO!bT_STY!_SP!PcT^_TYR!QL]X!NZX[WPc!

WLdZ`_!bT_S!YZ!YPPO!QZ]!T_!_Z!^[TWW!ZaP]!TY_Z!_SP!^`]]Z`YOTYR!LR]TN`W_`]LW!QTPWO^!LYO!_]PP!
[WLY_TYR'!>_!LW^Z!LWWZbPO!QZ]!_SP!`Y^TRS_Wd!ML]Y!_Z!MP!]PXZaPO!TY!Z]OP]!_Z!PYSLYNP!_SP!

]P^TOPY_TLW!LXPYT_d!ZQ!_SP!YPb!OPaPWZ[XPY_%!_S`^!XLcTXT^TYR!_SP!Z[[Z]_`YT_d!ZQ!
LNSTPaTYR!^LWP^'!

!

HSP!LP]TLW![SZ_ZR]L[S!ZY!_SP!QZWWZbTYR![LRP!^SZb^!_SP!PcT^_TYR!QL]X!NZX[WPc%!
TYNW`OTYR!_SP!M`TWOTYR!TY!\`P^_TZY!LYO!bL^!_LVPY!L]Z`YO!+))-'!!5W_SZ`RS!T_!^SZb^!
[WLY_TYR!SL]O!`[!LRLTY^_!_SP!PcT^_TYR!ML]Y%!_ST^!T^!YZ!WZYRP]!_SP!NL^P!LYO!Md!aT]_`P!ZQ!

_SP!_]PP![WLY_TYR%!LYO!`^P^!OP^N]TMPO!LMZaP%!_SP!^T_P!OZP^!YZ_!QZ]X![L]_!ZQ!LYd!
LR]TN`W_`]LW!SZWOTYR(LN_TaT_d'!

5P]TLW!aTPb!ZQ!^T_P!N'+))-!

5[[WTNL_TZY!^T_P!L^!ZNN`[TPO!Md!LR]TN`W_`]LW!^SPO!N'+)).!

!
5[[TNL_TZY!^T_P!Q]ZX!XLTY!]ZLO!L^!ZNN`[TPO!M`!LR]TN`W_`]LW!^SPO^!N'+)).!
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HSP!EWLYYTYR!EP]XT^^TZY!QZ]!_SP!NZYaP]^TZY!ZQ!_SP!_]LOT_TZYLW!^_ZYP!^_PLOTYR!TY_Z!PTRS_!

]P^TOPY_TLW! `YT_^! bL^! R]LY_PO! TY! 5`R`^_! +)).%! bT_S! L! Y`XMP]! ZQ! Q`]_SP]! EWLYYTYR!
EP]XT^^TZY^!R]LY_PO!ZaP]!_SP!QZWWZbTYR!_S]PP!dPL]^!QZ]!_SP!P]PN_TZY!ZQ!L!_Z_LW!ZQ!^Tc!YPb!

M`TWO!OP_LNSPO!ObPWWTYR^!^`]]Z`YOTYR!_SP!̂ _PLOTYR'!!HSP!^_PLOTYR!OPaPWZ[XPY_!SL^!YZb!
MPPY!NZX[WP_PO!bT_S!LWW!_SP!`YT_^!^`NNP^^Q`WWd!^ZWO!LYO!ZNN`[TPO!L^!bPWW!L^!ZYP!ZQ!_SP!

YPb! M`TWO! `YT_^'! ! HSP! ]PXLTYTYR! QTaP! YPb! M`TWO! SZ`^P^! L]P! L_! aL]TZ`^! ^_LRP^! ZQ!

NZY^_]`N_TZY!bT_S!_SP!QZ`YOL_TZY^!TY&^T_`!QZ]!XZ^_!ZQ!_SPX'!!!
!!
HSP!N`]]PY_!^T_P!bL^!YPaP]![L]_!ZQ!LYd!ZQ!_SP!Z]TRTYLW![WLYYTYR!L[[WTNL_TZY^%!L^!T_!bL^!

LWbLd^!Z`]! NWTPY_^!ZaP]LWW! ^_]L_PRd! _Z!`^P! _ST^! ^T_P! L^! _SP!NZY^_]`N_TZY!NZX[Z`YO! _Z!
VPP[!T_!bT_STY!_SP!PcT^_TYR!̂ T_P!MZ`YOL]TP^%!LYO!_SPY!L[[Wd!QZ]!L!^PNZYO![SL^P!ZQ!SZ`^TYR!

ZY! _ST^! ^T_P'! ! HSP! WLYO^NL[P! Q]LXPbZ]V! QZ]! _SP! L[[]ZaPO!OPaPWZ[XPY_! ]PQWPN_^! _ST^!
^_]L_PRd%!SLaTYR!MPPY! WLTO!Z`_!_Z!]P^[PN_!_SP!Z]TRTYLW! QZZ_[]TY_!ZQ! _SP!M`TWOTYR!R]Z`[%!
bSTWP! ^_TWW! []ZaTOTYR! _SP! NZY_LTYLMWP! OPaPWZ[XPY_! ^T_P! bSTNS! QZ]X^! _ST^! [WLYYTYR!

L[[WTNL_TZY'!!!
!!
5!OP_LTWPO!EWLYYTYR!5[[WTNL_TZY!bL^!^`MXT__PO!TY!5`R`^_!+))1!")1()*0/0(;IA#!QZ]!_SP!

^T_P!bSTNS! _ST^!N`]]PY_!L[[WTNL_TZY! ]PWL_P^! _Z%! QZ]! _SP!P]PN_TZY!ZQ! QZ`]!OP_LNSPO!YPb!

M`TWO!ObPWWTYR^!LYO!L^^ZNTL_PO!RL]LRP^!LYO!bL^!^`M^P\`PY_Wd!]PQ`^PO!TY!?LY`L]d!+))2!
QZWWZbTYR!OP_P]XTYL_TZY!Md!_SP![WLYYTYR!L`_SZ]T_d!`YOP]!OPWPRL_PO![ZbP]^'!!

!!
HST^!L[[WTNL_TZY!bL^!]PQ`^PO!ZY!_SP!ML^T^!ZQ!_SP!QZWWZbTYR!_S]PP!]PL^ZY^3!!
!!

m!HSP![]Z[Z^LW!bL^!NZY_]L]d!_Z!<PYP]LW!EZWTNd!*!ZQ!_SP!EP]_S!5]PL!AZNLW!EWLY!*22.%!L^!

_SP!̂ T_P!OZP^!YZ_!SLaP!L!RZZO!WLYO^NL[P!Q]LXPbZ]V%!_SP!OPaPWZ[XPY_!bZ`WO!MP!aT^`LWWd!
ZM_]`^TaP!LYO!_SP!OPaPWZ[XPY_!bZ`WO!YZ_!QT_!_SP!PcT^_TYR![L__P]Y!ZQ!M`TWOTYR^'!!!!
!

m!HSP![]Z[Z^LW!bL^!NZY_]L]d!_Z!EZWTNd!,+!]PWL_TYR!_Z!YPb!SZ`^TYR!TY!_SP!NZ`Y_]d^TOP!TY!
_SP!EP]_S!5]PL!AZNLW!EWLY!*22.%! L^! T_!OTO!YZ_!XPP_! _SP!N]T_P]TL! ZQ! LYd!ZQ! _SP! WT^_PO!

LNNP[_PO!QZ]X^!ZQ!OPaPWZ[XPY_'!!!
!!

m!HSP![]Z[Z^LW!OTO!YZ_! QT_! LYd!ZQ! _SP!N]T_P]TL! TY! _SP! WL_P^_!7Z`YNTWl^!=Z`^TYR! TY! _SP!
7Z`Y_]d^TOP!EZWTNd!"+)).#'!!!!
!
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QZ]!_SP!^T_P!bSTNS!_ST^!N`]]PY_!L[[WTNL_TZY!]PWL_P^!_Z%!QZ]!_SP!P]PN_TZY!ZQ!QZ`]!OP_LNSPO!

YPb!M`TWO!ObPWWTYR^!LYO!L^^ZNTL_PO!RL]LRP^!LYO!bL^!̂ `M^P\`PY_Wd!]PQ`^PO!TY!GP[_PXMP]!
+)*+!QZWWZbTYR!OP_P]XTYL_TZY!Md!_SP![WLYYTYR!L`_SZ]T_d!`YOP]!OPWPRL_PO![ZbP]^!LYO!
]PQ`^PO!Md!_SP!WZNLW!]PaTPb!MZOd!TY!?LY`L]d!+)*,'!

!!
HST^!L[[WTNL_TZY!bL^!]PQ`^PO!ML^PO!ZY!_SP!QZWWZbTYR!_S]PP!]PL^ZY^3!!

!!
*'!!5^!_SP![]Z[Z^LW!OZP^!YZ_!SLaP!LY!P^_LMWT^SPO!WLYO^NL[TYR!Q]LXPbZ]V%!_SP![]Z[Z^LW!T^!

NZY_]L]d!_Z!EZWTNd!*!ZQ!_SP!EP]_S!5]PL!AZNLW!EWLY!*22.!">YNZ][Z]L_TYR!5W_P]L_TZY!CZ*%!
=Z`^TYR!ALYO!+)))#%!bSTNS!^PPV^!_Z!PY^`]P!_SL_!LWW!YPb!^T_P^!bT_STY!_SP!WLYObL]O!

L]PL! ZQ! _SP! AZNLW! EWLY! SLaP! L! RZZO! PcT^_TYR! WLYO^NL[P! Q]LXPbZ]V! TY! bSTNS! _SP!
OPaPWZ[XPY_![]Z[Z^PO!NLY!MP!^P_'!

!!
+! 5^! _SP![]Z[Z^LW! NZY^_T_`_P^! LY!Pc_PY^TZY!ZQ! LY!PcT^_TYR!M`TWOTYR! R]Z`[! TY_Z!L! ^T_P!

bSTNS!OZP^!YZ_!SLaP!L!RZZO!PcT^_TYR!WLYO^NL[P!Q]LXPbZ]V%!_SP![]Z[Z^LW!T^!NZY_]L]d!
_Z! EZWTNd! ,+! ZQ! _SP! EP]_S! 5]PL! AZNLW! EWLY! *22.! ">YNZ][Z]L_TYR! 5W_P]L_TZY! CZ*%!
=Z`^TYR!ALYO!+)))#!L^! _SP![]Z[Z^LW!OZP^!YZ_!LNNZ]O!bT_S!LYd!ZQ! _SP!LNNP[_LMWP!

NL_PRZ]TP^! ZQ! OPaPWZ[XPY_! T'P'! "L#! OPaPWZ[XPY_! eZYP^! "M#! M`TWOTYR! R]Z`[^! "N#!
]PYZaL_TZY!ZQ! LMLYOZYPO!SZ`^P^! "O#! ]P[WLNPXPY_! SZ`^P^! "P#! NZYaP]^TZY!ZQ! YZY&

OZXP^_TN!M`TWOTYR^!"Q#!Z[P]L_TZYLW!YPPO'!
!!

,! 5^! _SP![]Z[Z^LW! NZY^_T_`_P^! LY!Pc_PY^TZY!ZQ! LY!PcT^_TYR!M`TWOTYR! R]Z`[! TY_Z!L! ^T_P!
bSTNS!OZP^!YZ_!SLaP!L!RZZO!PcT^_TYR!WLYO^NL[P!Q]LXPbZ]V!Z]!bTWW!]P^`W_!TY!^TRYTQTNLY_!
PYaT]ZYXPY_LW!MPYPQT_!_Z!_SP!L]PL%!_SP![]Z[Z^LW!T^!NZY_]L]d!_Z!_SP!7Z`YNTWl^!EZWTNd!ZY!

=Z`^TYR!TY!_SP!7Z`Y_]d^TOP!"+))2#!L^!_SP![]Z[Z^LW!OZP^!YZ_!LNNZ]O!bT_S!LYd!ZQ!_SP!

LNNP[_LMWP!NL_PRZ]TP^!ZQ!OPaPWZ[XPY_!T'P'!"*#!6`TWOTYR!<]Z`[^!"+#!>YQTWW!GT_P^!",#!CPb!
SZ`^P^!TY!_SP!Z[PY!NZ`Y_]d^TOP!"-#!FPYZaL_TZY!Z]!FP[WLNPXPY_!".#!7ZYaP]^TZY!Z]!

FP[WLNPXPY_!ZQ!FPO`YOLY_!CZY&8ZXP^_TN!M`TWOTYR^!Z]!"/#!F`]LW!6]ZbYQTPWO!ALYO'!
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_SP!_]LOT_TZYLW!NZ`]_dL]O!^_PLOTYR%!bSTWP!XTYTXT^TYR!LYd!TX[LN_!ZY!_SP!PcT^_TYR!

OPaPWZ[XPY_!Md!VPP[TYR!_SP!M`TW_!WTYP!MPSTYO!_SP!PcT^_TYR!^_PLOTYR!NZYaP]^TZY!
LYO!TY&WTYP!bT_S!_SP!YPb!M`TWO!SZ`^P^'!!

!!
HSP^P!QTYLW!QZ`]!SZ`^P^!ZY!_SP!PL^_P]Y!MZ`YOL]d!bTWW!NZX[WP_P!_SP!bSZWP!
OPaPWZ[XPY_!LYO![]ZaTOP^!L!aT^`LW!MLWLYNP!_Z!_SP!ZaP]LWW!^T_P!bT_SZ`_!MPTYR!

ZM_]`^TaP!LYO!TX[]ZaTYR!bSL_!T^!PQQPN_TaPWd!L!OT^`^PO!]`]LW!M]ZbYQTPWO!^T_P'!!!
!!
>_!T^!LW^Z![]Z[Z^PO!_Z!TYN]PL^P!_SP!PcT^_TYR!_]PP^!MPW_^!Md![WLY_TYR!]Zb^!ZQ!=PLad!

G_LYOL]O!H]PP^!"QZ`]!_Z!QTaP!XP_P]^!STRS!L_![WLY_TYR#!L^![P]!_SP![WLY_TYR!

^[PNTQTNL_TZY!ZY!_SP![]Z[Z^PO!O]LbTYR'!!HSP^P!bTWW!LN_!_Z![]ZaTOP!LOOT_TZYLW!aT^`LW!
^N]PPYTYR!ZQ!_SP!OPaPWZ[XPY_!bSTWP![]ZaTOTYR!Q`]_SP]!PYNWZ^`]P!_Z!_SP!TYOTaTO`LW!
RL]OPY^'!!!
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!
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L]P!LOP\`L_P!QZ]!_SP!_d[P!ZQ![]Z[Z^PO!OPaPWZ[XPY_!LYO!L]P!TY!VPP[TYR!bT_S!_SP!

PcT^_TYR!YPb!M`TWO![WZ_!L]PL^'!!!!
!

!

!
!

!
!

HSP!^T_TYR!LYO!Z]TPY_L_TZY!ZQ!_SP!-![]Z[Z^PO!SZ`^P^!TY_PY_^!_Z!XTYTXT^P!TX[LN_!
ZY!_SP!PcT^_TYR!SZ`^TYR!LYO!XLTY_LTY!P^_LMWT^SPO!M`TWOTYR!WTYP^'!!
!

!

!
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XLTY_PYLYNP%!]PNdNWLMWP![Z_PY_TLW!LQ_P]!`^P!LYO!OT^[Z^LW!LQ_P]!`^P'!!!!

!

KT_S!_SP!]PNPY_!TY_]ZO`N_TZY!ZQ!_SP!YPb!GNZ__T^S!EWLYYTYR!EZWTNd!LYO!_SP!YPb!
6`TWOTYR!FPR`WL_TZY^%!_SP!GNZ__T^S!<ZaP]YXPY_!L]P!XZaTYR!_ZbL]O^!NL]MZY!
YP`_]LW!OPaPWZ[XPY_^!L_!L!]L[TO![LNP'!!>_!T^!_SP]PQZ]P!P^^PY_TLW!_SL_!_SP^P!YPb!

]PR`WL_TZY^!LYO!LTX^!L]P!NZY^TOP]PO!YZb!QZ]!Q`_`]P!SZXP^!_Z!PY^`]P!NZX[WTLYNP!

LYO!SPW[![]Z_PN_!_SP!PYaT]ZYXPY_'!!!
!
HSP!`^P!ZQ!]PYPbLMWP!_PNSYZWZRTP^!SL^!R]ZbY!Pc[ZYPY_TLWWd!ZaP]!_SP!WL^_!QPb!

dPL]^!LYO!L]P!MPNZXTYR!XZ]P!NZ^_!PQQPN_TaP!LYO!L__]LN_TaP%!P^[PNTLWWd!bT_S!_SP!
TY_]ZO`N_TZY!ZQ!;>HG!LYO!_SP!QZ]_SNZXTYR!TY_]ZO`N_TZY!ZQ!F=>!QZ]!OZXP^_TN!

RPYP]L_TZY!ZQ!SPL_TYR!LYO!SZ_!bL_P]'!!@Pd!_Z!_SP!^[PNTQTNL_TZY!ZQ!]PYPbLMWP!
_PNSYZWZRTP^!T^!_SL_!_SPd!SLaP!_Z!MP!]TRS_!QZ]!_SP!^T_P!LYO!^T_`L_TZY%!bSP_SP]!T_!MP!
L!bTYO!_`]MTYP%!SPL_![`X[%!^ZWL]!_SP]XLW%!MTZXL^^!Z]![SZ_ZaZW_LTN^%!LY!

L[[]Z[]TL_P!WPaPW!ZQ!TYaP^_TRL_TZY!YPPO^!_Z!MP!NL]]TPO!Z`_!_Z!PY^`]P!_SL_!_SP!PYO!
`^P]!T^!RP__TYR!_SP!XLcTX`X!]P_`]Y!Q]ZX!_SPT]!]PYPbLMWP!TY^_LWWL_TZY^'!!>Q!^T_PO!

[ZZ]Wd!Z]!_SP!b]ZYR!_PNSYZWZRd!T^!TY^_LWWPO!Z]!b]ZYRWd!^[PNTQTPO!QZ]!L!^T_P!Z]!
^T_`L_TZY%!_SPY!YZ_!ZYWd!T^!XZYPd!bL^_PO%!M`_!LY!Z[[Z]_`YT_d!T^!WZ^_!_Z!XLcTXTeP!

_SP![]ZO`N_TZY!ZQ!lR]PPY!PYP]Rdl'!!

!
FPYPbLMWP%!PYP]Rd!^LaTYR!LYO!^`^_LTYLMWP!_PNSYZWZRTP^%!_SL_!bZ`WO!MP!^`T_LMWP!QZ]!
_SP!^NLWP!LYO!WZNL_TZY!ZQ!Z`]!NWTPY_l^![]Z[Z^LW!bZ`WO!MP3!!!

m!6TZXL^^!6ZTWP]^!QZ]!SPL_TYR!LYO!SZ_!bL_P]nPT_SP]!TYOTaTO`LW!Z]!NZXX`YLW!!
m!GZWL]!HSP]XLW!ELYPW^!QZ]!SZ_!bL_P]!!

m!ESZ_ZaZW_LTN!ELYPW^!QZ]!PWPN_]TNT_d!RPYP]L_TZY!!!
m!H]T[WP!<WLeTYR!!
m!BPNSLYTNLW!=PL_!FPNZaP]d!aPY_TWL_TZY!!!

m!KL^_P!SZ_!bL_P]!Q]ZX!^SZbP]^!P_N!NZWWPN_PO!LYO!`^PO!_Z!PT_SP]![]P&SPL_!
bL_P]!Z]!WZb&R]LOP!SPL_TYR'!!!

m!G`[P]!TY^`WL_TZY!bT_S!`&aLW`P^!YZ!R]PL_P]!_SLY!)'*,K(!Xr@'!!!
m!k<]Pdl!FLTYbL_P]!NZWWPN_TZY!_LYV^!bSTNS!bZ`WO!^`[[Wd!_ZTWP_^%!bL^STYR!XLNSTYP^!P_N'!!!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!
!

!
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FPRT^_P]PO!TY!GNZ_WLYO!7ZX[LYd!CZ'!G7*0/10,

!
HSP!GNZ__T^S!<ZaP]YXPY_!OZN`XPY_! !SL^!LW^Z!MPPY!]PQP]PYNPO!TY!

[]P[L]L_TZY!ZQ!_ST^!8P^TRY!G_L_PXPY_'
!
HSP!8PaPWZ[XPY_!EWLY!NZaP]TYR!_SP!L[[WTNL_TZY!^T_P!NZX[]T^P^!_SP!

!bSTNS!bP!L^^`XP!bTWW!MP!QZ]XLWWd!LOZ[_PO!^ZZY''!!

HSP!7Z`YNTWl^!XZ^_!]PNPY_! !T^!LW^Z!L!
XL_P]TLW!NZY^TOP]L_TZY!L^!T_!T^!_SP!XZ^_!]PNPY_!Pc[]P^^TZY!ZQ!7Z`YNTW!EZWTNd!
_ZbL]O^!YPb!SZ`^TYR!TY!_SP!NZ`Y_]d^TOP!LYO!T^!L[[WTNLMWP!LN]Z^^!_SP!PY_T]P!

WLYObL]O!L]PL!ZQ!EP]_S!LYO!@TY]Z^^'!!!

!!

!!!
HSP!^T_P!WTP^!bT_STY!_SP!WLYObL]O!L]PL!ZQ!_SP!EP]_S!5]PL!AZNLW!EWLY!LYO!_SP!XZ^_!

]PWPaLY_!EZWTNTP^!L]P!<PYP]LW!EZWTNd!*!LYO!EZWTNd!,+'!!!!
!!

<PYP]LW! !Z`_WTYP^!_SP!RPYP]LW!N]T_P]TL!_SL_!LWW!OPaPWZ[XPY_^!
bTWW!MP!U`ORPO!LRLTY^_'!!EZWTNd!*6!Z`_WTYP^!_SP!RPYP]LW![ZWTNd!LYO!Z`]![]Z[Z^LW^!L]P!
TY!WTYP!bT_S!_SP^P!]P\`T]PXPY_^!!

!
m!>_!SL^!L!RZZO!WLYO^NL[P!Q]LXPbZ]V![]ZaTOPO!Md!_SP!PcT^_TYR!^T_P!MZ`YOL]TP^!T'P'!

PcT^_TYR!OPaPWZ[XPY_%!_]PP!MPW_^%!FPPO!6PO!LYO!Pc_PY^TaP!SPORTYR!LWZYR!_SP!
[`MWTN!]ZLO'!!!HSP![]Z[Z^LW!LW^Z!TYNW`OP^!QZ]!LOOT_TZYLW!=PLad!H]PP![WLY_TYR!bSTNS!

bTWW!SPW[!^N]PPY!_SP!OPaPWZ[XPY_!Q]ZX!Z`_!bT_S!_SP!^T_P'!!!
m!HSP![]Z[Z^PO!WLdZ`_!SL^!MPPY!OP^TRYPO!_Z!NZX[WPXPY_!_SP!PcT^_TYR!M`TWOTYR!
[L__P]Y%!LYO!_SP!TY_PY_TZY!bZ`WO!MP!QZ]!_SP![]Z[Z^PO!SZ`^P^!_Z!]PQWPN_!_SP!^NLWP%!

QZ]X%!NZWZ`]!LYO!OP^TRY!ZQ!_SP!PcT^_TYR!YPb!M`TWO!`YT_^'!!!

m!HSP![]Z[Z^PO!]P^TOPY_TLW!`^P!T^!NZX[L_TMWP!bT_S!_SP!LOULNPY_!SZ`^TYR!
OPaPWZ[XPY_!LYO!bZ`WO!YZ_!NZYQWTN_!bT_S!_SP!LR]TN`W_`]LW!WLYO!`^P!_Z!_SP!bP^_!
LYO!^Z`_S'!!!

m!HSP!^T_P!bZ`WO!MP!LNNP^^PO!ZQQ!_SP!YPb!]ZLO!^P]aTYR!_SP!LOUZTYTYR!
OPaPWZ[XPY_!bSTNS!T^!LNNP^^PO!ZQQ!_SP![`MWTN!]ZLO'!!5!YPb!M`^!O]Z[!ZQQ![ZTY_!

bL^!LW^Z!N]PL_PO!L^![L]_!ZQ!_SP!LOUZTYTYR!OPaPWZ[XPY_'!!!

m!AZNLW!^P]aTNP^!bTWW!MP!Pc_PYOPO!ZY_Z!_SP!^T_P!Q]ZX!_SP!LOUZTYTYR!OPaPWZ[XPY_'!!!
m!HSP!^T_P!L]PL!T^!XZ]P!_SLY!LOP\`L_P!QZ]!_SP!Y`XMP]!ZQ!SZ`^P^![]Z[Z^PO!LYO!
LNNZ]O^!bT_S!_SP!PcT^_TYR!OPY^T_d'!!

!
KT_S!]PQP]PYNP!_Z!_SP![]PaTZ`^!]PL^ZY^!QZ]!]PQ`^LW!`YOP]!_ST^!EZWTNd%!bP!bZ`WO!
L]R`P!_SL_!_SP!N]T_P]TL!ZQ!_ST^!EZWTNd!SLaP!MPPY!^L_T^QLN_Z]TWd!XP_!Md!_SP![]Z[Z^LW'!!!!

!!
HSP![Sd^TNLW!PYaT]ZYXPY_!^`]]Z`YOTYR!_SP!^T_P!NWPL]Wd!OPXZY^_]L_P^!_SL_!_SP!^T_P!

T^!bPWW!NZY_LTYPO!Md!_SP!LOUZTYTYR!OPaPWZ[XPY_%!_]PP!LYO!SPORP![WLY_TYR%!_SP!
GI8!^d^_PX!LYO!_SP![`MWTN!]ZLO'!!HSP]P!T^!YZ!^NZ[P!QZ]!LYd!Q`_`]P!Pc[LY^TZY!ZQ!

_SP!M`TWOTYR!R]Z`[!Z`_!bT_S!_SP^P!MZ`YOL]TP^!L^!T_!T^!^`]]Z`YOPO!ZY!LWW!^TOP^!Md!
LR]TN`W_`]LW!QTPWO^'!!!!!!
!!

HSP![]Z[Z^PO!ObPWWTYR^!LN_!_Z!NZX[WP_P!_SP!]P&OPaPWZ[XPY_!ZQ!_SP!PcT^_TYR!QL]X!
R]Z`[!bSTNS!SL^!MPPY!ZYRZTYR!^TYNP!+))-'!!HSP![]Z[Z^PO!WLdZ`_!bTWW!

NZX[WPXPY_!_SP!PcT^_TYR!M`TWOTYR^!LYO![]ZaTOP!LY!ZaP]LWW!MLWLYNP!_Z!_SP!

R]Z`[TYR'!!!!
!!
HSP!aT^`LW!TX[LN_!ZQ!_SP!OPaPWZ[XPY_!bTWW!MP!XTYTXLW!O`P!_Z!_SP!PcT^_TYR!LYO!

[]Z[Z^PO![WLY_TYR!LWZYR!bT_S!_SP!PcT^_TYR!M`TWOTYR!R]Z`['!!HSP!WLdZ`_!SL^!MPPY!
VP[_!MLNV!_Z!_SP!WTYP!ZQ!_SP!PcT^_TYR!M`TWOTYR!WTYP'!HSP!WZbP]![]ZQTWP!ZQ!_SP!

[]Z[Z^PO!SZ`^P^!"*'.!^_Z]Pd#!PY^`]P^!_SL_!_SP]P!bTWW!MP!YZ!XL_P]TLW!NSLYRP!_Z!
_SP!^VdWTYP!ZY!L[[]ZLNS!Q]ZX!_SP!KP^_'!!

!
!

!
!
!
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TYQZ4ZWL]NST_PN_^'NZX

FPRT^_P]PO!TY!GNZ_WLYO!7ZX[LYd!CZ'!G7*0/10,

HSP![]Z[Z^LW^!QLWW!MPWZb!_SP!_S]P^SZWO!_SL_!bZ`WO!]P\`T]P!L!^`[[Z]_TYR!OP^TRY!

^_L_PXPY_!M`_!RTaPY!_SP![WLYYTYR!ST^_Z]d!ZQ!_SP!^T_P!bP!SLaP![]ZO`NPO!L!8P^TRY!
G_L_PXPY_!TY!^`[[Z]_!ZQ!_SP!L[[WTNL_TZY'!!!
!

!

!
EZWTNd!*2!ZQ!_SP!EP]_S!5]PL!AZNLW!EWLY!]PQP]^!_Z!=Z`^TYR!TY!_SP!7Z`Y_]d^TOP!LYO!

bP!SLaP!]PQP]PYNTYR!_SP!WL_P^_!=Z`^TYR!TY!_SP!7Z`Y_]d^TOP!EZWTNd!"+)*2#!!
!
HSP!=Z`^TYR!TY!_SP!7Z`Y_]d^TOP!EZWTNd!NZY_LTYPO!AZNLW!EWLY!SL^!MPPY!]PaTPbPO!

7Z`YNTW!bTOP!ZY!L!Y`XMP]!ZQ!_TXP^!^TYNP!_SP!LOZ[_TZY!ZQ!_SP!*22.!AZNLW!EWLY!

LYO!_SP!XZ^_!]PNPY_!L[[]ZaPO!EZWTNd!bL^!L[[]ZaPO!TY!+)*2!LYO!NZaP]^!_SP!
bSZWP!WLYObL]O!L]PL!ZQ!EP]_S!LYO!@TY]Z^^'!!!
!!

KT_S!]PQP]PYNP!_Z!_SP![]PaTZ`^!]PL^ZY^!QZ]!]PQ`^LW!`YOP]!_ST^!EZWTNd%!Md!
OPXZY^_]L_TYR!NZX[WTLYNP!bT_S!_SP!XZ^_!`[!_Z!OL_P!=Z`^TYR!TY!_SP!7Z`Y_]d^TOP!

EZWTNd!LYO!bP!bZ`WO!NZY_PYO!_SL_!_SP![]Z[Z^LW!T^!YZ_!NZY_]L]d!_Z!EZWTNd*2!ZQ!_SP!
EP]_S!5]PL!AZNLW!EWLY'!!!
!

EZWTNd!*2!^`[[Z]_^![]Z[Z^LW^!QZ]!_SP!P]PN_TZY%!Z]!N]PL_TZY!_S]Z`RS!NZYaP]^TZY%!ZQ!
^TYRWP!SZ`^P^!LYO!R]Z`[^!ZQ!SZ`^P^!TY!_SP!NZ`Y_]d^TOP!bSTNS!QLWW!TY_Z!L_!WPL^_!ZYP!

ZQ!_SP!QZWWZbTYR!NL_PRZ]TP^3!!

!
"*#!6`TWOTYR!<]Z`[^!!

"+#!>YQTWW!^T_P^!!
",#!CPb!SZ`^P^!TY!_SP!Z[PY!NZ`Y_]d^TOP!ZY!OPQTYPO!NL_PRZ]TP^!ZQ!^T_P^!L^!^P_!Z`_!
TY!^PN_TZY!,!ZQ!_SP!G`[[WPXPY_L]d!<`TOLYNP!!

"-#!FPYZaL_TZY!Z]!]P[WLNPXPY_!ZQ!SZ`^P^!
".#!7ZYaP]^TZY!Z]!]P[WLNPXPY_!ZQ!]PO`YOLY_!YZYOZXP^_TN!M`TWOTYR^!

"/#!8PaPWZ[XPY_!ZY!]`]LW!M]ZbYQTPWO!WLYO!!
!
KT_S!]PQP]PYNP!_Z!_SP![]PaTZ`^!]PL^ZY^!QZ]!]PQ`^LW!`YOP]!_ST^!EZWTNd%!Md!

OPXZY^_]L_TYR!NZX[WTLYNP!bT_S!_SP!XZ^_!`[!_Z!OL_P!=Z`^TYR!TY!_SP!7Z`Y_]d^TOP!
EZWTNd!"^PP!MPWZb#%!LYO!YZ_!MPTYR!L^^P^^PO!LRLTY^_!_SP!Z`_!ZQ!OL_P!EZWTNd!
NZY_LTYPO!bT_STY!5YYPc!*%!bP!bZ`WO!NZY_PYO!_SL_!_SP![]Z[Z^LW!T^!YZ_!NZY_]L]d!

_Z!EZWTNd*2!ZQ!_SP!EP]_S!5]PL!AZNLW!EWLY'!!!

!
HSP!XLTY!^PN_TZY!ZQ!_SP!EZWTNd!_SL_!Z`]![]Z[Z^LW!QLWW^!TY_Z!T^!GPN_TZY!DYP%!6`TWOTYR!
<]Z`[^%!bSTNS!L]P!OPQTYPO!L^!_S]PP!Z]!XZ]P!M`TWOTYR^!ZQ!L!^TeP!L_!WPL^_!P\`TaLWPY_!

_Z!L!_]LOT_TZYLW!NZ__LRP'!!HSP!PcT^_TYR!M`TWOTYR!R]Z`[!LOUZTYTYR!_SP!L[[WTNL_TZY!^T_P!

NZY^T^_^!ZQ!_SP!^_PLOTYR!NZYaP]^TZY!ZQ!YTYP!`YT_^%!^Tc!YPb!M`TWO!SZ`^P^!LYO!_SP!
PcT^_TYR!QL]XSZ`^P%!LYO!_SP]PQZ]P!QLWW^!bT_STY!_ST^!OPQTYT_TZY'!!!

!!
KT_STY!_ST^!^PN_TZY!ZQ!_SP!EZWTNd!T_!T^!^_L_PO!_SL_!NZY^PY_!bTWW!MP!R]LY_PO!QZ]!
SZ`^P^!bSTNS!Pc_PYO!_SP!R]Z`[!TY_Z!OPQTYLMWP!^T_P^!QZ]XPO!Md!PcT^_TYR!

_Z[ZR]L[Sd!LYO!Z]!bPWW!P^_LMWT^SPO!WLYO^NL[P!QPL_`]P^!_SL_![]ZaTOP!L!^`T_LMWP!
^P__TYR'!

!
5^!OPXZY^_]L_PO!LYO![]PaTZ`^Wd!^_L_PO!_SP![Sd^TNLW!PYaT]ZYXPY_!^`]]Z`YOTYR!_SP!

^T_P!NWPL]Wd!OPXZY^_]L_P^!_SL_!_SP!^T_P!T^!bPWW!NZY_LTYPO!bT_STY!LY!PcT^_TYR!
WLYO^NL[P!Q]LXPbZ]V!NZY^T^_TYR!ZQ!_SP!LOUZTYTYR!OPaPWZ[XPY_%!_]PP!LYO!SPORP!
[WLY_TYR%!_SP!GI8!^d^_PX!LYO!_SP![`MWTN!]ZLO'!!!

!!

>_!T^!_SP]PQZ]P!NZY^TOP]PO!_SL_!_SP!L[[WTNL_TZY!^T_P!T^!NWPL]Wd!OPQTYPO!LYO!bTWW!
[]ZaTOP!L!^`T_LMWP!NZX[WPXPY_L]d!^P__TYR!_Z!_SP!^`]]Z`YOTYR!L]PL!LYO!
]PWL_TZY^ST[!bT_S!_SP!LOUZTYTYR!OPaPWZ[XPY_'!!!!

!!
HST^!EZWTNd!LW^Z!^_L_P^!_SL_!_SP![]Z[Z^LW!X`^_!]P^[PN_!_SP!NSL]LN_P]%!WLdZ`_!LYO!

M`TWOTYR![L__P]Y!ZQ!_SP!R]Z`[!LYO!OPXZY^_]L_P!L!STRS!WPaPW!ZQ!]P^TOPY_TLW!LXPYT_d!

NLY!MP!LNSTPaPO!QZ]!_SP!PcT^_TYR!LYO![]Z[Z^PO!SZ`^P^'!!!
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FPRT^_P]PO!TY!GNZ_WLYO!7ZX[LYd!CZ'!G7*0/10,

HSP![]Z[Z^PO!WLdZ`_!SL^!MPPY!OP^TRYPO!TY!^`NS!L!XLYYP]!L^!_Z!]PQWPN_!_SP!
PcT^_TYR!R]Z`[%!TY![L]_TN`WL]!_SP!_]LOT_TZYLW!NZ`]_dL]O!^_PLOTYR%!bSTWP!XTYTXT^TYR!

LYd!TX[LN_!ZY!_SP!PcT^_TYR!OPaPWZ[XPY_!Md!VPP[TYR!_SP!M`TW_!WTYP!MPSTYO!_SP!
PcT^_TYR!^_PLOTYR!NZYaP]^TZY!LYO!TY&WTYP!bT_S!_SP!YPb!M`TWO!SZ`^P^'!!HSP!
OPaPWZ[XPY_!bTWW![]ZaTOP!L!STRS!^_LYOL]O!ZQ!]P^TOPY_TLW!LXPYT_d!QZ]!_SP!YPb!

SZ`^P^!LYO!bTWW!LW^Z!TX[]ZaP!_SL_!ZQ!_SP!PcT^_TYR!SZ`^P^!_S]Z`RS!_SP!

]POPaPWZ[XPY_!ZQ!L!OT^`^PO%!QZ]XLWWd!OPaPWZ[PO%![TPNP!ZQ!WLYO!bSTNS!bL^![L]_!ZQ!
_SP![]PaTZ`^!QL]XTYR!NZX[WPc'!!!!!

!!
HSP]P!L]P!XLYd!PcLX[WP^!ZQ!^TXTWL]!^TePO!LYO!R]Z`[TYR^!ZQ!]`]LW!Pc&QL]XdL]O!
OPaPWZ[XPY_^!TY!EP]_S!LYO!@TY]Z^^!_SL_!SLaP!]PNPTaPO![WLYYTYR![P]XT^^TZY'!!

GZXP!ZQ!bSTNS!SLaP!QL]!R]PL_P]!aT^`LW!TX[LN_'!!5YPNOZ_LWWd!LYO!XZ]P!WZNLWWd!_SP!

]PNPY_!^Z`_SP]Y!Pc_PY^TZY!_Z!>YNS_`]P%!bSTWP!L!aTWWLRP%!SL^!eP]Z!WLYO^NL[P!
M`QQP]TYR!LYO!_SP!YPb!SZ`^TYR!LYO!NLY!MP!^PPY!QZ]!XTWP^'!!>_!^PPX^!_SP]PQZ]P!
OT^[]Z[Z]_TZYL_P!bSd!^`NS!L!SL]OWTYP!^_LYNP!SL^!MPPY!_LVPY!TY!_SP![L^_!bT_S!_ST^!

]`]LW!M]ZbYQTPWO!^T_P'!!
!

D`]![]Z[Z^PO!aT^`LWT^L_TZY^!NWPL]Wd!OPXZY^_]L_P!_SP!-![]Z[Z^PO!SZ`^P^!_Z!SLaP!
XTYTXLW!aT^`LW!TX[LN_!ZY!_SP!^T_P!O`P!_Z!_SP!P^_LMWT^SPO!WLYO^NL[P!Q]LXPbZ]V!LYO!
_SP!WZbP]!SPTRS_!LYO!^TRS_TYR!ZQ!_SP![]Z[Z^LW^'!!HST^!bTWW!MP!Q`]_SP]!]PO`NPO!Md!

LOOT_TZYLW![WLY_TYR'!!!
!

HSP![]Z[Z^PO!OPaPWZ[XPY_!bTWW!YZ_!NZY_]TM`_P!_ZbL]O^!]TMMZY!OPaPWZ[XPY_!LYO!

bTWW!TY!QLN_!SPW[!_Z!]Z`YO!ZQQ!_SP!PcT^_TYR!M`TWOTYR!R]Z`['!!!
!

!
!
!

!
!

!
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!
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TYQZ4ZWL]NST_PN_^'NZX

FPRT^_P]PO!TY!GNZ_WLYO!7ZX[LYd!CZ'!G7*0/10,

GPN_TZY!/!ZQ!_SP!=Z`^TYR!TY!_SP!7Z`Y_]d^TOP!EZWTNd!]PWL_P^!_Z!M]ZbYQTPWO!^T_P^!LYO!
^_L_P^!_SL_!QLaZ`]LMWP!NZY^TOP]L_TZY!bTWW!MP!RTaPY!_Z!]P&`^P!QZ]!SZ`^TYR!ZQ!

M]ZbYQTPWO!^T_P^!TY!_SP!NZ`Y_]d^TOP!bSTNS!SLaP!NPL^PO!_Z!MP!]P\`T]PO!QZ]!_SPT]!
[]TYNT[LW!`^P'!!5W_SZ`RS!_SP!PcT^_TYR!QL]X!^SPO!bSTNS!ZNN`[TPO!_SP!L[[WTNL_TZY!
^T_P!bL^!OPXZWT^SPO!L]Z`YO!QZ`]!dPL]^!LRZ%!M]ZbYQTPWO!^T_P^!L]P!RPYP]LWWd!OPQTYPO!

L^!^T_P^!bSTNS!SLaP![]PaTZ`^Wd!MPPY!OPaPWZ[PO!Z]!bSP]P!WLYO!SL^!MPPY!

^TRYTQTNLY_Wd!OPR]LOPO!Md!L!QZ]XP]!LN_TaT_d'!!!!
!!

HSP!]POPaPWZ[XPY_!ZQ!_ST^!^T_P!bTWW![]ZaTOP!LY!PYaT]ZYXPY_LW!TX[]ZaPXPY_!_Z!
_SP!M`TWOTYR!R]Z`[!L^!_SP!WLYO!T^![]P^PY_Wd!OP]PWTN_!TY!YL_`]P!LYO!ZQ![ZZ]!\`LWT_d!
O`P!_Z!_SP![]PaTZ`^!`^P^!T'P'!_SP!QL]X!^SPO!LYO!_SP!^T_P!NZX[Z`YO!QZ]!_SP!

LOUZTYTYR!OPaPWZ[XPY_'!!!!

!
HSP![SZ_Z^!ZQ!_SP!QL]X!NZY_LTYPO!PL]WTP]!TY!_ST^!]P[Z]_!NWPL]Wd!^SZb!_SL_!_SP!
[]Z[Z^PO!^T_P!T^!L!]`]LW!M]ZbYQTPWO!^T_P!LYO!_SP![SZ_Z!XZY_LRP!MPWZb!^SZb^!_SP!

WZNL_TZY!ZQ!_SP![]PaTZ`^!ML]Y'!!5^!Z`_WTYPO![]PaTZ`^Wd!_SP!ML]Y!bL^!OPXZWT^SPO!_Z!
QLNTWT_L_P!_SP!^T_P!NZX[Z`YO!ZQ!_SP!QT]^_![SL^P^!ZQ!bZ]V!LYO!]PXZaP!LY!`Y^TRS_Wd!
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 TCP/11/16(624) 
19/01120/FLL – Erection of 4 dwellinghouses, land 60 
metres west of 14 Rawes Farm Steading, Longforgan 

 

  
 
 
 
 

 

 PLANNING DECISION NOTICE  

   

 REPORT OF HANDLING  

   

 REFERENCE DOCUMENTS (included in 

applicant’s submission, pages 21-44) 
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PERTH AND KINROSS COUNCIL 
 

 
Mr Neil Walker 
c/o Opfer Logan Architects 
David Wilson 
The Exchange 
130 Cubie Street 
Glasgow 
G40 2AF 
 

Pullar House 
35 Kinnoull Street 
PERTH   
PH1  5GD 
 

 Date 30th September 2019 
 

 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT  
 

Application Number: 19/01120/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 1st August 
2019 for permission for Erection of 4 dwellinghouses Land 60 Metres West Of 14  
Rawes Farm Steading Longforgan  for the reasons undernoted.   
 
 
 
 

Head of Planning and Development 
 

Reasons for Refusal 
 
1.   The proposal is contrary to Policy RD3 Housing in the Countryside of the Perth 

and Kinross Local Development Plan 2014 and the Council's Housing in the 
Countryside Guide 2012 as the proposal fails to satisfactorily comply with any of 
the categories (1) Building Groups, (2) Infill Sites, (3) New Houses in the Open 
Countryside, (4) Renovation or Replacement of Houses, (5) Conversion or 
Replacement of Redundant Non Domestic Buildings, or (6) Rural Brownfield 
Land. 

 
2.   The proposal is contrary to Policy PM1A and PM1B of the Perth and Kinross 

Local Development Plan 2014.  The design and siting of the proposed 
dwellinghouses does not respect the form and character of the existing building 
group and would not make a positive contribution to the built and natural 
environment. 
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3.   The site is designated as prime agricultural land (category 3.1).   The proposal is 
contrary to policy ER5 (prime agricultural land) of the Local Development Plan 
2014 which does not support development of this scale on such land outwith 
settlement boundaries. 

 
Justification 
 

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

 
The plans and documents 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 
 
19/01120/1 
 
19/01120/2 
 
19/01120/3 
 
19/01120/4 

 
 
19/01120/5 
 
19/01120/6 
 
19/01120/7 
 
19/01120/8 

 
 
19/01120/9 
 
19/01120/10 
 
19/01120/11 
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REPORT OF HANDLING 
 

DELEGATED REPORT 
 
 
Ref No 19/01120/FLL 

Ward No P1- Carse Of Gowrie 

Due Determination Date 30.09.2019 

Report Issued by  Date 

Countersigned by  Date 

 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Erection of 4 dwellinghouses 

    

LOCATION:  Land 60 Metres West Of 14  Rawes Farm Steading 

Longforgan   

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. 
 
DATE OF SITE VISIT:  22 August 2019 
 
SITE  PHOTOGRAPHS 
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BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL 
 
Full planning permission is sought for the erection of four dwellinghouses on land to 
the west of Rawes Farm Steading, Longforgan.  Planning permission was first 
granted in 2005 (04/02408/FUL) for conversion of the existing steading.  Further 
permission around this time was given for some individual new build houses.    In 
2015 (15/01390/FLL) planning permission was given for a total of eight 
dwellinghouses on land to the northeast and south of the converted steading 
complex.  This replaced a number of the previous consents and resulted in an 
overall increase of three additional dwellinghouses to the five additional previously 
approved giving a total of 17 units. 
 
Land to the west of the original steading was used as a construction compound for 
the site.  This land is the subject of this planning application for the erection of four 
dwellinghouses.  Planning permission for this site has previously had consent 
refused (08/01767/FUL and 12/01089/IPL). 
 
Part of the site formerly contained a farm shed which was demolished as part of the 
other works at the site.  The site has largely revegetated.  There is a large hedge to 
the west, outwith the site boundary but limited hedge/tree cover to the south.  The 
existing SUDS basin and treatment plant associated with the existing development is 
sited to the south of the site.  The access road serving the existing development runs 
to the east of the site.   
 
The proposal is for four 3 to 4 bed detached dwellinghouses with accommodation 
over two levels.  The houses will be finished in a mix of white render and dark 
stained wood cladding.  The roofs will be slate.  The existing access road and SUDS 
is proposed to be used to service this proposed development. 
 
 
SITE HISTORY 
 
08/01767/FUL Erection of 4 dwellings with associated garages Rawes Farm 
Steading Longforgan 24 October 2008 Application Refused 
12/01089/IPL Residential Development (in principle) 21 September 2012 Application 
Refused 
 
 
PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION 
 
Pre application Reference: 18/00501/PREAPP 
 
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.   
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DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 

The Development Plan for the area comprises the TAYplan Strategic Development 
Plan 2016-2036 and the Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2014. 
 
TAYplan Strategic Development Plan 2016 – 2036 - Approved October 2017 
 

Whilst there are no specific policies or strategies directly relevant to this proposal the 
overall vision of the TAYplan should be noted.   The vision states “By 2036 the 
TAYplan area will be sustainable, more attractive, competitive and vibrant without 
creating an unacceptable burden on our planet. The quality of life will make it a place 
of first choice where more people choose to live, work, study and visit, and where 
businesses choose to invest and create jobs.” 
 
Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2014 – Adopted February 2014 
 

The Local Development Plan is the most recent statement of Council policy and is 
augmented by Supplementary Guidance. 
 
The principal policies are, in summary: 
 
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 PM1B - Placemaking   
All proposals should meet all eight of the placemaking criteria. 
 
Policy PM4 - Settlement Boundaries   
For settlements which are defined by a settlement boundary in the Plan, 
development will not be permitted, except within the defined settlement boundary. 
 
Policy TA1B -   Transport Standards and Accessibility Requirements 
Development proposals that involve significant travel generation should be well 
served by all modes of transport (in particular walking, cycling and public transport), 
provide safe access and appropriate car parking. Supplementary Guidance will set 
out when a travel plan and transport assessment is required. 
 
Policy HE2 - Listed Buildings   
There is a presumption in favour of the retention and sympathetic restoration, correct 
maintenance and sensitive management of listed buildings to enable them to remain 
in active use. The layout, design, materials, scale, siting and use of any development 
which will affect a listed building or its setting should be appropriate to the building's 
character, appearance and setting. 
 
Policy NE2B -   Forestry, Woodland and Trees 
Where there are existing trees on a development site, any application should be 
accompanied by a tree survey. There is a presumption in favour of protecting 
woodland resources. In exceptional circumstances where the loss of individual trees 
or woodland cover is unavoidable, mitigation measures will be required. 
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Policy NE3 - Biodiversity   
All wildlife and wildlife habitats, whether formally designated or not should be 
protected and enhanced in accordance with the criteria set out. Planning permission 
will not be granted for development likely to have an adverse effect on protected 
species. 
 
Policy ER5 - Prime Agricultural Land   
Development on prime agricultural land will not be permitted unless it is necessary to 
meet a specific established need such as a major infrastructure proposal, there is no 
other suitable site available on non prime land or it is small scale development 
(generally single buildings) linked to rural business. 
 
Policy EP3B -   Water, Environment and Drainage 
Foul drainage from all developments within and close to settlement envelopes that 
have public sewerage systems will require connection to the public sewer. A private 
system will only be considered as a temporary measure or where there is little or no 
public sewerage system and it does not have an adverse effect on the natural and 
built environment, surrounding uses and the amenity of the area. 
 
Policy EP3C -   Water, Environment and Drainage 
All new developments will be required to employ Sustainable Urban Drainage 
Systems (SUDS) measures. 
 
Policy EP12 - Contaminated Land   
The creation of new contamination will be prevented. Consideration will be given to 
proposals for the development of contaminated land where it can be demonstrated 
that remediation measures will ensure the site / land is suitable for the proposed use. 
 
Proposed Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2 (LDP2) 

 
The Proposed LDP2 2017 represents Perth & Kinross Council’s settled view in 
relation to land use planning and is a material consideration in determining planning 
applications. The Proposed LDP2 is considered consistent with the Strategic 
Development Plan (TAYplan) and Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) 2014. It is now the 
subject of an Examination Report (published 11 July 2019). This includes the 
Reporter’s consideration of issues and recommended modifications to the Plan, 
which are largely binding on the Council. It is therefore anticipated that they will 
become part of the adopted Plan; however, this is subject to formal confirmation. The 
Council is progressing the Proposed Plan (as so modified) towards adoption which 
will require approval by the Council and thereafter submission to the Scottish 
Ministers. It is expected that LDP2 will be adopted by 31 October 2019. The 
Proposed LDP2, its policies and proposals are referred to within this report where 
they are material to the recommendation or decision.  
 
OTHER POLICIES 
 
Housing in the Countryside Guide – November 2012 
Developer contributions and affordable housing supplementary guidance September 
2016 
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CONSULTATION  RESPONSES 
 

Environmental Health (Contaminated Land) 

No objection. 

 
Transport Planning 
No objection. 
 
Scottish Water 
No objection.  No Scottish Waste Water infrastructure in the area. 
 
Development Negotiations Officer 
Summary of Requirements 
 
Affordable Housing: £28,000 (1 x £28,000) 
Education: £0 
Transport Infrastructure:£9,236 (3 x £2,639) + (1 x £1,319) 
 
Total: £37,236 
 
Dundee Airport Ltd 
No objection.  Calculations show that given the position and height of this 
development it would not infringe the safeguarding surfaces for Dundee Airport. 
 
Structures And Flooding 
Note that the proposed development is adjacent to the fluvial flood extents as shown 
on the SEPA Flood Maps.  Review of LiDAR DTM data indicates that the proposed 
development lies at a higher elevation that the surrounding land. No objection but 
would strongly recommend that finished floor levels are set above existing ground 
levels.  
 
Informative note requested with regard Council's flood guidance. 
 
Environmental Health (Noise Odour) 
No objection subject to condition with regard operation of woodburing stoves. 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
 
The following points were raised in the 12 representations received: 
 
Drainage - existing waste treatment plant and SUDS would not cope with additional 
development 
Amenity – visual impact 
Ownership – no authority to use road and drainage system 
Inaccuracies in submission 
Design – does not complement building group 
Contrary to policy 
Loss of biodiversity 
 
It is noted that the design statement does contain some misleading statements and 
information with regard to the status of the existing development suggesting some 
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units are still to be completed when this is not the case.  Also, some of the submitted 
plans indicate that tree cover on the site is more extensive than it is in reality. 
 
The other points will be addressed in the appraisal section of the report. 
 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION RECEIVED: 
 

Environmental Impact Assessment 

(EIA) 

Not Required 

Screening Opinion Not Required 

EIA Report Not Required 

Appropriate Assessment Not Required 

Design Statement or Design and 

Access Statement 

Submitted 

Report on Impact or Potential Impact eg 

Flood Risk Assessment 

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 2016 and the adopted Perth and Kinross 
Local Development Plan 2014.   
 
The determining issues in this case are whether; the proposal complies with 
development plan policy; or if there are any other material considerations which 
justify a departure from policy. 
 
Policy Appraisal 
 
The local plan through Policy PM4, Settlement Boundaries specifies that 
development will not be permitted, except within the defined settlement boundaries 
which are defined by a settlement boundary in the Plan.   However, through Policy 
RD3, Housing in the Countryside, it is acknowledged that opportunities do exist for 
housing in rural areas to support the viability of communities, meet development 
needs in appropriate locations while safeguarding the character of the countryside as 
well as ensuring that a high standard of siting and design is achieved. Thus the 
development of single houses or groups of houses which fall into at least one of the 
following categories will be supported: 
 
1) Building Groups 
2) Infill site 
3) New houses in the countryside on defined categories of sites as set out in section 
3 of the Supplementary Guidance 
4) Renovation or replacement of houses 
5) Conversion or replacement of redundant non-domestic buildings 
6) Development on rural brownfield land 
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In this case the proposal is largely to be considered against the terms of Category 1, 
building groups.  The site does not meet the requirements of any of the other 
categories within the housing in the countryside policy.  It is not an infill site (2).  It 
does not fall into any of the categories of site listed in section (3), New Houses in the 
Open Countryside.  It does not comprise the renovation or replacement of a house 
(4).  It is not for the conversion or replacement of a redundant non-domestic building 
(5).  Category 6 relates to rural brownfield land however this section is primarily 
applicable in cases where there is dereliction and development would result in a 
significant environmental improvement.  In this case the site is not derelict and the 
proposed development would not result in a significant environmental improvement. 
 
The building group, section 1, of the Housing in the Countryside policy and Guide 
supports development where it would extend an existing group into a definable site 
formed by existing topography and or well established landscape features that will 
provide a suitable setting.  In addition all proposals must respect the character, 
layout and building pattern of the group.  There is some hedging along the west and 
north boundaries however it is considered that the site is not sufficiently contained by 
established landscape features to provide a suitable setting for development of the 
site.  This was also a reason for refusal of previous applications on the site.  It is also 
noted that the existing hedge/trees are not in the ownership/ control of the applicant.   
 
Developments should also meet the “For All Proposals”.  In particular j) states that 
“The proposed development should not conflict with any other policy or proposal in 
the Local Plan”.  In this case the site is within an area that is identified as Class 3.1 
Prime Agricultural Land.  Policy ER5 does not support development on prime 
agricultural land unless it is necessary to meet a specific established need such as a 
major infrastructure and there is no other suitable site available on non-prime land.  
Small scale development directly linked to rural businesses, including houses, may 
be acceptable however small scale is generally single buildings so this proposal 
would be contrary to this policy. 
 
Placemaking policies are also relevant with Policy PM1A stating that development 
must contribute positively to the quality of the surrounding built and natural 
environment.  PM1B c) specifically requires that the design and density should 
complement its surroundings in terms of appearance, height, scale, massing, 
materials, finishes and colours.  The housing development proposed is for four 
detached properties that would be sited to the west and southwest of the existing 
converted steading.  The design of the development would not contribute positively 
to this existing development nor complement the established building group. 
 
The existing building group on this site is centred around the old converted steading.  
Some additional housing has been built to the north east and southwest.  The most 
recent planning permission on this site for 8 dwellinghouses, 15/01390/FLL, 
suggests that the development recently completed would be the final phase of 
development at the site and that further housing would result in over development of 
the site.  The existing grouping is relatively tight knit and additional detached 
dwellings to the west would be of significant detriment to the visual amenity and 
landscape character of the area and would fail to relate to the character, layout and 
building pattern of the adjacent group.  The extension of the group into this site 
would detract from the setting of the existing building group. 
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Additional development in this area would also be contrary to locational priorities of 
TAyPlan and the LDP which direct housing to defined settlements.  The continued 
addition of houses in this rural location without mains drainage and with limited 
public transport and services is not in accordance with the locational policies of the 
Development Plan.   
 
The former farm house, a listed building, is to the east of the existing building group.  
The local plan seeks to restrict development that would be detrimental to the setting 
of a listed building.   
 
Design and Layout 
 
The original scheme to develop this site focussed on the existing steading building.  
Later development has tried to retain the tight grouping of the steading building.  
Later phases of development particularly the development of detached dwellings to 
the southeast have somewhat diluted this. However four further detached properties 
would further detract from the historic form and character of the central steading 
conversion and would be contrary to placemaking policies as it would not contribute 
positively to the built environment.   
 
Landscape 
 
There are no existing trees on the site however there is some planting to the west 
that is noted to be around 13 years old.  This is not as extensive as is indicated on 
the submitted plans. It is also outwith the site boundary and as such it is not clear 
how these trees will be managed and maintained should the site be developed for 
housing.   
 
The development site has largely re-vegetated and as such does contribute to the 
biodiversity of the area and to the setting of the converted steading building.   
 
Residential Amenity 
 
The distances between dwellings, their height and orientation will not result in 
overlooking or overshadowing of neighbouring properties.  Residential amenity of 
existing and future occupiers will be protected.   
 
Visual Amenity 
  
The design of the development would not contribute positively to the existing 
development nor would it complement the established building group. The existing 
grouping is relatively tight knit and additional detached dwellings to the west and 
southwest would be of significant detriment to the visual amenity and landscape 
character of the area and would fail to relate to the character, layout and building 
pattern of the adjacent group.  There will therefore be an adverse impact on visual 
amenity. 
 
Roads and Access 
 
The site will be served by an existing private access to the public road.  There have 
been objections that the applicant does not have any rights to use this road.  
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However this is largely a matter to be resolved between the applicant and the 
owners of the road.  In transport planning terms the access road is suitable for the 
proposed development and there are no objections from the Transport Planner. 
 
Drainage and Flooding 
 
It is noted in the submission that the new development would utilise the existing 
treatment plant and SUDS.  There have been a number of objections with regard to 
this as it is disputed that the landowner has any right to do this.  It is also noted that 
existing treatment plant would require to be upgraded as it is currently at capacity.  
Due to the level of objection it is considered that further information to demonstrate 
in more detail how the site will be serviced in terms of foul and surface water would 
be required prior to any planning permission being given.  This has not been 
requested as the principle of development of the site is considered to be contrary to 
the housing in the countryside policy and therefore being recommended for refusal 
for other reasons.   
 
Conservation Considerations 
 
The site is around 120 metres from Rawes Farmhouse, a Category B listed building. 
Due to intervening development the proposal is not considered to have any 
significant impact on the setting of the listed building.  
 
Agricultural land 
 
Policy ER5 of the Local Development Plan does not generally support development 
on prime agricultural land outside of defined settlements. Whilst this site is not 
actively being farmed it is designated as 3.1 agricultural land and as such this 
development proposal would be contrary to policy ER5.  
 

Developer Contributions 
 
Affordable Housing 
 
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 site forms a later phase of the wider Steading Development and the new build 
dwellings currently under development. In line with Paragraph 7.2 of the Developer 
Contributions and Affordable Housing Guidance this site will be considered as an 
extension of the existing development in terms of the Affordable Housing 
requirement. 
 
The Affordable Housing requirement is 1 unit (4 x 0.25). A commuted sum will be 
accepted in lieu of onsite provision. The commuted sum for the Perth Housing 
Market Area for this site is £28,000.  
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Primary Education   
 
The Council Developer Contributions Supplementary Guidance requires a financial 
contribution towards increased primary school capacity in areas where a primary 
school capacity constraint has been identified. A capacity constraint is defined as 
where a primary school is operating at over 80% and is likely to be operating 
following completion of the proposed development, extant planning permissions and 
Local Development Plan allocations, at or above 100% of total capacity. 
 
This proposal is within the catchment of Longforgan Primary School.  
 
Education & Children’s Services have no capacity concerns in this catchment area at 
this time.  No contribution is required. 
 
Transport Infrastructure  
 
The Council Transport Infrastructure Developer Contributions Supplementary 
Guidance requires a financial contribution towards the cost of delivering the transport 
infrastructure improvements which are required for the release of all development 
sites in and around Perth.  
 
The site is within the reduced contributions area.  A contribution of Transport 
Infrastructure of £9,236 (3 x £2,639) + (1 x £1,319) is required. 
 
Economic Impact 
 
The economic impact of the proposal is likely to be minimal and limited to the 
construction phase of the development. 
 
Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, the application must be determined in accordance with the adopted 
Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. In this respect, 
the proposal is not considered to comply with the approved TAYplan 2016 and the 
adopted Local Development Plan 2014.  I have taken account of material 
considerations and find none that would justify overriding the adopted Development 
Plan. 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. 
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RECOMMENDATION   
 
Refuse the application 
Conditions and Reasons for Recommendation 
 
1 The proposal is contrary to Policy RD3 Housing in the Countryside of the 
Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2014 and the Council's Housing in the 
Countryside Guide 2012 as the proposal fails to satisfactorily comply with any of the 
categories (1) Building Groups, (2) Infill Sites, (3) New Houses in the Open 
Countryside, (4) Renovation or Replacement of Houses, (5) Conversion or 
Replacement of Redundant Non Domestic Buildings, or (6) Rural Brownfield Land.   
 
2 The proposal is contrary to Policy PM1A and PM1B of the Perth and Kinross 
Local Development Plan 2014.  The design and siting of the proposed 
dwellinghouses does not respect the form and character of the existing building 
group and would not make a positive contribution to the built and natural 
environment. 
 
3 The site is designated as prime agricultural land (category 3.1).   The proposal 
is contrary to policy ER5 (prime agricultural land) of the Local Development Plan 
2014 which does not support development of this scale on such land outwith 
settlement boundaries. 
 
 
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 
 
 
19/01120/1 
 
19/01120/2 
 
19/01120/3 
 
19/01120/4 
 
19/01120/5 
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19/01120/6 
 
19/01120/7 
 
19/01120/8 
 
19/01120/9 
 
19/01120/10 
 
19/01120/11 
 

 
 
 
 
Date of Report    
 

27 September 2019 
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4(i)(c) 
TCP/11/16(624) 

 
 
 
 

  

 TCP/11/16(624) 
19/01120/FLL – Erection of 4 dwellinghouses, land 60 
metres west of 14 Rawes Farm Steading, Longforgan 

 

  
 
 
 
 

 

 REPRESENTATIONS  
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Comments to the Development Quality Manager on a Planning Application 

Planning 
Application ref. 

19/01120/FLL Comments 
provided by 

Rebecca Morley 

Service/Section HE/Flooding Contact 
Details 

 

Description of 
Proposal 

Erection of 4 dwellinghouses 

Address of site Land 60m W of 14 Rawes Farm Steading, Longforgan 

Comments on the 
proposal 

We have reviewed the information provided in this application and we would 
note that the proposed development is adjacent to the fluvial flood extents 
as shown on the SEPA Flood Maps. 

Review of LiDAR DTM data indicates that the proposed development lies at a 
higher elevation that the surrounding land. Therefore we have no objection 
to the proposed development on flood risk grounds but we would strongly 
recommend that finished floor levels are set above existing ground levels.  

 

Recommended 
planning 
condition(s) 

 
N/A 
 

Recommended 
informative(s) for 
applicant 

The applicant is advised to refer to Perth & Kinross Council’s Supplementary 

guidance on Flood Risk and Flood Risk Assessments 2014 as it contains 
advice relevant to your development. 
 

Date comments 
returned 

02/08/2019 
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From: Jenni Macintosh 
Sent: 06 August 2019 11:30
To: Development Management - Generic Email Account
Subject: RE: Planning Application Consultation for Application No 
19/01120/FLL

Your Ref:    19/01120/FLL 
Our Ref:      2019/0072/DND 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

PROPOSAL:        Erection of 4 dwellinghouses 
LOCATION:    Land 60 Metres West Of 14 Rawes Farm, Steading, Longforgan 

With reference to the above proposed development, it is confirmed that our 
calculations show 
that, at the given position and height, this development would not infringe the 
safeguarding 
surfaces for Dundee Airport.   

Therefore, Dundee Airport Limited has no objections to the proposal.   

Regards 

Safeguarding Team 
on behalf of Dundee Airport Limited 
c/o Highlands and Islands Airports Limited  
Head Office, Inverness Airport, Inverness IV2 7JB  
? 01667 464244  (DIRECT DIAL)    
0 safeguarding@hial.co.uk  ? www.hial.co.uk 

-----Original Message----- 
From: DevelopmentManagement@pkc.gov.uk <DevelopmentManagement@pkc.gov.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2019 13:07 
To: Safeguarding <Safeguarding@hial.co.uk> 
Subject: Planning Application Consultation for Application No 19/01120/FLL 

Please see attached. 

The information in this email is solely for the intended recipients.  

If you are not an intended recipient, you must not disclose, copy, or distribute
its contents or use 
them in any way: please advise the sender immediately and delete this email.  

Perth & Kinross Council does not warrant that this email or any attachments are 
virus-free and 
does not accept any liability for any loss or damage resulting from any virus 
infection. Perth & 
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Kinross Council may monitor or examine any emails received by its email system. 

The information contained in this email may not be the views of Perth & Kinross 
Council. It is 
possible for email to be falsified and the sender cannot be held responsible for
the integrity of the 
information contained in it.  

General enquiries to Perth & Kinross Council should be made to 
enquiries@pkc.gov.uk or 01738 
475000. 

This email has been scanned for email related threats and delivered safely by 
Mimecast. 
For more information please visit http://www.mimecast.com 
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6th August 2019

Perth & Kinross Council
Pullar House 35 Kinnoull Street
Perth
PH1 5GD
     
     

Dear Local Planner

DD2 Longforgan 14 Rawes Farm Steading 60M West
PLANNING APPLICATION NUMBER:  19/01120/FLL
OUR REFERENCE:  780743
PROPOSAL:  Erection of 4 dwellinghouses

Please quote our reference in all future correspondence

Scottish Water has no objection to this planning application; however, the applicant should 
be aware that this does not confirm that the proposed development can currently be serviced
and would advise the following:

Water 

 There is currently sufficient capacity in the Clatto Water Treatment Works. However, 
please note that further investigations may be required to be carried out once a 
formal application has been submitted to us.

Foul

 Unfortunately, according to our records there is no public Scottish Water, Waste 
Water infrastructure within the vicinity of this proposed development therefore we 
would advise applicant to investigate private treatment options.

The applicant should be aware that we are unable to reserve capacity at our water 
and/or waste water treatment works for their proposed development. Once a formal 
connection application is submitted to Scottish Water after full planning permission 
has been granted, we will review the availability of capacity at that time and advise the
applicant accordingly.

Infrastructure within boundary 

Scottish Water records appear to show a private surface water drains and foul drains within 
your site. Please note that Scottish Water records are indicative only and your attention is 

Development Operations
The Bridge

Buchanan Gate Business Park
Cumbernauld Road

Stepps
Glasgow
G33 6FB

Development Operations
Freephone  Number - 0800 3890379

E-Mail - DevelopmentOperations@scottishwater.co.uk
www.scottishwater.co.uk
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drawn to the disclaimer at the bottom of this letter. You should contact the owner(s) to 
establish their requirements for building in the vicinity of this asset.

Scottish Water Disclaimer

“It is important to note that the information on any such plan provided on Scottish Water’s infrastructure, is for 
indicative purposes only and its accuracy cannot be relied upon.      When the exact location and the nature of the 
infrastructure on the plan is a material requirement then you should undertake an appropriate site investigation to
confirm its actual position in the ground and to determine if it is suitable for its intended purpose.      By using the 
plan you agree that Scottish Water will not be liable for any loss, damage or costs caused by relying upon it or 
from carrying out any such site investigation."

Surface Water

For reasons of sustainability and to protect our customers from potential future sewer 
flooding, Scottish Water will not accept any surface water connections into our combined 
sewer system.

There may be limited exceptional circumstances where we would allow such a connection 
for brownfield sites only, however this will require significant justification taking account of 
various factors including legal, physical, and technical challenges.  However it may still be 
deemed that a combined connection will not be accepted. Greenfield sites will not be 
considered and a connection to the combined network will be refused.

In order to avoid costs and delays where a surface water discharge to our combined sewer 
system is proposed, the developer should contact Scottish Water at the earliest opportunity 
with strong evidence to support the intended drainage plan prior to making a connection 
request. We will assess this evidence in a robust manner and provide a decision that reflects
the best option from environmental and customer perspectives. 

General notes:

 Scottish Water asset plans can be obtained from our appointed asset plan 
providers:

Site Investigation Services (UK) Ltd
Tel: 0333 123 1223  
Email: sw@sisplan.co.uk
www.sisplan.co.uk

 Scottish Water’s current minimum level of service for water pressure is 1.0 bar or 
10m head at the customer’s boundary internal outlet.  Any property which cannot be 
adequately serviced from the available pressure may require private pumping 
arrangements to be installed, subject to compliance with Water Byelaws. If the 
developer wishes to enquire about Scottish Water’s procedure for checking the water
pressure in the area then they should write to the Customer Connections department 
at the above address.

 If the connection to the public sewer and/or water main requires to be laid through 
land out-with public ownership, the developer must provide evidence of formal 
approval from the affected landowner(s) by way of a deed of servitude.
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 Scottish Water may only vest new water or waste water infrastructure which is to be 
laid through land out with public ownership where a Deed of Servitude has been 
obtained in our favour by the developer.

 The developer should also be aware that Scottish Water requires land title to the area
of land where a pumping station and/or SUDS proposed to vest in Scottish Water is 
constructed.

 Please find all of our application forms on our website at the following link 
https://www.scottishwater.co.uk/Business-and-Developers/Connecting-to-Our-
Network 

Next Steps: 

 Single Property/Less than 10 dwellings

For developments of less than 10 domestic dwellings (or non-domestic equivalent) 
we will require a formal technical application to be submitted directly to Scottish 
Water or via the chosen Licensed Provider if non domestic, once full planning 
permission has been granted. Please note in some instances we will require a Pre-
Development Enquiry Form to be submitted (for example rural location which are 
deemed to have a significant impact on our infrastructure) however we will make you 
aware of this if required. 

 10 or more domestic dwellings: 

For developments of 10 or more domestic dwellings (or non-domestic equivalent) we 
require a Pre-Development Enquiry (PDE) Form to be submitted directly to Scottish 
Water prior to any formal Technical Application being submitted. This will allow us to 
fully appraise the proposals.

Where it is confirmed through the PDE process that mitigation works are necessary 
to support a development, the cost of these works is to be met by the developer, 
which Scottish Water can contribute towards through Reasonable Cost Contribution 
regulations.

 Non Domestic/Commercial Property: 
Since the introduction of the Water Services (Scotland) Act 2005 in April 2008 the 
water industry in Scotland has opened up to market competition for non-domestic 
customers.  All Non-domestic Household customers now require a Licensed Provider
to act on their behalf for new water and waste water connections. Further details can 
be obtained at www.scotlandontap.gov.uk 

 Trade Effluent Discharge from Non Dom Property:
Certain discharges from non-domestic premises may constitute a trade effluent in 
terms of the Sewerage (Scotland) Act 1968.  Trade effluent arises from activities 
including; manufacturing, production and engineering; vehicle, plant and equipment 
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washing, waste and leachate management. It covers both large and small premises, 
including activities such as car washing and launderettes. Activities not covered 
include hotels, caravan sites or restaurants. 

If you are in any doubt as to whether or not the discharge from your premises is likely
to be considered to be trade effluent, please contact us on 0800 778 0778 or email 
TEQ@scottishwater.co.uk using the subject  "Is this Trade Effluent?".  Discharges 
that are deemed to be trade effluent need to apply separately for permission to 
discharge to the sewerage system.  The forms and application guidance notes can 
be found using the following link https://www.scottishwater.co.uk/business/our-
services/compliance/trade-effluent/trade-effluent-documents/trade-effluent-notice-
form-h 

Trade effluent must never be discharged into surface water drainage systems as 
these are solely for draining rainfall run off.

For food services establishments, Scottish Water recommends a suitably sized 
grease trap is fitted within the food preparation areas so the development complies 
with Standard 3.7 a) of the Building Standards Technical Handbook and for best 
management and housekeeping practices to be followed which prevent food waste, 
fat oil and grease from being disposed into sinks and drains.

The Waste (Scotland) Regulations which require all non-rural food businesses, 
producing more than 50kg of food waste per week, to segregate that waste for 
separate collection. The regulations also ban the use of food waste disposal units 
that dispose of food waste to the public sewer. Further information can be found at 
www.resourceefficientscotland.com

If the applicant requires any further assistance or information, please contact our 
Development Operations Central Support Team on 0800 389 0379 or at 
planningconsultations@scottishwater.co.uk 
Yours sincerely

Angela Allison
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Comments to the Development Quality Manager on a Planning Application 

Planning 
Application ref. 

19/01120/FLL Comments 
provided by 

Dean Salman 
Development Engineer 

Service/Section Transport Planning Contact 
Details 

 

Description of 
Proposal 

Erection of 4 dwellinghouses 

Address  of site Land 60 Metres West Of 14 , Rawes Farm Steading, Longforgan 

Comments on the 
proposal 
 
 
 
 

Insofar as the Roads matters are concerned I have no objections to this 
proposal. 

Recommended 
planning 
condition(s) 
 
 

 

Recommended 
informative(s) for 
applicant 
 
 

 

Date comments 
returned 

 16 August 2019 
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Comments for Planning Application 19/01120/FLL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 19/01120/FLL

Address: Land 60 Metres West Of 14 Rawes Farm Steading Longforgan

Proposal: Erection of 4 dwellinghouses

Case Officer: Persephone Beer

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Fergus Mann

Address: 

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Adverse Effect on Visual Amenity

  - Inappropriate Housing Density

  - Inappropriate Land Use

  - Loss Of Open Space

  - Noise Pollution

  - Out of Character with the Area

  - Over Intensive Development

  - Road Safety Concerns

  - Traffic Congestion

Comment:Dear Sir/Madam,

 

I object to the Planning Application (Ref: 19/01120/FLL) for the erection of 4 dwelling houses at

Rawes Farm Steading made by Mr Neil Walker.

 

My reasons are as follows:-

 

The existing development has sympathetically converted and restored the original steading and

the additional homes built to date have enhanced the original steading conversion.

 

The additional 4 houses which are fundamentally different in colour and design from the rest of the

development, would turn what was intended to be a "beautiful location" and "stunning rural setting"

into it becoming suburban in appearance.

 

Of further concern would be the increased demands on the private road that loops around the

steading. The roadway where the 4 houses are proposed is essentially the width of a single-track
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road, meaning that the increased traffic levels suggested by the planning application will be added

in an area where young children often play outside on bicycles and scooters and benefit from the

fresh air. This would be reduced once construction began.

 

The noise level and vibrations caused by heavy plant operating for 8 hours a day would be

unbearable. This is an unacceptable risk.

 

The original Waste Treatment Plant, installed by the previous constructor was, I believe, a second

hand old scoop conveyor belt system. This system regularly needed maintenance and repair at

great cost to the original 9 households.

 

After the additional 8 houses were built to complete the steading, the developer of the site

previously cited inadequate capacity of the water treatment facility as a reason for blocking

development of the adjacent site in 2012 - suggesting that they were already aware of its

deficiencies. Yet the additional 8 houses were built anyway, causing the breakdown of the WTP to

become even more frequent.

 

The conveyor belt system was removed and replaced with a more modern and easier system.

This existing WTP is still constantly breaking down and being repaired at a cost to all 17 residents.

A further 4 houses would exacerbate the problem, with major investment needed to replace an

already unsatisfactory system that would be very much unfit for purpose.

 

The proposal to build an additional 4 properties greatly reduces the green space and openness of

the development, which would impact on the wildlife - butterflies, bats, birds and deer in what is

their local habitat.

 

In summation, both the access road and the Waste Treatment Plant are privately owned by the

Rawes Farm Steading residents. I hope Mr Walker is not assuming that he would be able to make

use of both road and WTP without consultation with the residents as part of his application.

 

 

Fergus Mann

 

78



Comments to the Development Quality Manager on a Planning Application 

Planning 
Application ref. 

19/01120/FLL Comments 
provided 
by

Euan McLaughlin 

Service/Section Strategy & Policy Contact 
Details 

Development Negotiations 
Officer: 
Euan McLaughlin 

 

Description of 
Proposal 

Erection of 4 dwellinghouses 

Address  of site Land 60 Metres West Of 14 , Rawes Farm Steading, Longforgan 

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 site forms a later phase of the wider Steading Development and the new 
build dwellings currently under development. In line with Paragraph 7.2 of the 
Developer Contributions and Affordable Housing Guidance this site will be 
considered as an extension of the existing development in terms of the 
Affordable Housing requirement. 

The Affordable Housing requirement is 1 unit (4 x 0.25). A commuted sum will 
be accepted in lieu of onsite provision. The commuted sum for the Perth 
Housing Market Area is £28,000.  

Primary Education   

With reference to the above planning application the Council Developer 
Contributions Supplementary Guidance requires a financial contribution 
towards increased primary school capacity in areas where a primary school 
capacity constraint has been identified. A capacity constraint is defined as 
where a primary school is operating at over 80% and is likely to be operating 
following completion of the proposed development, extant planning 
permissions and Local Development Plan allocations, at or above 100% of 
total capacity. 
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This proposal is within the catchment of Longforgan Primary School.  

Education & Children’s Services have no capacity concerns in this catchment 
area at this time. 

Transport Infrastructure  

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

The site is within the reduced contributions area . 

Recommended 
planning 
condition(s) 

Summary of Requirements 

Affordable Housing: £28,000 (1 x £28,000) 
Education: £0 
Transport Infrastructure:£9,236 (3 x £2,639) + (1 x £1,319) 

Total: £37,236 

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 prior to 
occupation.  

Payment for each open market unit will be £9,309 (£37,236/ 4 = £9,309). 

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 or cheques 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.  
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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.  

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

Sort Code: 834700 
Account Number: 11571138 

Please quote the planning application reference.  

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. 

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

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

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 
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address and planning application reference number to ensure the individual 
commuted sums can be accounted for.  

Date comments 
returned

19 August 2019 
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M e m o r      

 

 
To   Development Quality Manager 
    
 
Your ref 19/01120/FLL 
 
Date  22 August 2019 
 
 
Housing & Environment 

a n d u m 
 

 
From  Regulatory Service Manager 
  
   
Our ref  LA 
 
Tel No        
 
 
Pullar House, 35 Kinnoull Street, Perth, PH1 5G 

 
Consultation on an Application for Planning Permission 
RE: Erection of 4 Dwellinghouses, Land 60 Metres West of 14 Rawes Farm Steading, 
Longforgan for Mr Neil Walker 
 
I refer to your letter dated 1 August 2019 in connection with the above application and have 
the following comments to make. 
 
Recommendation 
 
I have no objection in principle to the application but recommend the under noted condition 
be included on any given consent. 
 
Comments 
 
This application contains provision for a single wood burning stove and associated flue to 
each of the 4 dwellinghouses. 
 
Perth and Kinross Council have a duty to assess biomass boilers for capacity within the 
range of 50kW to 20MW in terms of nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter based on their 
effect on air quality in the area. This will not be necessary with the domestic sized stove as 
proposed in this case and therefore I have no adverse comments to make with regards to air 
quality. 
 
Another matter pertaining to the stove which could cause an issue is the potential for smoke 
or odour disamenity.  This Service has seen an increase in complaints with regards to smoke 
and odour due to the installation of biomass appliances. This can be caused due to poor 
installation and maintenance of the biomass appliances and also inadequate dispersion of 
emissions due to the inappropriate location and height of a flue with regards to surrounding 
buildings.  
 
I note from the submitted plans that the dwellinghouses will be two storey properties and that 
the flue serving the stove will discharge via a chimney and terminate above roof ridge height 
and therefore this will aid dispersion of emissions. I would advise that this could be further 
minimised by the use of fuel recommended by the manufacturer. 
 
I would therefore have no objections to this development provided that the following 
condition is attached to the consent. 
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Conditions 
 
EH50 The stove shall be installed, operated and maintained in full accordance with the 

manufacturer’s instructions and shall not be used to burn fuel other than that 
approved for use by the manufacturer of the appliance as detailed in the information 
supporting this permission.  
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: Conrad Moody 

Sent: 13 January 2020 18:27

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

Subject: Notice of review representations Ref TCP/11/16(624) PA Ref 19/01120/FLL FAO Lisa 

Simpson

Good afternoon Lisa, 

I am writing to refute the claims made by the applicant regarding the appeal against the proposed planning 
application as above. 

I assume that my previous objection comments will be regarded, therefore I don’t intent to repeat a lot of my text. 

There are points that I am sure you are already aware of, which I would like to revisit again to bolster the points 
further. 

With regards to the existing WTP and SUDS arrangement, Rawes Farm Steading has no further capacity for 
connecting into by the proposed 4 houses. With this in mind, a new WTP would have to be in place to support these 
houses at what would be a considerable cost to any potential developer on the land. This point does not seem to be 
mentioned in any way shape or form within the application. 

The access to and use of the road is private. Evidence would have to be presented to challenge this. Therefore no 
access would be granted onto the current road by the residents of Rawes Farm Steading. This in itself would require 
a review of access requirements for the proposed houses, which would require an additional
entry and exit road off a currently 60mph through road from neighbouring villages. This in itself presents a hazard in 
itself by having two entry points close together. Again, access rights to the current Steading development have been 
incorrectly assumed. 

As stated in the Refusal, the planning site actually is classed as prime agricultural land and therefore is against the 
various Local policies in place to prevent excessive house building in rural areas which this seems to be an example 
of. I would assume that the Department of Agriculture could confirm this if required by carrying out soil ph checks 
for suitability. 

As stated previously, once again the applicant has incorrectly classed Rawes Farm Steading as an incomplete 
development. I am unaware of the applicants previous development background with regards to Rawes Farm that 
has allowed him to state this fact in the first instance.  Hadden were the developers who completed the final phase 
of building and subsequently completed this rural Steading Development by doing this. 

As far as the site being unattractive as is, for the members of the planning committee that have visited the site 
amongst the completed development, I am sure that they are in agreement with many of my visitors to my house 
during the years who commented on how it compliments the rural feel of Rawes Farm Steading. This area has now 
blossomed into a wild garden area housing various wildlife and fauna.  

With regards to the tree screening, this is not evident in any way shape or form in various areas of the site. Once 
again, another inaccurate statement as well as others  regarding the current state of the proposed site. 

Another inaccuracy is the applicants claims that the proposed houses would compliment the existing development. 
Surely for that to be correct and accurate, the buildings would have to be built in kind in style and colour to the 
current houses within Rawes Farm Steading, which the proposed house styles and colour schemes blatantly are not.

To summarise, alongside my original objections, I feel that I have had to reinforce these points above. The 
application is inaccurate in so many areas. I have written this e-mail as I’m sure the other recepients of the Review 
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Board e-mail will have also to reinforce the feelings not just of ourselves but of everybody within our Community 
Steading. I hope that these points are noted and that a correct and proper decision is made regarding this matter. I 
thank you for your time. 

Kind Regards, 

Conrad Moody 

  
  

  
 

108



1

CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: Jim Rogers 

Sent: 13 January 2020 16:35

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

Subject: Re: TCP/11/16(624)

Town & Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997

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

Application Ref: 19/01120/FLL – Erection of 4 dwellinghouses, land 60 metres west of 14 
Rawes Farm Steading, Longforgan – Mr N Walker

To Lisa Simpson

Clerk to the Local Review Body

I refer to the e mail dated 23/12/2019 from the Clerk to the Local Review Body giving notice  that 
in response to the Planning Authority's Decision Notice that the applicant to PA Ref 
19/01120/FLL has made an application for a  review of the decision made.
That review to be made by the Perth and Kinross Local Review Body.

I would like to make further representations and in particular to the Local Review  statement 
made by the applicants Agent Opfer Logan Architects dated 18/12/2019.
I have assumed that the original representations made by me in e-mails dated 19/12/2019 and 
20/12/2019  respectively will be available for the Local Review Body to consider and that 
therefore any further reference to these earlier representations can be made without having to 
repeat the text.

1.Background and description of Proposal.

With regard to the comment regarding the roadside  hedge to the western boundary there is a 
statement that this is "in control of the applicant".It is our understanding that this hedge borders 
land that does not belong to the applicant so it is very unclear what "in control" actually means.
The tree screening to the West side of the site referred to in Aerial Photo is very patchy and 
variable in density and certainly cannot be referred to as "significant."
The "tree belt to the south" is non existent.
Reference to this point was made in my previous submission as to the most likely cause.
It is totally incorrect to state that this was a result of "thinning out" during works to the SUDS 
basin.

2.Representations

2.1 Drainage.
In earlier correspondence with the planning Case Officer I had raised my concerns concerning 
the site drainage issues and in particular ownership of the Waste Treatment Plant , Licence 
and  consent to discharge from SEPA etc. I was told that these matters are not normally 
considered in Planning Application decisions but that they would be noted.
With regard to the capacity of the existing  site and waste drainage systems  both the Waste 
Treatment Plant and the SUDS basin drain into one single field drain.This drain has a limited 
capacity which at times results in a build up and backflow of waste and flooding into the SUDS 
basin.
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The applicant has requested evidence .
The Inspection Chamber to the junction of the Waste Treatment Plant and SUDS basin outflows 
has been buried under tonnes of foundation  spoil from the 2nd phase of construction as detailed 
in previous representation.
We have a very detailed record of maintenance issues to the Plant and can provide 
evidence of considerable expenditure on "gully sucker and waste disposal" to clear blockages in 
the system.
As stated in my previous representation the holder of the SEPA Licence for the Waste Treatment 
Plant is  Hadden Construction and I do have a note of confirmation from them that the existing 
plant has " no free capacity " to take any waste from the additional four homes proposed.

2.2 Amenity - visual impact.
Totally refute the claim that the  representations made in terms of the visual impact were 
subjective.
I had previously made comments in relation to the design and style of the proposed 4 houses 
and the design statement claim that they would compliment the existing houses. They are totally 
incompatible.
The existing development does not require a "visual balance" and these 4 houses will most 
definitely be obtrusive which is why the applicant has put in extensive additional screening of 5 m 
high trees.In terms of "providing further enclosure to the individual" 
I certainly would object to having a row of 5m high trees alongside the western boundary to my 
property.
This has a southerly aspect and once these proposed trees reach maturity they will block out 
light into my kitchen and main bedroom.

2.3 Ownership - no authority to use the private road and the drainage SUDS system
There is now recognition from the applicant that the access road is in fact private and that the 
original statement that the  private drainage arrangements will be via -"connection to existing 
communal treatment septic tank and reed bed filtration system" is now a "claim to retain rights of 
access to the SUDS and drainage area to construct and maintain necessary drainage to the 
proposal site".
Reference to a communal treatment septic tank is totally incorrect and demonstrates a lack of 
understanding as to how the Communal (Private ) waste and site drainage system operates.
As stated previously the existing site drainage system is a combination of the outflows from the 
Waste Treatment Plant  (WTP) and the SUDS basin. As stated in previous representations and 
not challenged by the applicant the WTP is owned  operated and fully funded by the existing 
residents who would not give authority to the applicant to use.
In addition the WTP has no further capacity - see previous comments.
The access road is private and the Deeds of Condition that all the existing residents were asked 
to sign as a condition  of purchase clearly specify  and define our responsibilities to maintain the 
private road and the WTP and drainage systems.
The applicant has not provided any evidence to prove the claimed rights to access either the 
private road or the site  drainage systems .

2.4 Inaccuracies in submission 

I totally refute the claim that no evidence was provided to support this statement.
So many examples : the claim and supporting drawings to suggest existing tree screening to 
Southern belt _ the totally false statements concerning the planning history of the development 
within the original Design Statement_ as noted in my earlier representation and certainly more 
than the claimed "small error in the wording". 
Reference to the Private Waste Treatment Plant as a "communal treatment septic tank"
Once again noted in my earlier representations reference to a waste collection being  "short push 
to road side for collection" and claims that there is a new dedicated bus stop.
Both statements are false.
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2.5 Design - does not compliment the building group. 

As per comments in 2.2 above and in previous representations - I totally refute the claim that 
these comments are subjective.
In addition there seems to be an overriding view from the applicant that the existing development 
is not complete and that the building of these 4 additional houses will be the final phase.
In my earlier representations I went to some length to summarise the stages of the development 
of Rawes Farm and as far as I am concerned the development is complete in terms of planning 
and construction_ there were only two phases not three.

2.6 Loss of biodiversity.
The statement that the "rural brownfield site" was used as the site compound for the construction 
of the new houses is not totally correct.
I understand that it was certainly used during the Phase 1 of construction but certainly not used 
during Phase 2.The area has returned to mother nature and all the points made in previous 
representations re this space are valid. Where is the evidence that the building of 4 houses within 
this space can add to the biodiversity of this site?

2.7 Misleading statements
I have highlighted above the many misleading statements in the original design statement and I 
would further suggest that the full statement concerning the status of the current development is 
significantly more than a small error in wording bearing in mind the detailed site layout drawings 
and aerial photos provided by the applicant.
Once again the misleading wording in this statement " this application for 4 dwelling houses would 
constitute the final phase of any development on this site".
The applicant has tried to imply throughout this application process that the existing development 
of Rawes Farm is not complete. 
As stated in earlier representations and again in this there were two phases of the Rawes Farm 
Development and they are complete.There is no third and final phase.

2.8 Tree cover
As stated in previous representations and again as noted above  there is no tree screening to the 
southern belt of the development.
The reason stated for the apparent "thinning" in this area is totally incorrect - see comments 
above.

I understand that these further representations will be forwarded to the applicant for  review and 
further comment and that both sets of comments will be posted and available online at 
http://www.pkc.uk/localreviewbody.
I also understand that we will be receive notice of the Local Review Meeting at which the review 
will be considered.

Yours sincerely
J Rogers
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: Fergus Mann 

Sent: 14 January 2020 14:18

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

Subject: CHX Planning Local Review Body TCP/11/16(624)

To:
Lisa Simpson, Clerk to the Local Review Body

I refer to the e-mail dated 23/12/2019 from the Clerk to the Local Review Body regarding 
Application Ref: 19/01120/FLL -   Erection of 4 dwelling houses, land 60 metres west of 14 
Rawes Farm Steading, Longforgan – Mr N Walker

Hello Lisa,
I would like to make further representations regarding the above appeal.

Visual impact

The land on which the additional houses are proposed is classed as agricultural and currently 
provide an oasis and haven for various forms of local wildlife and for nature lovers.

It adds to the symmetry of the field at the opposite end of the Steading which provides an 
enclosure for horses during the warmer months. With both ends of the Steading having wildlife 
areas it also compliments the grassy bank to the north which provides a safe environment for 
children and dog walker’s,  with this area set back from the main road.

Also there seems to be a misconception that these proposed houses would complete the 
development of the Steading. There were never any plans for a 3rd phase to this development. 
The Steading development was complete after phase 2 (completed in 2017).

Looking at the artist impression of the proposed 4 houses, they are totally different from the 
existing development, looking more fitting for a city development rather than a countryside setting.

Drainage

With regard to the capacity of the existing site and waste drainage systems both the Waste 
Treatment Plant and the SUDS basin drain into one single field drain. This drain has a limited 
capacity which at times results in a build up and backflow on waste and flooding to the SUDS 
basin.

The inspection chamber to the junction of the Waste Treatment Plant and SUDS basin outflows 
has been buried under tonnes of earth and rubble from the 2nd phase of construction.

A very detailed record of maintenance issues to the WTP over a number of years can be provided 
and evidence of considerable expenditure on waste disposal to clear blockages etc. in the system.

Access to the private road and the drainage SUDS system

It is now acknowledged that the access road is privately owned by the residents, and as such, is 
our responsibility to maintain and who can utilise it.
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If a secondary road were to be built it would surely compromise safety issues with the road 
entry/exit coming off the main road going past the Steading. 

As stated previously the existing site drainage system is a combination of the outflows from the 
Waste Treatment Plant and the SUDS basin and the Waste Treatment Plant is owned operated 
and fully funded by the existing residents who would not give authority to the applicant to use.

In addition the Waste Treatment Plant is running at full capacity and would not support additional 
houses connecting to it.

Please include the above representations when the Local Review Body makes its verdict.

Regards 

Fergus Mann
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: David Wilson <david@olarchitects.com>

Sent: 03 February 2020 17:28

To: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

Cc: nell1965@icloud.com

Subject: RE: TCP/11/16(624) Rawes Farm - Response to Representations 

Attachments: Farm woodland premium scheme 30 yr commitments.pdf; TCP-11-16-624 Rawes 

Farm - Land Snapshot Application Site Highlighted.jpg; Rawes Steading (WAL5.1); 

PTH32524 - Title sheet - pages 8 and 11.pdf; PTH32524 - Title Plan (1).pdf

Hi Lisa, 

Many thanks for sending these over.  I have noted our additional responses to the points re-raised by the 4 
representations in turn below.   Some of our responses may be repetitive so I’ll try to reference them back to 
previous responses where possible.  In addition please also find attached the following to support our responses:-  

 Covering email and attached title deeds and plan to the application site where the applicants Solicitors has 
highlighted the relevant clauses which confirm that the applicant retains full access rights to both the access 
road and the SUDS.  Full title deed has been enclosed by the solicitor but for clarity and simplicity the 
relevant pages are ‘8 of 25’ and ’11 of 25’ and I have also attached them separately.  

 Confirmation that the existing areas of tree planting bordering the site to the West and partially the South 
were planted in 2006 as part of a Farm Woodland Premium Scheme and attached is an extract from this 
agreement.  The scheme requires that the trees have to be managed and maintained for at least 30years 
from planting.   

 A table showing the subsidies claimed for farmland and the application site has had no subsidies.   

It is worth noting that these responses, as with the responses to the original planning application, are primarily 
emotive.  Many of the areas of planning policy we have highlighted in our LRB response to be incorrectly applied 
have not been countered or we have been demonstrated, with the inclusion of the title deeds for example, that the 
representations are in fact mistaken.         

Response to LRB Representations  

Gerry Rankin 

 The response refers to the application site as greenfield land but this is not the case.  The site is agricultural 
brownfield.  As set out in our Design statement and LRB Statement the site is agricultural brownfield land for 
over 70 years.  

 The original development by Hadden Construction was indeed built over two phases but the current 
application site was never part of that development other that to form the site compound to assist 
construction.  The ownership of the application site has always remained separate as illustrated by the 
attached title deeds.  All of the representations appear to be conflating two separate things.   

Fergus Mann 

 The response states to the application site is classed as agricultural land but this is not the case.  As set out 
in our Design statement and LRB Statement the site is agricultural brownfield land for over 70 years.  

 As with the response above there appears to be a conflation between the previous development and this 
application site.   

 It has clearly been outlined in the design statement supporting our application that the proposed houses are 
of a different, 1.5 storey, design to lessen their visual impact on the site and to the surrounding 
landscape.  It is completely wrong to suggest they are of a urban aesthetic when in fact they are more rural 
in character, scale and density than the houses currently on site.  
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 Drainage – no objections were raised by the statutory consultees on the viability of the drainage of the 
proposals.   

 Again, no actual evidence has been produced of these capacity issues.  This also misses the wider point 
that  any new drainage and connections would be subject to a full design process where existing and 
proposed capacity will taken into account and the SUDS designed accordingly if indeed that is required at all. 

 Access to Private Road and SUDS – The statement by the respondent is false and the attached title deeds 
confirm that the applicant retains access rights to both the road and SUDS.  No secondary road off the main 
road would be required. 

Jim Rogers 
1 Background  

 The roadside hedge is owned by the applicant where the application site borders the main road.  The hedge 
bordering the road beside the field is then owned by the farmer who maintains it. 

 The Tree buffers to the East, South and West of the Rawes were planted in 2006 as part of a Farm Woodland 
Premium Scheme and attached is an extract from this agreement.  The scheme requires that the trees have 
to be managed and maintained for at least 30years from date of planting (2036).  This responsibility was 
passed to the farmer who purchased the surrounding farmland.  

 Western Tree buffer – the statement that the planting to the Western boundary is patchy is false.   The trees 
were planted in 2006 and are largely deciduous and will only continue to grow and thicken in time.  The 
photo from the West for the visualisation (PL-VIS-02) of the proposed housing was taken in mid-winter 
when both the tree buffer and the hedge is at its thinnest.  Even at this time of year the whole development, 
both existing and proposed, is well screened.  As is noted in the application additional planting to the West 
and South is proposed to further boost biodiversity on the site. 

 Southern Tree buffer – Despite the Southern part of the site not being overlooked it is recognised that the 
tree buffer is thin here so our proposals looked to add an additional zone of planting to this boundary to 
further screen the application site from the farmland.   

2.1 Drainage  

 Again no actual evidence has been presented to support this assertion.  As noted above if required the 
SUDS, if even required, will be designed to suit.  

2.2 Amenity – Visual Impact  

 Again comments are subjective.  We have made clear as to why a different, but still rural, 1.5 storey house 
design at a lower density than the current housing is being proposed here.   

 The proposed planting will not block any light to the property and if required we can work with the PKC and 
the resident in question on a planting scheme in this area as part of any condition of planning. 

2.3 Ownership  

 Once again there is a conflation between the access rights to the road and SUDS and the maintenance of 
them.   The attached highlighted title deeds demonstrate the applicants rights of access to both the access 
road and the SUDS.

2.4 Inaccuracies in Submission  

 The proposed drawings, design statement and LRB response give a clear picture of the proposals and the 
planning history.  It has now been demonstrated that it is in fact the Report of Handling and representations 
made to the application and our LRB statement that contain the main inaccuracies.  

2.5 Design  

 As with the response above there appears to be a conflation between the previous development and its 
phases and this application.  

2.6 Loss of Biodiversity  

 We are grateful that this representation acknowledges that the application site is rural brownfield land and 
was used as a site compound to assist with the construction of the previous housing development.  

 As outlined in our design statement and LRB statement the application site is rough grass land.
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 As is noted in the application additional planting to the West and South is proposed to further boost, not 
reduce, biodiversity on the site. 

2.7 Misleading Statements  

 Again no actual evidence has been provided by this representation.   As noted above it has now been clearly 
demonstrated that it is in fact the representations made against the application and our LRB statement that 
are mistaken and factually incorrect.   

2.8 Tree Cover  

 Responded in 1 and 2.2  

Condrad Moody 

 Drainage - as noted previously. 

 Access to road and SUDS - as noted previously.

 Prime Agricultural Land -  As outlined in our LRB statement the planning report of handling erroneously 
referred to the site as prime agricultural land when in fact it is rural brownfield land having been used for 
over 70 years as first as stack yard and then threshing mill before a large barn was built in the 1950’s under 
permitted development.   In addition to this the site has not taken any agricultural subsidy which it would 
have been entitled to had it indeed been agricultural land.  We have attached the last years land snapshot 
which highlights and confirms no subsidies were sought. 

 As with the response above there appears to be a conflation between the previous development which the 
respondent is benefiting from and this application site.   

 Tree buffers as noted previously.  

 Design – As noted previously.  

We hope that the above and the attached clarifies and responds to the representations and we look forward to the 
notification of the relevant LRB meeting in due course.   

Kind Regards 
David  

David Wilson BArch(Hons) MArch RIAS RIBA
DIRECTOR 

Opfer Logan Architects
130 Cubie Street / Glasgow / G40 2AF 
www.olarchitects.com
t: +44 (0) 141 332 9300 
f: +44 (0) 141 342 2299  
e: david@olarchitects.com

FOR MORE INFORMATION ABOUT OUR WORK, PLEASE VISIT OUR 
WEBSITE: www.olarchitects.com
www.cubiestreet.com
This e-mail is confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual to whom it is addressed. Any views or opinions presented are solely 
those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of OLA Ltd. If you are not the intended recipient, be advised that you have received this 
e-mail in error and that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited.
Please note that any original drawings by OLA Ltd attached to this email are the subject of copyright protection under the Copyright, Designs and 
Patents Act 1988. Any copying and/or distribution of such articles without the written consent of OLA Ltd may constitute an infringement of 
copyright. Receipt of such articles from a party other than OLA Ltd does not indemnify the receiving party from copyright infringement arising as a 
result of such distribution. If in doubt please contact OLA Ltd.

OLA LTD T/A Opfer Logan Architects - Company No. SC176873

From: CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account <PlanningLRB@pkc.gov.uk>  
Sent: 21 January 2020 18:20 
To: David Wilson <david@olarchitects.com> 
Subject: TCP/11/16(624) 
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: Irene Wilkie <iwilkie@abl-law.co.uk>

Sent: 03 February 2020 14:52

To: David Wilson

Cc: Lizzie McFadzean

Subject: Rawes Steading (WAL5.1)

Attachments: Title Sheet Plan PTH32523.pdf; Title Sheet PTH32524.pdf

Dear David 

Neil Walker  
Rawes Steading (WAL5.1) 

Many thanks for your e-mail of 31st January.  

I now attach the Title Sheet PTH32524 for the development at Rawes Farmhouse having highlighted on page 11 the 
rights which Neil Walker retained in respect of both access and the drainage system.  

Firstly you will note:-  

1. There is reserved to the seller as owner of that part of the retained property lying to the west of the steading 
development a right of access over the new access road which is described as the road coloured blue on the 
plan.   

2. You will see at point 2 I have highlighted there is a reservation in favour of the seller as proprietor of the 
retained property a servitude right to connect any future development within the retained property into the 
drainage system where capacity allows.    

I trust this is of some assistance.   

Kind regards, 

Lizzie McFadzean 
Lizzie@abl-law.co.uk

Anderson Beaton Lamond, Solicitors
Bordeaux House 
31 Kinnoull Street 
Perth   PH1 5EN 
01738 639999 

email disclaimer: 
The information in this email is confidential and meant solely for the intended recipients.  If you have received this 
email in error, any dislosure, copying or distribution of the information contained in it is strictly prohibited.  If you 
are not the intended recipient, please advise the sender immediately and delete this email. 
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LAND REGISTER
OF SCOTLAND

Officer’s ID / Date

N

ORDNANCE SURVEY
NATIONAL GRID REFERENCE

Survey Scale

PTH32524

140m

1/2500
 NO3027 NO3028 NO32NW

3940

TITLE NUMBER

13/8/2019
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4(i)(d) 
TCP/11/16(624) 

 
 
 
 

  

 TCP/11/16(624) 
19/01120/FLL – Erection of 4 dwellinghouses, land 60 
metres west of 14 Rawes Farm Steading, Longforgan 

 

  
 
 
 
 

 

 FURTHER INFORMATION  

  

• Further information from planning, as requested by the 
LRB on 3 March 2020 

• Further information from the agent, dated 28 July 2020, as 
requested by the LRB on 3 March 2020 

 

 

 

 

153



154



155



156



157



158



159



160



DELEGATED REPORT 
 
Ref No 08/01767/FUL 

Ward No N1 

 
 
PROPOSAL:  Erection of 4 dwellings with associated garages 
    
LOCATION: Rawes Farm Steading Longforgan    
 
APPLICANT: Mr and Mrs N Walker  
 
RECOMMENDATION:    Refuse the application 
 
SITE INSPECTION:  26 September 2008 
 
OFFICERS REPORT:  
 
The application is in full and seeks consent for an additional four houses on land lying 
adjacent to a former steading complex which is currently being developed for a total of 14 
residential units excluding the existing farmhouse at Rawes Farm to the south of 
Longforgan. The surrounding countryside is flat and open with little in the way of tree cover 
and the existing buildings are visible over a wide area. The current proposal involves the 
erection of a row of four detached two storey houses of two varying housetypes on open 
ground to the west of the present newly formed access road to the steading group itself. The 
northernmost two of the proposed houses occupy the footprint of a former tin shed total 
evidence of which has since been removed, but the area was never included as part of any 
earlier layout. The site is now simply open ground beyond present development limits. 
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The site lies within the landward area as defined in the Perth Area Local Plan 1995 where 
Policy 1 requires that development sites should have a good landscape framework within 
which development can be set and screened naturally. However, in this case, there is no 
physical containment to the site and it simply extends into wide open flat featureless fields 
where development would be visually prominant over wide areas of Carse countryside. In 
addition, the proposals are not operational and the further expansion of development 
breaches the present building pattern and would appear incongrous in relation to the 
otherwise compact steading complex again contrary to Policy 1. 
 

 
 
Policy 32 relating to Housing in the Countryside does facilitate steading conversions to 
houses and provides for gap site opportunities, but does not allow for new build housing 
beyond recognised development limits. The proposal does not fit any other listed policy 
criteria. The Council's more recent December 2005 policy on Housing in the Countryside 
introduces a new category of 'brownfield site' where the principle tests are whether the 
proposals would result in a net environmental benefit and fit satisfactorily within the 
landscape. In this case, the site is partly cleared ground where it would be difficult to argue 
an environmental benefit and where new build would be isolated in an otherwise open 
landscape, all contrary to policy. In terms of general siting criteria, the policy specifically 
discourages development involving the sub division of ground artifically for development with 
post and wire fencing. A previous appeal (ref: P/PPA/340/391) at Rawes Farm involving new 
build beyond the steading group on the north side was dismissed on appeal The Reporter 
concluded that the scale of development was excessive (involving a total of 18 house at that 
time) and contrary to the objectives of directing non-essential development to existing 
settlements and discouraging isolated development in open countryside. 
 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 
Policy1 General policy in the Perth Area Local Plan 1995: 
 
Developments in the landward area, as shown in Proposals Map A on land which is not 
identified for a specific policy, proposal or opportunity will generally be restricted to 
agriculture, forestry or recreational and tourism projects and operational developments 
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including telecommunications development for which a countryside location is essential.  
Developments will also be judged against the following criteria:- 
 
? The site should have a good landscape framework within which the development can be 
set and, if necessary, screened completely. 
 
? In the case of built development the scale, form, colour and design of development should 
accord with the existing pattern of building. 
 
? The development should be compatible with its surroundings in land use terms and should 
not cause unacceptable environmental impact. 
 
? The local road network should be capable of absorbing the development and a satisfactory 
access onto that network provided. 
 
? Where applicable, there should be sufficient spare capacity in local services to cater for the 
new development. 
 
? The site should be large enough to accommodate the development satisfactorily in site 
planning terms. 
 
The need to accommodate development as part of the ongoing requirements of existing 
commercial land uses in the countryside 
 
Policy 32   Housing in the Countryside in the Perth Area Local Plan 1995: 
 
 The District Council's District wide policy on Housing in the Countryside will apply within 
most of the Landward Area.  Within Areas of Great Landscape Value, the National Scenic 
Area and the Historic Gardens and Designed Landscapes there will be a presumption 
against new houses except on the basis of operational need, but encouragement will be 
given to the restoration and conversion of buildings to form new houses. 
 
OTHER POLICIES 
 
The Council's December 2005 policy on Housing in the Countryside is relevant 
particularly where it relates to ‘brownfield sites’. 
 
SITE HISTORY 
 
Planning consent was previously refused for a 15 house development under 04/01458/FUL 
and a subsequent appeal was dismissed. A further application for a conversion of a steading 
building to nine houses was approved under 04/02408/FUL and other additional applications 
for single infills and replacement houses involving a further five residential units have been 
approved. Development to implement thes approvals is now well underway. 
 
CONSULTATIONS/COMMENTS 

 
Education And Children's Services Education advise inclusion of standard footnote. 

 
Transport Planning Conditional approval. 

 
Head Of Environmental And 
Consumer Services 

Standard contamination condition 
recommended. 

 
Scottish Water No objections. 
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TARGET DATE: 24 October 2008 
 
 
OBJECTIONS RECEIVED: 
 
The Parent Council for Longforgan Primary School have objected on the grounds that the 
local primary school at Longforgan is currently at capacity. Education and Children's 
Services have responded advising the standard footnote that no guarantee can be given that 
children arising due to the development can be accomodated at the local school. 
 
Reasons:- 
 
  
1 The proposals are contary to general policy 1 in the Perth Area Local Plan 1995 as 

the site does not have an identifiable landscape framework and development would 
be visually obtrusive over wide areas of open flat fields and would not fit the existing 
compact pattern of building and would appear isolated and incongrous. 

 
 2 The proposals are contary to Policy 32 in the relating to new housing in the 

countryside in the Perth Area Local Plan 1995 as they do not meet the criteria listed 
under: [a] development zones [b] building groups [c] replacement houses [d] 
restoration of abandoned houses [e] conversion of non domestic buildings and [f] 
operational need. 

 
 3         The proposal does not fit any of the criteria in the Council's December 2005 policy on 

Housing in the Countryside and in particular in regard to the 'brownfield' category it 
fails the tests of a net environmental improvement and landscape fit. In addition, the 
general locational criteria discourage development on sites with no natural 
containment where development would not blend sympathetically within the 
landscape. 

 
 
Notes 
 
 
 
 
 
 1 The site lies outwith the publicly sewered areas and consequently drainage 

investigations have not been fully undertaken. 
 
 
 
ADDED VALUE: no – delegated approval within statutory period 
DEVLT PLAN DEPARTURE:             no 
REFER TO SE/HS:   no 
DRAINAGE:    no 
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PERTH AND KINROSS COUNCIL 
 
 
 
 
Hadden Construction Ltd 
c/o Bell Ingram Design 
Bruce Stephens 
Durn  
Isla Road 
Perth 
PH2 7HF 

Pullar House 
35 Kinnoull Street 
PERTH   
PH1  5GD 
 

 Date 15 December 2015 
 

 
Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Acts.  

 
Application Number 15/01390/FLL 

 
I am directed by the Planning Authority under the Town and Country Planning 
(Scotland) Acts currently in force, to grant your application registered on 13th August 
2015 for planning permission for Erection of 8 dwellinghouses at Rawes Farm 
Steading Longforgan    subject to the undernoted conditions. 
 

 
 

 

Development Quality Manager 
 

Conditions referred to above 
 
 1     The proposed development must be carried out in accordance with the approved 

plans, unless otherwise provided for by conditions imposed on the planning 
consent 

 
 Reason - To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the 

plans approved 
 
 2     Prior to the commencement of any works on site, a detailed landscaping and  

boundary treatment plan shall be submitted for the approval in writing by the 
Council as Planning Authority. That plan must clearly show all existing trees which 
are located within the site and along its boundaries. The approved plan shall be 
implemented in full as the development progresses, all to the satisfaction of the 
Council as Planning Authority. 

 
 Reason - In the interest of proper site management and to ensure that the visual 

amenity of the area is protected. 
 
 3     All existing trees within the sites boundaries, as identified through condition 2 shall 

be retained and adequately protected during the course of construction. Prior to 
any works commencing, details of the proposed protection measures must be 
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submitted for the approval in writing by the Council as Planning Authority. The 
approve details shall be implemented in full, to the satisfaction of the Council as 
Planning Authority. 

 
 Reason - In the interest of proper site management and to safeguard the trees 

which are to be retained. 
 
 4     Prior to the commencement of any works on site, full details of all external wall 

and roof finishes shall be submitted for the approval in writing by the Council as 
Planning Authority.  The approved details shall be implemented as part of the 
development, to the satisfaction of the Council as Planning Authority. 

 
 Reason - In order to protect existing visual amenity. 
 
 5     Prior to the commencement of works on site, an evaluation for the potential of the 

site to be affected by contamination by a previous use should be undertaken and 
as a minimum, a Preliminary Risk Assessment (Phase 1 Desk Study) must be 
submitted for consideration by the Council as Planning Authority. If the preliminary 
risk assessment identifies the need for further assessment, an intrusive 
investigation must be undertaken to identify; 

 
I. the nature, extent and type(s) of contamination on the site  
II. measures to treat/remove contamination to ensure the site is fit for the use 

proposed measures to deal with contamination during construction works  
III. condition of the site on completion of decontamination measures.  
 
 Prior to the occupation of any dwelling, the agreed measures to decontaminate 

the site shall be fully implemented, as approved by the Council as Planning 
Authority. Validation that the scheme has been fully implemented must also be 
submitted to the Council as Planning Authority prior to the occupation of any 
dwelling.  

 
 Reason - In order to ensure that any land contaminates are adequately dealt. 
 
 
Justification 
 
 The proposal is considered to comply with the Development Plan and there are 

no other material considerations that would justify a departure there from. 
 

 

Informatives 
 
1      This planning permission will last only for three years from the date of this 

decision notice, unless the development has been started within that period. 
(See section 58(1) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as 
amended). 

 
2      Under section 27A of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as 

amended) the person undertaking the development is required to give the 
planning authority prior written notification of the date on which it is intended to 
commence the development. A failure to comply with this statutory requirement 
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would constitute a breach of planning control under section 123(1) of that Act, 
which may result in enforcement action being taken.  

 
3      As soon as practicable after the development is complete, the person who 

completes the development is obliged by section 27B of the Town and Country 
Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) to give the planning authority 
written notice of that position. 

 
4    The site lies outwith the publicly sewered areas and consequently drainage 

investigations have not been fully undertaken. 
 
 
5      No work shall be commenced until an application for building warrant has been 

submitted and approved. 
 
 
 
The plans and documents 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 and Document Reference 
 
15/01390/1 
 
15/01390/2 
 
15/01390/3 
 
15/01390/4 
 
15/01390/5 
 
15/01390/6 
 
15/01390/7 
 
15/01390/8 
 
15/01390/9 
 
15/01390/10 
 
15/01390/11 
 
15/01390/12 
 
15/01390/13 
 
15/01390/14 
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Perth and Kinross Council
Development Management Committee – 9 December 2015

Report of Handling by Development Quality Manager

Erection of 8 dwellings at Rawes Farm Steading, Longforgan, DD2

Ref. No: 15/01390/FLL
Ward No: N1 - Carse

Summary

This report recommends approval of a detailed planning application for the ere
dwellings on land adjacent to the Rawes Farm Steading, Longforgan as the de
considered to comply with the Development Plan and there are no material rea
justify refusing the application.

BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION

1 This planning application seeks to obtain detailed planning permission for
erection of eight dwellings on land adjacent to Rawes Farm Steading – a
steading, located outside the Carse settlement of Longforgan, which has
converted into a number of residential units. The southern and eastern ar
surrounding the main steading has been subject to a number of individual
planning applications over the years, resulting in detailed consents curren
existence for five detached units – two to the east of the steading, and thr
south. A further detailed permission for one detached dwelling immediate
south of the main steading has been built out, and is now occupied. This p
application essentially seeks approval for an amended layout, change of h
and an increase in the number of residential units on the land surrounding
steading (south and east) from the consented five dwellings, to eight.

2 This application proposes four detached units to the south to replace the c
three, and a terrace block of four dwellings to replace the two detached dw
the east. The four detached units would be smaller in footprint than the on
consented and will offer living accommodation largely over two full levels,
accommodation contained within the roof spaces. The terrace block will a
accommodation over two full levels. The design of both the detached unit
terraced block are similar to that of the converted steading with external fi
being a mix of timber features, render and natural slates.

3 The applicant has indicated that the principal reason for the proposed cha
house types (and the increase in numbers) is that the current housing ma
reactive to the larger dwellings which already have permission.

NATIONAL POLICY AND GUIDANCE

4 The Scottish Government expresses its planning policies through the Nat
Planning Frameworks, the Scottish Planning Policy (SPP), National Road
Development Guide, and Planning Advice Notes (PAN). Of specific releva
planning application are,
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Scottish Planning Policy 2014

5 The Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) was published in June 2014 and sets out national
planning policies which reflect Scottish Ministers’ priorities for operation of the
planning system and for the development and use of land. The SPP promotes
consistency in the application of policy across Scotland whilst allowing sufficient
flexibility to reflect local circumstances. It directly relates to:

 the preparation of development plans;
 the design of development, from initial concept through to delivery; and
 the determination of planning applications and appeals.

6 Of relevance to this application are:

 Paragraphs 74 - 83: Rural Development
 Paragraphs 109 – 134: Enabling the delivery of New Homes
 Paragraphs 135 – 151: Valuing the Historic Environment.

Scottish Historic Environment Policy

7 This document, produced by Historic Scotland (now Historic Environment Scotland)
provides guidance to Panning Authorities on how to deal with planning applications
which affect Listed Buildings and their settings.

OTHER RELEVANT LEGISLATION

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) (Scotland) Act 1997

8 Section 59 of this Act requires the Council, when exercising its planning functions, to
have special regard to the desirability of preserving the setting of Listed Buildings
from inappropriate development.

DEVELOPMENT PLAN

9 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

10 Whilst there are no specific strategies which are directly relevant to this proposal the
overall vision of the TAYplan 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.”

11 Policy 3 (Managing Tay Plan’s Assets) seeks to protect our cultural heritage assets
from inappropriate new developments.

Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2014
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12 The Local Development Plan was adopted by Perth and Kinross Council on 3
February 2014. It is the most recent statement of Council policy and is augmented
by Supplementary Guidance. Within the Local Development Plan, the site lies within
the landward area, where the following policies are directly applicable,

Policy PM1A - Placemaking

13 States that new development must contribute positively to the quality of the
surrounding built and natural environment, respecting the character and amenity of
the place.

Policy PM2 - Design Statements

14 Design Statements should normally accompany a planning application if the
development comprises 5 or more dwellings, is a non-residential use which exceeds
0.5 ha or if the development affects the character or appearance of a Conservation
Area, Historic Garden, Designed Landscape or the setting of a Listed Building or
Scheduled Monument.

Policy PM3 – Contributions

15 Where the cumulative impact of new developments will exacerbate a current or
generate a future 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 RD3 - Housing in the Countryside

16 The development of single houses or groups of houses which fall within the six
identified categories will be supported. One of those categories is new residential
development adjacent to existing building groups.

Policy RD4 - Affordable Housing

17 Residential development consisting of 5 of more units should include provision of an
affordable housing contribution amounting to 25% of the total number of units. Off-
site provision or a commuted sum is acceptable as an alternative in appropriate
circumstances.
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OTHER COUNCIL POLICIES

Affordable Housing Supplementary Guide 2014

18 This supplementary guidance was produced by officers at Perth & Kinross Council to
provide advice and information to all those with an interest in the delivery of
affordable housing based on the experience of operating the affordable housing
policy since it was approved in August 2005.The guidance should be read in
conjunction with Local Development Plan Policy RD4 : Affordable Housing.

Developer Contributions 2014

19 This supplementary guidance seeks to secure both A9 junction contributions and
Primary Education contributions in certain circumstances. The guidance should be
read in conjunction with Local Development Plan Policy PM3: Infrastructure
Contributions.

Developer Contributions, Transport Infrastructure 2014

20 This supplementary guidance is about facilitating development and 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. The guidance should be read in conjunction with Local Development
Plan Policy PM3: Infrastructure Contributions.

Housing in the Countryside Guide 2012

21 This supplementary guidance relates to new housing in the open countryside and is
applicable across the entire landward area. The policy offers support for new
housing, when certain criteria can be met and achieved. The guidance should be
read in conjunction with Local Development Plan Policy RD3 : Housing in the
Countryside.

SITE HISTORY

22 The area of Rawes Farm Steading has had a protracted planning history, starting
with the initial 2004 conversion of the main steading - which is now complete and
occupied. That consent (04/02408/FUL) was approved under delegated powers.
Since that initial approval, there have been subsequent approvals of a number of
individual planning permissions for new housing surrounding the main steading.
Included in these permissions, is the approval for five detached dwellings on the area
covered by this planning application – three to the south and two to the east. The
planning permissions relating to these dwellings were approved during 2006 and
2007 under delegated powers on the basis of compliance with the Housing in the
Countryside Policy of the time. It is the view of the Council that the consents relating
to these five dwellings have been commenced by a combination of advanced
demolition, works commencing on the access and ground works commencing directly
associated with the various permissions.

CONSULTATIONS
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External

23 Scottish Water – No objections to the proposal.

24 Dundee Airport – No objections to the proposal in terms of aviation safety implications
associated with Dundee Airport.

Internal

25 Transport Planning – No objection to the proposal in terms of the proposed access
and parking arrangements or the increase in vehicular movements.

26 Environmental Health – No objection to the proposal in terms of contaminated land
issues, subject to a standard condition being attached to any consent.

27 Flooding Team – Initially raised an objection to the proposal in relation to the
capacity of the SUDS pond and other potential flooding issues in the area. However,
the applicant has submitted further technical information to the Council to
demonstrate that the existing SUDS pond has the capacity to cope with eight new
dwellings (as opposed to the previously approved five) and that the SUDS pond is
protected against flood risk from a 1 in 200 year + climate change flood event. After
reviewing this information, the flooding team have rescinded their objection.

28 Education and Children Services – No objection to the proposal, but have
indicated that the local primary school is operating at over its 80% capacity.

29 Development Negotiations Officer – No objection to the proposal, but has
requested that Developer Contributions in relation to Affordable Housing and Primary
Education are required. The Developer Negotiators Officer has also confirmed that
there is no requirement for Developer Contributions in relation to Transport
Infrastructure.

REPRESENTATIONS

30 Eleven letters of representations have been received, all of whom are objecting to the
proposal. The main issues raised within the letters of representations are,

 Contrary to the Development Plan
 Contrary to the Council’s Housing in the Countryside Policies
 Inappropriate house types
 Impact on Visual Amenity
 Impact on Residential amenity
 Drainage Flooding Issues
 Impact on Trees
 Impact on Wildlife
 General impact on road and pedestrian safety

These issues are addressed in the Appraisal section below.
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ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

31

Environment Statement Not required

Screening Opinion Not required

Environmental Impact Assessment Not required

Appropriate Assessment Not required

Design Statement / Design and Access Statement Submitted

Report on Impact or Potential Impact

Additional technical
information on the SUDs
basin capacity and
flooding issues
submitted.

APPRAISAL

32 Sections 25 and 37(2) of the Town & Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as
amended) requires the determination of the application to be made in accordance with
the provisions of the Development Plan, unless material considerations indicate
otherwise.

33 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, this involves considerations of the Councils other approved policies,
namely those which relate to Developer Contributions as well as due consideration of
the previous planning history of the site.

Policy Issues

34 The key land use policies are contained within the Local Development Plan 2014.
Within that Plan, the site lies within the landward area where Policy RD3, Housing in
the Countryside Policy and the associated supplementary 2012 guidance are both
directly applicable. These policies offers support for new housing in the open
countryside where the development proposed meets with the acceptable criteria
listed within the policies.

35 In addition to these policies, Policy PM1A of the Local Development Plan seeks to
ensure that the quality of the surrounding built and natural environment is maintained
and that all new development respects the existing character and amenity of the
existing areas.

36 For reasons stated below, I consider the proposal to be consistent with the
aforementioned land use policies.

Land Use Acceptability

37 In terms of land use issues, the acceptability of this development in land use terms is
ultimately an assessment against the Council’s Housing in the Countryside Policies.
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The previously approved consents for the five detached dwellings were approved on
the basis of their compliance with the previous Housing in the Countryside Policy
2005 as the combination of the replacement of former cottages (now demolished)
and various infill opportunities between those proposed replacements and the other
buildings - such as the main steading and the original farm house aligned itself
positively with the 2005 policy. Whilst the extant consents are significant material
considerations, I nevertheless consider it reasonable to assess this current proposal
against the terms of the current Housing in the Countryside Policy, particularly as
there have been changes to the Council’s Housing in the Countryside Policies since
the previous consents where granted in 2006/7.

38 In relation to the terrace block of four dwellings, proposed to the east of the steading,
this proposed block is located on the site of a former cottage (now removed) and on
an area which is immediately adjacent to the existing steading and the existing farm
house. Favourable support is offered within the current Housing in the Countryside
Policies for extensions of existing ‘building groups’ into definable sites, providing that
the development proposed does not adversely affect the character and /or amenity of
the existing group. In this case, I consider the combination of the existing steading,
the new detached dwelling to the south of the steading, the existing farmhouse and
the various detailed permissions for new dwellings to the south (and east) of the
steading to clearly constituent a ‘building group’ arrangement, which is typically
defined by 3 or more buildings. I’m also of the view of that the creation of a tastefully
designed terrace block of a similar style and design to the existing steading, would
not have an adverse impact on the character or amenity of the ‘existing group’, and
that the space in which the terrace block is proposed is a reasonably definable site
which is capable of absorbing the development proposed.

39 In relation to the proposed four detached units to the south of the existing steading,
these proposed dwellings would also fall to be considered against the ‘building
groups’ section of the Housing in the Countryside Policy and again, their siting is
considered to be within a definable site which, in turn would not have an impact on
the character or amenity of the existing group.

40 Whilst the proposal accords with the requirements of the current Housing in the
Countryside Policy in its own right, the significance of the extant consents is a
significant material consideration which must be borne in mind when considering the
acceptability of this application. As the extent of the area covered by the extant
permissions is directly comparable to the area which is subject to this current
application, it is the case that five of the proposed eight dwellings are essentially for a
change of house type only, which only offers further support for the case for
supporting this slightly higher density development within an area which already been
accepted for built development. I therefore consider the proposal in land use terms
to be acceptable, and that the proposed increase in density is acceptable and in line
with the requirements with the Council’s Housing in the Countryside Policy.

Impact on Residential Amenity

41 I note that within the letters of representations, some concerns have been raised
regarding the potential impact that this proposal would have on the existing
residential amenity which is enjoyed by the residents of the existing steading. Both
the proposed terrace block and the four detached units are suitability separated from
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the existing steading to ensure that direct overlooking or loss of privacy does not
occur to an unacceptable level. I’m also conscious of the fact that the positions of the
dwellings approved under the extant consents are comparable to the location of the
dwellings which are now proposed. Likewise, the layout proposed would provide
each dwelling with a suitable level of usable, private amenity space. To this end, I
have no concerns in relation to residential amenity issues.

Visual Impact

42 In terms of the impact on the visual amenity of the area, the area subject of this
application has already been earmarked for built development by virtue of the extant
consents for the five detached dwellings. To this end, I do not necessary consider
this proposal to have any more of an impact on the visual amenity of the local area
and on the wider countryside than what already has planning permission. In any
event, the design of both the detached units and the terrace block are of a good
standard and are extremely similar to the design style to the already approved
detached dwelling (in the case of the proposed detached units), and the existing
steading (in the case of the proposed terrace block). In addition, I do not agree with
the views of some of the objectors who consider the terrace block to be out of
keeping with the main steading and the listed farmhouse, but to the contrary, I
consider the terrace block to be a design improvement from the consented detached
house types on the eastern side of the steading, and the terrace block would sit
comfortably beside the existing steading and the listed farmhouse.

Impact on the Setting of Listed Building

43 The existing farm house is listed, and both the proposed terraced block to the east of
the main steading and the detached dwellings to the south would be within the
setting of this building. However, bearing in mind what already has consent and the
scale and design of what is now proposed, the setting of the listed building is not
considered to be compromised by this development and this view is shared by the
Council’s Conservation Officer.

Contamination Land Issues

44 Previous planning approvals in the area have sought the further submission of
technical information relating to ground contamination, including verification that the
proposed mitigation measures have been carried out. Whilst some information has
been lodged to discharge the pre-commencement elements of previous planning
conditions, verification information is still required in relation to the sites surrounding
the main steading. To this end, it is recommended that the standard contaminated
land condition which was attached to previous consents is repeated on this
permission.

Impact on Wildlife

45 There are no known protected species or local wildlife which are directly affected by
this proposal. As the area subject of this application already has consents to allow it
to be developed, it is unlikely that this proposal would have any additional impact on
any local wildlife from that which already has consent.
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Impact on Trees

46 The site is largely unaffected by trees, however there are some trees to the north
eastern corner of the site which could potentially be affected by the erection of the
terrace block. However, these trees are located a reasonable distance away from the
proposed footprint of the building, and I also note that the extant permissions located
the proposed dwellings at a similar distance from the affected trees. Nevertheless, I
consider it appropriate to ask the applicant for a detailed landscaping plan prior to
starting any works on site which must show the existing trees, new planting, and
clearly identify the proposed protection areas for the existing trees which are to be
retained.

Road Related Issues

47 I have no issues concerning parking provision or access arrangements, and this view
is shared by the Transport Planner. All the proposed dwellings will use the existing
access which is perfectly acceptable to accommodate number of dwellings proposed.
In terms of the increase in traffic movement, the additional three dwellings will
inevitable increase vehicle movements on the local road network and also along the
existing private access from the public road to some degree. However, the additional
volume that three dwellings would generate would be minimal and both the local road
network and the private access are of a standard that can absorb any increases
without comprising road and pedestrian safety.

Drainage

48 Both the foul drainage and surface water are subject to a private system which is
currently in operation. It is noted that within the letters of representations some
concerns have been raised regarding the functionality of the existing system, and its
ability to cope with the extra capacity of the additional units in terms of both foul and
surface water. Regardless of whether or not this is correct, issues over drainage
outwith sewered areas are ordinarily considered to be matters that are best
addressed through Building Standards regulations and also through regulation
through SEPA.

Archaeology Issues

49 There is no known scheduled or local archaeology within the area.

Flooding Issues

50 The Council’s Local Flooding Team have been consulted on the proposal, and after
an exchange of information between the applicant’s engineers and the flooding team,
the flooding team have no objection to the proposal, in terms of the flooding issues in
general and those specifically relating to the SUDs basin.

DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS

Affordable Housing
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51 As this development is for more than 5 units (8) there is an affordable housing
requirement. However, as the site has an extant consent for 5 units, the affordable
housing provision is only applicable to the 3 extra units, which equates to 0.75 of a
unit (25% of 3). In this location, it would be desirable for the applicant to pay a
commuted sum of £19,875 (£26,500 x 0.75) in lieu of onsite provision.

Transport Infrastructure

52 In terms of Transport infrastructure contributions, as the proposal would create less
than 5 units from extant consents, there is no requirement for any Transport
Infrastructure Contributions.

Primary Education

53 In terms of Primary Education contributions, as the local primary school is operating
at over 80% of its capacity there is a requirement of Developer Contributions as part
of this proposal for the mainstream housing element, which equates to 2.25 units. To
this end, Primary Education contributions of £14,388.75 (£6,395 x 2.25) are required
from the applicant.

ECONOMIC IMPACT

54 With the exception of works associated with the construction phase of the
development, which may or may not be carried out by local tradesmen, the proposal
will have little economic impact on the local area.

LEGAL AGREEMENTS

55 The applicant has indicated that he wishes to pay the required Developer
Contributions ‘up front’, which will negate the requirement for a legal agreement.
However in the event that this was not done then a Section 75 Agreement would be
required to secure the developer contributions.

DIRECTION BY SCOTTISH MINISTERS

56 Under the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure)
(Scotland) Regulations 2013, regulations 30 – 32 there have been no directions by
the Scottish Government in respect of an Environmental Impact Assessment
screening opinion, call in or notification relating to this application.

CONCLUSION AND REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION

57 The principle of a residential development on this area has been established by the
extant consents, and the small increase in the residential numbers and design/scale
of the proposed dwellings aligns itself positively with the land use policies contained
in the Local Development Plan 2014 and associated supplementary guidance. Whilst
I note the concerns of local residents, it is my view that the development proposed is
entirely compatible with the existing uses, and would not have an adverse impact on
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the character or amenity (visual or residential) of the existing area or wider
countryside, and as such it is considered to be acceptable subject to conditions.

RECOMMENDATION

A Approve the application subject to the following conditions,

1 The proposed development must be carried out in accordance with the approved
plans, unless otherwise provided for by conditions imposed on the planning consent.

Reason - To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the plans
approved

2 Prior to the commencement of any works on site, a detailed landscaping and
boundary treatment plan shall be submitted for the approval in writing by the Council
as Planning Authority. That plan must clearly show all existing trees which are
located within the site and along its boundaries. The approved plan shall be
implemented in full as the development progresses, all to the satisfaction of the
Council as Planning Authority.

Reason – In the interest of proper site management and to ensure that the visual

amenity of the area is protected.

3 All existing trees within the sites boundaries, as identified through condition 2 shall be
retained and adequately protected during the course of construction. Prior to any
works commencing, details of the proposed protection measures must be submitted
for the approval in writing by the Council as Planning Authority. The approve details
shall be implemented in full, to the satisfaction of the Council as Planning Authority.

Reason – In the interest of proper site management and to safeguard the trees which
are to be retained.

4 Prior to the commencement of any works on site, full details of all external wall and
roof finishes shall be submitted for the approval in writing by the Council as Planning
Authority. The approved details shall be implemented as part of the development, to
the satisfaction of the Council as Planning Authority.

Reason – In order to protect existing visual amenity.

5 Prior to the commencement of works on site, an evaluation for the potential of the site
to be affected by contamination by a previous use should be undertaken and as a
minimum, a Preliminary Risk Assessment (Phase 1 Desk Study) must be submitted
for consideration by the Council as Planning Authority. If the preliminary risk
assessment identifies the need for further assessment, an intrusive investigation
must be undertaken to identify;

I. the nature, extent and type(s) of contamination on the site
II. measures to treat/remove contamination to ensure the site is fit for the use

proposed measures to deal with contamination during construction works
III. condition of the site on completion of decontamination measures.
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Prior to the occupation of any dwelling, the agreed measures to decontaminate the
site shall be fully implemented, as approved by the Council as Planning Authority.
Validation that the scheme has been fully implemented must also be submitted to the
Council as Planning Authority prior to the occupation of any dwelling.

Reason – In order to ensure that any land contaminates are adequately dealt.

B JUSTIFICATION

The proposal is considered to comply with the Development Plan and there are no
other material considerations that would justify a departure there from.

C PROCEDURAL NOTES

No formal planning consent shall be issued until such time as the following Developer
Contributions have been secured,

Contribution Amount

Affordable Housing £19,875 (£26,500 x 0.75)

Primary Education £14,388.75 (£6,395 x 2.25)

Total of Contributions £34,263.75

The applicant has indicated that it is his intention to make the required payment
‘upfront’ to negate the need for any legal agreements to secure payment. This
payment must be received within 28 days from the date of the committee; otherwise
the application will be refused under delegated powers. However if the applicant opts
to delay the payment then that legal agreement must be concluded within a 4
months’ timescale from the date of this Committee, otherwise the planning
application will be refused under delegated powers

D INFORMATIVES

1 This planning permission will last only for three years from the date of this decision
notice, unless the development has been started within that period. (See section
58(1) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended).

2 Under section 27A of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as
amended) the person undertaking the development is required to give the planning
authority prior written notification of the date on which it is intended to commence the
development. A failure to comply with this statutory requirement would constitute a
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breach of planning control under section 123(1) of that Act, which may result in
enforcement action being taken.

3 As soon as practicable after the development is complete, the person who
completes the development is obliged by section 27B of the Town and Country
Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) to give the planning authority written
notice of that position.

4 An application for Building Warrant will be required.

Background Papers: 11 letters of representation
Contact Officer: Andy Baxter – Ext 5339
Date: 23 November 2015

Nick Brian
Development Quality Manager
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Our Ref: TCP/11/16(216) 

 

1 

REVIEW DECISION NOTICE 
 _____________________________________________________________________  
 
Decision by Perth and Kinross Local Review Body (the PKLRB) 
 
Site Address: Lane 60 metres west of 14 Rawes Farm Steading, Longforgan 
 
Application for Review by Mr N Walker against decision by an appointed officer of 
Perth and Kinross Council. 
 
Application Ref: 12/01089/IPL 
 
Application Drawings: 12/01089/1 12/01089/2 12/01089/3 12/01089/4 
 
Date of Review Decision Notice – 10 January 2013 
 _____________________________________________________________________  
 
 Decision 
 
 The PKLRB upholds the decision to refuse planning permission for the 

reasons given below and dismisses the review. 
 
1 Introduction 
 
1.1 The above application for review was considered by the PKLRB at a meeting 

held on 11 December 2012.  The Review Body comprised Councillor M Lyle, 
Councillor I Campbell and Councillor A Gaunt. 

 
1.2 The following persons were also present at the meeting: 
 G Fogg, Legal Adviser, D Harrison, Planning Adviser and Y Oliver, Committee 

Officer.  
 
 Also attending: 
 J Williamson and C Brien (both The Environment Service); Members of the 

public, including applicants/agents.   
 
2 Proposal 
 
2.1 The proposal is for a residential development (in principle) on land 60 metres 

west of 14 Rawes Farm Steading, Longforgan.  The application was refused 
consent in terms of a decision letter dated 21 September 2012. 

 
3 Preliminaries 
 
3.1 The PKLRB was provided with copies of the following documents: 
 

(i) the drawings specified above; 
(ii) the Appointed Officer’s Report of Handling; 
(iii) the refusal notice dated 21 September 2012; 
(iv) the Notice of Review and supporting documents. 
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3.2 The Planning Adviser described the proposals, the locality of the site, 
explained the reasons for refusal, and the grounds for the Notice of Review. 

 
3.3 The PKLRB was shown projected photographs taken by the Planning Adviser, 

who had visited the site.  These showed the application site from various 
angles. 

 
3.4 Having regard to the material before them, the PKLRB resolved that the 

review of the decision to refuse could be determined without further 
procedure. 

 
4 Findings and Conclusions  
 
4.1 Having regard to the whole circumstances, the PKLRB concluded, by majority 

decision, that the application had been correctly refused by the Appointed 
Officer for the reasons given in the Refusal Notice dated 21 September 2012, 
namely: 
 
(1) As the proposal does not have an established landscaping framework, 

the proposal is contrary to Policy 1 of the Perth Area Local Plan 1995 
(Incorporating Alteration No 1, Housing Land 2000), which seeks to 
ensure that all new sites within the landward area of the Local Plan 
have a good existing landscape framework in which the development 
proposed can be set. 

 
(2) As the proposal constitutes an extension of an existing building group 

into a site which does not have a good existing landscape framework, 
the proposal is contrary to Policy 32 of the Perth Area Local Plan 1995 
(Incorporating Alteration No 1, Housing Land 2000) as the proposal 
does not accord with any of the acceptable categories of development 
i.e. (a) development zones (b) building groups (c) renovation of 
abandoned houses (d) replacement houses (e) conversion of non-
domestic buildings (f) operational need. 

 
(3) As the proposal constitutes an extension of an existing building group 

into a site which does not have a good existing landscape framework 
or will result in significant environmental benefit to the area, the 
proposal is contrary to the Council’s policy on Housing in the 
Countryside (2009) as the proposal does not accord with any of the 
acceptable categories of development i.e. (1) Building Groups (2) Infill 
Sites (3) New houses in the open countryside (4) Renovation or 
Replacement (5) Conversion or Replacement of Redundant Non-
Domestic buildings or (6) Rural Brownfield Land. 

 
4.2 Councillor I Campbell considered that the proposal was not contrary to 

Policies 1 and 32 of the Perth Area Local Plan 1995 (Incorporating Alteration 
No 1, Housing Land 2000) as, in his opinion, it does have an established 
landscape framework by virtue of the existing buildings which serve to 
augment the tree planting and it constituted the completion, rather than an 
extension, of an existing building group. For these reasons he would have 
upheld the review application. 
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4.3 The Review Application was accordingly dismissed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Gillian Taylor 
Clerk to the Local Review Body 
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TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997  

Notification to be sent to applicant on determination by the Planning Authority 
of an application following a review conducted under Section 43A(8) 

Notice Under Regulation 21 of the Town and Country Planning (Schemes of 
Delegation and Local Review Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2008.  

1  If the applicant is aggrieved by the decision of the planning authority to refuse 
permission or approval required by a condition in respect of the proposed 
development, or to grant permission or approval subject to conditions, the 
applicant may question the validity of that decision by making an application to 
the Court of Session. An application to the Court of Session must be made 
within 6 weeks of the date of the decision notice.  

2  If permission to develop land is refused or granted subject to conditions and 
the owner of the land claims that the land has become incapable of 
reasonably beneficial use in its existing state and cannot be rendered capable 
of reasonably beneficial use by the carrying out of any development which has 
been or would be permitted, the owner of the land may serve on the planning 
authority a purchase notice requiring the purchase of the owner of the land's 
interest in the land in accordance with Part V of the Town and Country 
Planning (Scotland ) Act 1997.  
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PERTH AND KINROSS COUNCIL 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (IN PRINCIPLE) AT LAND 60 METRES WEST OF 14 RAWES 

FARM STEADING, LONGFORGAN 
 

DELEGATED REPORT OF HANDLING 
 

Ref No 12/01089/IPL Case Officer Team Leader  
Decision to be Issued? 

Ward N1 – Carse 

Target 20 August 2012 Yes No 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Refuse the planning application on the grounds that the proposal is contrary to both the 
Development Plan and the 2009 HITCP, and that there is no material reason(s) which justify 
approval of the application.  
 

 
BACKGROUND & DESCRIPTION  
 
The application site relates to a rectangular shaped area of unkempt waste ground which is 
located to the west of Rawes Farm, a relatively new residential development located in the 
Carse of Gowrie SE of Inchture and SW of Longforgan. The site measures approx 114m in its 
length (north to south) and 48m in its width (west to east) and appears to have been formerly 
used as a set down area associated with the adjacent steading development. The site is 
bounded to the west and south by relatively new tree planted areas with the existing steading 
development located to the east. Further east of the existing steading is Rawes Farmhouse 
which is a category B listed building – however as there is limited inter-visibility between the site 
and the farmhouse, there are no issues concerning the impact that the proposal will have on 
the setting of the Listed Building.  
 
This planning application seeks to obtain a planning in principle consent for a small residential 
development, with an indicative number of 4 units proposed.  
 
APPRASIAL 
 
Sections 25 and 37(2) of the TCP (S) Act 1997 (as amended by the 2006 act) requires the 
determination of the planning application to be made in accordance with the provisions of the 
Development Plan, unless other material considerations indicate otherwise. The Development 
Plan for the area comprises the recently approved Tay Plan 2012, and the adopted Perth Area 
Local Plan 1995 (Incorporating Alteration No1, Housing Land 2000).  
 
In terms of the Development Plan, although there are general policies of relevance contained in 
the Tay Plan, the principal policies of specific relevance to this proposal are contained in the 
Local Plan. Within the Local Plan, the site lies within the landward area of the Plan where 
Policies 1 and 32 are directly applicable. Policy 32 refers to new Housing in the Countryside, 
whilst Policy 1 relates to all new developments within the landward area and seeks (amongst 
other things) to ensure that all new sites are compatible with existing land uses and that all new 
sites have a suitable landscape framework which is capable of absorbing the development 
which is proposed.  
 
In terms of other material considerations, National Planning Guidance, the Councils other 
approved policies and the contents of the proposed LDP are all material considerations.  
 
Based on the above, I ultimately consider the key test(s) of the acceptability of this planning 
application to be;- 
a) whether or not the site is compatible with its surrounding land uses  
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b) whether or not the site has a good existing landscape framework and 
(collectively an assessment against Policy 1 of the PALP) 
c) whether or not the proposal is acceptable in land use terms (i.e. compliance with the 
HITCP’s). 
 
I shall address these issues in turn.  
 
In terms of compatibility with existing land uses, the principal neighbouring land uses of note 
are agriculture and residential (to the east). In my opinion, a small scale residential 
development of up to four units on this site will have no adverse impact on either existing land 
use.   
 
In terms of the existing landscape framework, I accept that the site is clearly physically 
separated from the neighbouring agricultural fields to the west and south by new tree planting; 
however this planting is somewhat new and is not yet fully established. I appreciate the 
applicant’s offer within his submissions that he intends (and has the ability) to reinforce the 
existing planting, however it is not the level of planting which is the issue, but whether or not the 
tree belts can be reasonably considered to be established landscape features. My personal 
view is that the existing tree belts are not mature enough to be classed as an established 
landscape feature (albeit this may chance in years to come), and to this end, I ultimately I do 
not consider the landscape characteristics of this site to be sufficient to merit it being classed as 
an acceptable housing site.  
 
Turning to the acceptability of the land use (for residential), as the site lies within the landward 
area of the PALP, the proposal falls to be assessed against the Housing in the Countryside 
Policies (HITCP) as contained firstly within the Local Plan (Policy 32), and secondly, the revised 
HITCP of 2009. Both these policies allow for extensions of existing building groups into 
definable sites, providing that the proposal does not detract from the character of the existing 
group. Although there are listed buildings within the group, it is unlikely that this development 
would detract from the character of the existing group nor have a direct impact on the amenity 
of the existing neighbours. However, both the Local Plan and the 2009 version of the HITCP 
seek to ensure that extensions of building groups occurs within sites that have a good existing 
landscape framework in place. As stated previously, although the site is visually separated form 
the surrounding land, the fact that the tree planting along the western and southern boundaries 
is of some concern and would not ordinarily be considered to constitute a good landscape 
framework. 
 
In addition to development within a building group, the 2009 HITCP also offers some scope for 
new housing to occur on Brownfield land which was formerly occupied by buildings in instances 
where it would remove dereliction or result in a significant environmental improvement, and 
where it can be demonstrated that there are no other pressing requirements for other uses such 
as business or tourism on the site. Although I agree with the applicants that the site has had a 
previous use and was formerly occupied by agricultural buildings in the past, I am not 
convinced that the visual characteristics of the site merit a new residential development on the 
basis of it removing dereliction. The site is clearly unused and unkempt; however it does not in 
my opinion constitute a derelict site where significant environmental improvements are 
potentially possible via re-development for housing. I therefore find it difficult to offer support for 
the proposal under the Councils HITCPs.  
 
In terms of other material contributions, this includes consideration of the PGN on Education, 
the approved Affordable Housing Policy and consideration of the LDP. In terms of the PGN on 
Education and the Affordable Housing Policy as the proposal is for planning consent in 
principle, in the event that an appeal to the LRB were to be successful, an appropriately worded 
condition should be attached to the consent seeking compliance with both documents.  
 
Within the proposed LDP, the site lies within the landward area of the plan where the SPG on 
Housing in the Countryside Policy is applicable.  
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ased on the above, I recommend the planning application for a refusal.  
 
NATIONAL PLANNING GUIDANCE / POLICIES 
 
The Scottish Government expresses its planning policies through The National Planning 
Framework 1 & 2, the Scottish Planning Policy (SPP), Planning Advice Notes (PAN), Designing 
Places, Designing Streets, and a series of Circulars.  

 
The Scottish Planning Policy 2010 
 
This SPP is a statement of Scottish Government policy on land use planning and contains: 
 

▪ the Scottish Government’s view of the purpose of planning, 
▪ the core principles for the operation of the system and the objectives for key parts of the 

system, 
▪ statutory guidance on sustainable development and planning under Section 3E of the 

Planning etc. (Scotland) Act 2006, 
▪ concise subject planning policies, including the implications for development planning 

and development management, and  
▪ the Scottish Government’s expectations of the intended outcomes of the planning 

system. 
 
Of relevance to this application is paragraphs 92-97 which relates to rural development 
 
Planning Advice Note 73 – Housing in the Countryside 
 
Designing Places, published in November 2001, sets out the then Scottish Executive’s 
expectations of the planning system to deliver high standards of design 
in development for rural and urban areas. The design based Planning Advice Note (PAN) 
series is an additional means by which we can maintain the profile of design and identify best 
practice in planning for high quality development. This PAN supersedes and reinforces many of 
the key themes set out in PAN 36 Siting and Design of New Housing in the Countryside 
(published in 1991) and brings the advice up to date with the new emphasis on design and 
quality. The advice in this PAN sets out key design principles which need to be taken into 
account: by applicants when planning a new development and by planning authorities, when 
preparing development plans and supporting guidance, and determining applications. The 
purpose is to create more opportunities for good quality rural housing which respects Scottish 
landscapes and building traditions. The advice should not, however, be seen as a constraint on 
architects and designers wishing to pursue innovative and carefully considered contemporary 
designs. 
 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 
The Development Plan for the area comprises the approved Tay Plan 2012 and the adopted 
Perth Area Local Plan 1995 (Incorporating Alteration No1, Housing Land 2000). Within the Tay 
Plan there are no specific policies of specific relevance relevant to this proposal.  
 
Within the Local Plan, the site lies within the landward area, where the following policies are 
directly relevant.  
 
Policies 1(General Development) states that all developments within the Plan area will be 
judged against the following criteria (amongst others) 
 

• The site should have a landscape framework capable of absorbing, and if necessary, 
screening the development, and where appropriate opportunities for landscape 
enhancement will be sought. 
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• The development should be compatible with it’s surroundings in land use terms and 
should not result in a significant loss of amenity to the local community. 

 
Policy 32 (Housing in the Countryside Policy) is the local plan version of the Council in the 
Housing in the Countryside Policy which offers support for new housing providing that certain 
criteria can be met.  
 
OTHER COUNCIL POLICIES 
 
Proposed LDP 2012 
 
The adopted Local Plan will eventually be replaced by the Proposed Local Development Plan. 
The Council’s Development Plan Scheme sets out the timescale and stages leading up to 
adoption. Currently undergoing a period of representation, the Proposed Local Development 
Plan may be modified and will be subject to examination prior to adoption. This means that it is 
not expected that the Council will be in a position to adopt the Local Development Plan before 
December 2014. It is therefore a material consideration in the determination of this application. 
 
Within the proposal LDP, the site lies within the landward area where the SPG on Housing in 
the Countryside is applicable.  
  
Housing in the Countryside Policy 2009 
 
This policy is the most recent expression of Council policy towards new housing in the open 
countryside, and is applicable across the entire landward area of Perth & Kinross. This policy 
offers a more up to date expression of Council Policy towards housing in the countryside to that 
contained the Local Plans and recognises that most new housing will continue to be in or 
adjacent to existing settlements, and states that the Council will support proposals for the 
erection of single houses in the countryside which fall into certain specified categories.  
 
Planning Guidance Note – Developer Contributions May 2009 
 
Across Scotland local authorities are having difficulty maintaining and developing infrastructure 
in order to keep up with the pressures of new development. Additional funding sources beyond 
that of the local authority are required to ensure that infrastructure constraints do not inhibit 
sustainable economic growth. 
 
Planning Guidance Note–Primary Education & New Housing Development May 2009 
 
This guidance sets out the basis on which Perth and Kinross Council will seek to secure 
contributions from developers of new homes towards the cost of meeting primary education 
infrastructure improvements necessary as a consequence of development. All new housing 
from the date of adoption including those on sites identified in adopted Local Plans will have the 
policy applied. 
 
Affordable Housing Policy 2005 
 
This policy seeks to secure 25% affordable housing provision on new housing sites comprising 
five or more residential units.  
 
SITE HISTORY 
 
A similar planning application seeking detailed planning consent for four units (08/01767/FUL) 
was refused planning consent in 2008. A subsequent appeal to the Scottish Government was 
dismissed.  
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PKC CONSULTATIONS 
 
Transport Planning have commented on the planning application and have raised no concerns.  
 
ECS has commented on the planning application and confirmed that the local primary school is 
operating presently operating at over its 80% capacity.  
 
The Environmental Health Manager has commented on the planning application and raised no 
objection to the proposal subject to an appropriately worded condition regarding contaminated 
land.  
 
The Community Waste Advisor has commented on the planning application and raised no 
objection subject details regarding waste collection being finalised at the detailed planning 
application stage.  
 
The Conservation Section have commented on the planning application and raised no objection 
in terms of the impact on the listed farmhouse.  
 
EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 
 
Scottish Water have been consulted on the planning application and raised no comment.  
 
REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED 
 
Four letters of representations have been received from individuals, objecting to the proposal. 
The principal concerns raised by the objectors are that the proposal is contrary to the 
Development Plan and the HITCP 2009.  
 
ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

 

Environment Statement Not required 

Screening Opinion Not required.   

Environmental Impact Assessment Not required 

Appropriate Assessment Not required  

Design Statement / Design and Access 
Statement 

Not required 

Report on Impact or Potential Impact None  

 
PUBLICITY UNDERTAKEN 
 
The application was advertised in the local press on the 29 June 2012 and the required site 
notice posted.  
 
LEGAL AGREEMENTS REQUIRED                 
 
None required. 
 
DIRECTION BY SCOTTISH MINISTERS                
 
None applicable to this proposal.  
 
RECOMMENDED REASONS FOR REFUSAL  
 
1 As the proposal does not have an established landscaping framework, the proposal is 

contrary to Policy 1 of the Perth Area Local Plan 1995 (Incorporating Alteration No1, 
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Housing Land 2000), which seeks to ensure that all new sites within the landward area 
of the Local Plan have a good existing landscape framework in which the development 
proposed can be set. 

 
2 As the proposal constitutes an extension of an existing building group into a site which 

does not have a good existing landscape framework, the proposal is contrary to Policy 
32 of the Perth Area Local Plan 1995 (Incorporating Alteration No1, Housing Land 2000) 
as the proposal does not accord with any of the acceptable categories of development 
i.e. (a) development zones (b) building groups (c) renovation of abandoned houses (d) 
replacement houses (e) conversion of non-domestic buildings (f) operational need. 

 
3 As the proposal constitutes an extension of an existing building group into a site which 

does not have a good existing landscape framework or will result in significant 
environmental benefit to the area, the proposal is contrary to the Council’s Policy on 
Housing in the Countryside (2009) as the proposal does not accord with any of the 
acceptable categories of development i.e. (1) Building Groups (2) Infill Sites (3) New 
houses in the open countryside (4) Renovation or Replacement (5) Conversion or 
Replacement of Redundant Non-Domestic buildings or (6) Rural Brownfield Land. 

 
JUSTIFICATION 
 
The proposal is not in accordance with the Development Plan and there are no material 
reasons which justify an approval of the application.  
 
INFORMATIVES 
 
None 
 
PROCEDURAL NOTES 
 
None 
 
REFUSED PLANS 
 
12/01089/1 - 12/01089/4 
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PERTH AND KINROSS COUNCIL 
 

 
Mr Neil Walker 
c/o Bell Ingram Design 
FAO Bruce Stephens 
Durn  
Isla Road 
Perth 
PH2 7HF 
 

Pullar House 
35 Kinnoull Street 
PERTH   
PH1  5GD 
 

 Date 21 September 2012 
 

 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT  
 

Application Number: 12/01089/IPL 
 

 
I am directed by the Planning Authority under the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) 
Acts currently in force, to refuse your application registered on 20th June 2012 for 
permission for Residential Development (in principle) Land 60 Metres West Of 14 
Rawes Farm Steading Longforgan    for the reasons undernoted.   
 
 
 

Development Quality Manager 
 

Reasons for Refusal 
 
1.  As the proposal does not have an established landscaping framework, the proposal is 

contrary to Policy 1 of the Perth Area Local Plan 1995 (Incorporating Alteration No1, 
Housing Land 2000), which seeks to ensure that all new sites within the landward area of 
the Local Plan have a good existing landscape framework in which the development 
proposed can be set. 

 
2 As the proposal constitutes an extension of an existing building group into a site which 

does not have a good existing landscape framework, the proposal is contrary to Policy 32 
of the Perth Area Local Plan 1995 (Incorporating Alteration No1, Housing Land 2000) as 
the proposal does not accord with any of the acceptable categories of development i.e. (a) 
development zones (b) building groups (c) renovation of abandoned houses (d) 
replacement houses (e) conversion of non-domestic buildings (f) operational need. 

 
3 As the proposal constitutes an extension of an existing building group into a site which 

does not have a good existing landscape framework or will result in significant 
environmental benefit to the area, the proposal is contrary to the Council’s Policy on 
Housing in the Countryside (2009) as the proposal does not accord with any of the 
acceptable categories of development i.e. (1) Building Groups (2) Infill Sites (3) New 
houses in the open countryside (4) Renovation or Replacement (5) Conversion or 
Replacement of Redundant Non-Domestic buildings or (6) Rural Brownfield Land. 
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Justification 
 
The proposal is not in accordance with the Development Plan and there are no material 
reasons which justify an approval of the application. 
 
Notes 
 
 
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 
 
12/01089/1 
 
12/01089/2 
 
12/01089/3 
 
12/01089/4 
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Opfer Logan Architects
130 Cubie Street / Glasgow / G40 2AF / Scotland 

www.olarchitects.com

t: 
f: 

e:

+44 (0) 141 332 9300 
+44 (0) 141 342 2299

info@olarchitects.com

Registered in Scotland Company No. SC176873

28th July 2020

Rawes Farm, Longforgan

Application for Erection of four dwellinghouses.

Location – Rawes Farm, Longforgan.

Local Review Body – Requested information.

19/01120/FLL

TCP/11/1 (624)

Further to the LRB meeting held on the 3rd March 2020 please find

attached a letter from the engineer for the original development clarifying

the current foul and surface water drainage system and the relatively

straightforward arrangements and amendments that can be made for the

proposed applications drainage to function.

As confirmed in our previous submissions the applicant retains full legal

access to the SUDS and drainage systems and we highlight that no

objections for the application were received from statutory bodies or

departments consulted. Foul and Surface Water Drainage should

therefore not be a reason for refusing the application.

In summary we strongly believe the proposals are consistent with planning

policy and are appropriate to the site and the local and wider landscape

framework and the reasons given for refusal in the Delegated Report in our

view:

� Wrongly dismiss planning policy the proposals are subject to.

� Appear more subjective and coloured by previous planning decisions

than based on the actual proposals compared to planning policy.

� Underplay the existing landscape framework on site and the proposed

additional landscape buffering to the proposals which would also

boost biodiversity.

� Contain reasons for refusal that do not apply to the proposals. E.g.

the designation of the land as prime agricultural land when it is not.

� Are inconsistent with similar sized developments and proposals where

planning was granted.

� Are not recognising the bulk of the sites long history as rural

brownfield land which sets a potentially hazardous planning

precedent where landowners could leave old barns/buildings in

place rather than deal with them sensibility, as was done here, for

fear that the its designation as brownfield will be ignored in a few

years simply due to some vegetation.

We therefore respectfully request that this local review be allowed and

grant Planning Permission for these proposals.

203



204



AD 18 07 19 Rev 2

Bayne Stevenson Associates Ltd
consulting civil, structural and geo-environmental engineers

No. 19 South Castle Drive, Carnegie Campus, Dunfermline, l<Yi1 8PD
T: +44 (0)1383 627537 • E: enquiriesbsascotland.com • W: wwwbsscotIand.com

CS/DB

16 July 2020

Opfer Logan Architects
130 Cubie Street
Glasgow
640 2AF

For the attention of David Wilson

Dear Sirs,

RAWES FARM, LONGFORGAN

Further to our recent discussions we have reviewed our archive records for the above historical project,
where we were appointed civil and structural engineers, adjacent to your proposed development site and
comment as follows.

Having reviewed the latest drainage layout for the historical project the principals of the drainage were:
• Foul drainage remained private and discharged, via a Conder balancing tank and wastewater

treatment plan, to the existing 375mm diameter field drain that was located to the west of the
development site. The plant does not appear as though it was sized for any additional units over
and above the development.

• Surface water received treatment and attenuation via the detention basin which also discharged
to the existing 375mm diameter field drain. Again, it was not designed for any additional units.

Therefore, in relation to the proposed 4No. units, currently under consideration by yourselves, their own
drainage infrastructure will be required. That said however, there does not appear to be any reason, in
our opinion, why the same strategy would not be appropriate for the proposal. The use of wastewater
treatment plant is still accepted practice and if appropriately designed / detailed we would still expect
SEPA consent to be granted for such a solution. It would be prudent to have 1 unit that accommodates all
4 plots as opposed to individual units.

Likewise for surface water attenuation and treatment a number of options are available for dealing with
the plots (noted there is no new road intended, only driveways) and this could either be individually (per
plot) or one feature covering the 4 units. If legal permissions were in place it is also possible that the
existing SUDS basin could be extended to accommodate the extra 4No. units, albeit this would need
agreed with SEPA, etc.

We trust you find the above in order, however, should you require any further information, please do not
hesitate to contact us.

Yours faithfully,
-

Craig Stevenson
Managing Director
BAYNE STEVENSON ASSOCIATES LTD

\C(__•_\ ()
Conatmationlinc

Managing Director C Stevonson Ctng Miltractt

Registered Olisce: No. 19 South Castle Drive, Carnegie Campus, Dunfeimline, CY1I SPD

Company Number: SC298946
50 t400t2015
Rausvvu.0 con

CHAS

_____
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