
Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan – Proposed Plan Representation Form

Please read the notes below before completing this form. Completed forms should be 
returned to the Local Development Plans Team:  DevelopmentPlan@pkc.gov.uk

Please complete all 4 sections of the Plan, this will allow us to process your representation 
accurately and quickly. If you have comments on several documents or parts of the Plan please 
use separate forms for each. 

The period of representation will end at 4pm on Tuesday 10th April 2012 and it is essential that 
you ensure that representations are with us by then. 

Your representation will be considered as part of the Local Development Plan preparation process 
and will be processed by employees of Perth & Kinross Council’s Environment Service.  
Representations and any information you provide (except signatures, email addresses and phone 
numbers) will be available for public inspection, published online and may be shared with other 
appropriate professionals and service providers.  Under the terms of the Data Protection Act 1998 
you are entitled to know what personal information Perth and Kinross Council holds about you, on 
payment of a fee of £10. 

Once we have your representation(s) we will acknowledge them and inform you when the 
Proposed Plan has been submitted to Scottish Ministers for examination.  Scottish Government 
guidance indicates that representations should be a maximum of 2000 words to provide the 
Examination Reporter with concise representations that can be resolved through written 
representations, hearings or a public inquiry as part of the examination process. 

1. Contact details (only representations that include full contact details are valid)

Name

Address and  
Postcode

Telephone no. 

Email address 
Note: email is our preferred method for contacting you – if you do not wish to receive correspondence by 
email, please tick this box:   

2. Which document are you making a representation on? 
Proposed Plan 

Supplementary Guidance 

SEA Environmental Report – Addendum 2 

SEA ER Addendum 2 - Appendices

If making a representation on Supplementary  
Guidance, please state the name of the document: 

3. Which part of the document are you making a representation on?
Policy ref.           or
Site ref.            or
Chapter    Page no.      Paragraph no. 

Hansteen Property Investments Ltd

c/o James Barr Ltd
226 West George Street
Glasgow G2 2LN

0141 300 8000

rhighgate@jamesbarr.co.uk

✔

ED1 and MU1

Cherrybank/Pitheavlis (MU1 and ED1)

various various various
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Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan – Proposed Plan Representation Form

4. What is your representation? 

Are you supporting the Plan? 
Or
Would you like to see a change to the Plan?  Please state this change. 

Please include the reason for supporting the Plan/requesting a change. 

• The whole site should be zoned for mixed-use (and not aligned under Proposal MU1 with other land
under separate ownership)
• Policy EDB1 should be re-worded, and
• The site should not include a specific landscaping designation.

4.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

4.1 Hansteen is committed to the redevelopment of the Cherrybank/Pitheavlis site and this objection to the
Proposed Local Plan seeks to secure the successful future development of the site.

4.2 Perth and Kinross Council has already recognised the potential for mixed-use development across the
whole site in their granting of planning consent 08/00122/OUT in 2008, and the more recent granting of an
extension in timescale of this consent. This shows a clear commitment from the Council to see the site
development for mixed uses.

4.3 The aim of this objection to the Proposed Plan is to ensure that the Cherrybank/Pitheavlis site receives
the policy assistance required to fulfill mixed-use development across the site and to ensure that there is
flexibility in place to allow an appropriate development solution to be realised.

4.4 With this in mind the objection is threefold in its approach –

• The whole site should be zoned for mixed-use (and not aligned under Proposal MU1 with other land
under separate ownership)
• Policy EDB1 should be re-worded, and
• The site should not include a specific landscaping designation.

4.5 Hansteen are committed to the delivery of a credible and viable development at the site. The principle
objective of the proposal is to deliver a development that will assist in employment generation and
residential development and the economic growth and prosperity of Perth.

4.6 Key to this realisation is the ability for flexibility across the site, in line with policy guidance contained in
SPP and commentary in the Proposed Plan. This flexibility allows for the terms of the extant planning
consent to be adhered to and also reflects the current difficult economic climate.

4.7 On this basis it is requested that the Proposed Plan be modified to include the whole site within a
mixed-use zoning, that the wording of policy ED1B be modified to remove the sentence “Proposals for a
mixed use opportunity site that comprises predominantly one use will not be acceptable” and that the
specific landscape zoning on the Cherrybank part of the site be removed.

4.8 Hansteen respectfully request that Perth and Kinross Council consider these points as formal
objections to the Proposed Plan and that the modifications stipulated above be incorporated.

SubmitPrintSave a copy
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1 
Objections and Comments on Sites H25 and H26 of Proposed Local Development Plan 
(08/01890/IPM and 08/01889/IPM). 

Iain and Kirsty Fisher 
37 Rosamunde Pilcher Drive 

Longforgan 
Perth and Kinross 

DD2 5EF. 
29th March 2012 

Local Development Plan Team 
Perth and Kinross Council 
Pullar House 
35 Kinnoull Street 
Perth PH1 5GD 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
Re: Objections and Comments on Sites H25 and H26 of Proposed Local Development Plan 
(08/01890/IPM and 08/01889/IPM). 
 
I am writing to raise major issues and concerns over sites H25 and H26 of the proposed development 
plan.  I have broken these concerns up into key themes and have attached changes and/or 
recommendations to each of these. 
 
The diagram below highlights a number of original possible sites for home building in Longforgan.  
This is readily available on Perth and Kinross Council’s (PKC) website and is from a document in 2009.  
From left to right Premier Properties, Stephen Homes and the Rennie Trust all submitted proposals 
for planning.  Of these sites the only ones moving forward are sites H25 and H26 relating to Stephen 
Homes. 
 

 
 
Having completed research into the feasibility of the proposed sited, there seems to be a mismatch 
of expectations at PKC.  These sites were first identified as preferred in 2008 an since then there 
have been numerous objections to these sites.   
 
I highlight the themes raised by research below 

 

H26 

 

H25 
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2 
Objections and Comments on Sites H25 and H26 of Proposed Local Development Plan 
(08/01890/IPM and 08/01889/IPM). 

 
 

1. The Community Council and Perth and Kinross outweighing the need for housing against the 
local appetite and opinion 

 
PKC has received a number of objections from across the community which will be impacted by 
the proposed development plans on sites H25 and H26.  There appear to be common themes 
throughout these which represent the community telling PKC loud and clear that the community 
can neither accommodate nor operate without major upheaval should these changes go ahead.  
To that end, I have undertaken analysis of PKC’s own planning application website 
 
Analysis of the Council’s own planning website sites  

 H25 - 08/01890/IPM H26 – 08/01889/IPM 

Number of Letters of Objection 30 38 

Number of Letters of Support (non 
applicant) 

0 1 (employee of land 
owner) 

Number of Objection Comments 8 13 

Number of Neutral Comments 2 4 

Number of Positive Comments 0 1 

 
The number of objections raised as at 27 February 2012 to both sites totals 89 out of 97 
comments since 2008, which represents approximately 92% of all respondees object to the plans.  
It would seem inappropriate to for PKC and Government Ministers to push through planning 
permission or in fact to leave sites H25 and H26 in the Local Development Plan given the 
information below regarding the need and availability of housing stock nearby 

 
2. Historical precedent for declining planning permission and lack of physical need for sites H25 

and H26 
 
Precedent has been set by the refusal of planning permission for GS Brown in June 2009 for a site 
by Castle Huntly and adjacent to Plot H25.  The Scottish Government’s Planning Appeals 
Directorate commented in its findings that “no matter the form of housing proposed, the 
development would likely have a negative impact on the character and appearance of the 
conservation area” 
 
Change Sought 

1. As both these sites combined are of larger size than the previously denied planning 
permission sought and as the village does not have the infrastructure to support such a 
development the change sought is the removal of both H25 and H26 from the Local 
Development Plan. 

 
If PKC is looking for expansion of areas which can accommodate housing, the developments at 
Errol and Inchture – not more that 7 miles away - can and do accommodate hundreds of houses 
including the pre-requisite for affordable housing as per PKC’s policy.  Also both of these areas 
are much closer to Perth.  PKC published its Housing and Land audit in October 2011.   A copy of 
the page for Errol and Inchture is copied below for information.  Clearly seen is the amount of 
housing still to be built in Inchture by Muir homes (underway), Barratt (to commence) and in 
Errol by Morris Leslie (to commence).  The number of homes is 119 in Inchture and 240 in Errol. 
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3 
Objections and Comments on Sites H25 and H26 of Proposed Local Development Plan 
(08/01890/IPM and 08/01889/IPM). 

 
 
The lack of need in Longforgan is further evidenced through a copy of the page for Longforgan 
which is shown below for reference.  It shows that there are 16 homes to be built from between 
2013 – 2018 which backs up the lack of need in the coming future in Longforgan. 
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4 
Objections and Comments on Sites H25 and H26 of Proposed Local Development Plan 
(08/01890/IPM and 08/01889/IPM). 

With this information at PKC’s disposal and the proximity of Longforgan to the Inchture and 
Western Gateway developments starting shortly, it makes no sense to pack 75 homes into a tiny 
village which has no infrastructure to accommodate such change. 
 
Change Sought 
1. Removal of H25 and H26 from the Local Development Plan 

 
Furthermore, Stephen Homes has been in negotiation with Dundee City Council over its objection 
to these sites.  The reason for this is the proximity of Longforgan to the western Gateway.  A 
significant infrastructure change is occurring in the transport route between the Swallow 
roundabout at the landmark hotel and Liff village to allow for heavier traffic flow.  The reason for 
the expected traffic increase is Cala, GL Residential and Bett Homes are to begin building 
significant numbers of houses on the land between Liff village and the Landmark hotel.  This is no 
more than 3 miles away from a village that does not have the transport infrastructure to 
accommodate the vehicles that will occupy the village in its present state.  The addition of 75 
homes (assume and average of 2 cars per home) plus 33 spaces for a sports centre could bring 
approximately 185 more vehicles to the village – representing more than a doubling of the 
current number of vehicles in the village. 
 

3. Stephen Homes omissions from planning application 
 
When applying for planning permission Stephen homes ticked the box which stated that they 
would not impact any trees on the proposed site however the marked plans issued to the 
residents, on the PKC website highlight the boundary will require the removal of trees and semi 
wooded areas to the rear of the Longforgan Primary School and the Church. 
 
Change Sought 
1. Refuse Planning Permission for site H25 or 
2. Restrict Stephen Homes to the original 15 low density homes with a revised boundary. 
  

4.  Site Justification for H25 and H26 & Stephen Homes Deviation from previous plans  
 

The December 2004 Draft Perth Area/Central Area Local Plan envisaged new housing between 
Westfield Steading and the village.  Several options were generated which highlighted community 
centres and car parks.  The preferred option which is part of H26 and under option to A & J 
Stephen Limited will see approximately ¼ of this land being handed over to the Longforgan 
Community trust.  A copy of the preferred proposal is copied below. 
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5 
Objections and Comments on Sites H25 and H26 of Proposed Local Development Plan 
(08/01890/IPM and 08/01889/IPM). 

 
 
Site H26 incorporates 4.5 acres of the 5.4 hectares for the community hall, football pitch, skate 
park, 2 tennis courts and 33 car parking spaces – all accessed off station road. The proposal is to 
build these within 500 metres of an already existing play area, football pitch and tennis courts 
which are on the Dundee side of Longforgan.  The proposal means that the community 
development would be accessed from the boundary of a National Speed limit to 30 miles per 
hour section of road which is also single country road.  Station road then heads up to the main 
road through narrow sections.  Despite a transport planning report stating that these roads are 
“capable” of handling the traffic, the reality is that the road is barely wide enough for two cars to 
pass at the narrowest part and closest to the blind junction of station road with the main street.  
There is the strong possibility of accidents at the development junction to both cars and people 
due to the increased number of cars using the area. 
 
Having spoken with Stephen Homes, this proposed development arose through an approach 
from the Community Council as they could not afford to build a new community hall.  The 
proposal is that IF the planning permission goes through for sites H25 and H26 then Stephen 
Homes would sell the land off for the community amenities to the community council for £1.  It 
sounds as if the development has arisen from the community Council’s need for a new hall – 
which they have publicly supported but which does not follow from the 51 objection statements 
raised by residents on PKC’s website.  Their support does not align with the 200 objectors as at 11 
March 2012 who have signed a petition in the village – which will be sent into the Council – and 
highlights that the support claimed does not exist within the village.   
 
It is also noted that H25’s planning permission is a joint application between Perth Housing 
Association and Stephen Homes however having spoken to Stephen Homes, they consider the 
Ninewells and surrounding areas of Dundee as good customer bases with Longforgan being 

 

Football 

 

Tennis 

 

Sports 

 

Car Park 
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6 
Objections and Comments on Sites H25 and H26 of Proposed Local Development Plan 
(08/01890/IPM and 08/01889/IPM). 

commercially attractive from a Dundee point of view.  They also note that it was the community 
Council who approached them and who would receive the land for £1 should this go through.  
 
If Dundonians are primarily to buy Stephen’s homes then the only benefit to PKC is the affordable 
homes which would be allocated to the Perth Housing Association. I am informed however that a 
number of residents in the Housing Association sections of Inchture are actually from Dundee 
City Council Area so it begs the question as to what benefit if any Perth and Kinross expect to get 
if these houses are used for Dundee Housing Association residents.   
 
Change Sought 
1. As H25 is linked to H26 and the proposal links H26 to the new community centre and park 

remove H25 and H26 from the plan and  
2. Upgrade the current amenities (park and Tennis courts) in an area which has no objections 

or issues arising 
 

The proposal however is not just for H26 but also for H25 which is 2.2 hectares of land behind the 
Longforgan Primary School.  The builder has stated in its letter of 20 October 2010 that the 
proposals for site H25 are in contrary to the Adopted Local Plan of 1995 (incorporating Alteration 
No1 Housing Land 2000).   It also requests permission to fundamentally change the original land 
designation for this site.  In the draft plan, area VH32 (H25) is zoned as low density housing for 15 
homes (app ref 08/01890/OUT).  Stephen homes has now submitted an application for more than 
double this for 33 homes to be built on the site. 
 
Between sites H25 and H26 Stephen homes believe that the land is suitable for 75 homes, 56 of 
which will be private and 19 affordable.  The planning permissions show that only site H25 will 
have the affordable housing as it is in both the names of Stephen homes and the Perth Housing 
Association.  This would mean that of the 33 homes to be built that only 15 would be private 
requiring the rest to be more densely packed into the site.  All of these properties would be 
accessed through Rosamunde Pilcher Drive, a winding narrow road which is the only access to the 
site and is not sufficiently capable of handing the volume of traffic that would result - 66 cars or 
an approximate 140% increase on current resident car numbers. 
 
Change Sought 
1. Remove site H25 from the Local Development Plan or 
2. Restrict Stephen Homes to the original 15 low density homes. 
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7 
Objections and Comments on Sites H25 and H26 of Proposed Local Development Plan 
(08/01890/IPM and 08/01889/IPM). 

5.  Site Suitability for H25 and H26 
 

Clean and Waste Water Drainage 
On 7th October 2008, Scottish Water responded to PKC regarding clean and waste water 
requirements and possible issues.  A summary comparison of the two sites in the Local 
Development Plan is highlighted below. 
 

 Site H25 Site H26 

Water Treatment 
Works Capacity 

No Issues No Issues 

Water Network 

Possible Issues.  Scottish Water have 
highlighted there may be works required 
by the developer to ensure no loss of 
service to existing residents 

No Issues 

Tay PFI Waste 
Water Treatment 

No Issues No Issues 

Wastewater 
Network 

Possible Issues.  Scottish Water have 
highlighted there may be works required 
by the developer to ensure no loss of 
service to existing residents 

No Issues 

Drainage 
Scottish Water require a surface drainage 
system discharging to sustainable urban 
drainage system (SUDS) 

Scottish Water require a 
surface drainage system 
discharging to sustainable 
urban drainage system 
(SUDS) 

SUDS in Plan No Yes 

 
The comparison above clearly shows that there are issues for site H25 which may have 
considerable impact on existing residents.  This is part due to it being situated on a slope to the 
rear of Longforgan Primary School.   
 
Change sought 
1. Removal of H25 from the Local Development Plan 
2. Only Site H26 is built upon 

 
The local transport Infrastructure of Longforgan and attached developments 
Longforgan is a linear village with a single main road running thought it.  Already due to the lack 
of driveways, the main road has numerous cars double parked outside homes, the local shop and 
school.  At certain times of the day the village can resemble a single track road through which 
buses and cars can arrive head to head around corners. 
 
At the centre of the main street is Station Road off of which the proposed developments will join.  
The junction of station road onto the main road is a blind junction with a road narrowing 
immediately before.  Major road improvements would be required to the main street from the 
school to station road as well as this junction to incorporate the number of residents’ cars which 
would travel through Longforgan at peak times without which the Council’s LDP raises the 
distinct possibility of collisions and traffic jams in the village. 
 
After speaking with Stephen Homes, I am informed that the current drive from Government and 
planning is to have short winding roads through developments with narrow areas for road safety.  
However as the number of cars rises, more and more residents’ park on the road outside their 
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8 
Objections and Comments on Sites H25 and H26 of Proposed Local Development Plan 
(08/01890/IPM and 08/01889/IPM). 

homes which turns a large amount of the current development (from which H25 and H26 will 
join) into single track road.  As H25 will join at the top of Rosamunde Pilcher Drive and it is 
expected that 33 houses are to be built there, one could expect another 66 or so cars to travel 
this route each day.  This is more than 100% increase on the current number of cars on this 
stretch of the road 
 
Change sought unless major infrastructure change is delivered 
1.  Removal of H25 from the Local Development Plan 
 
H26 has the benefit of not going through an existing housing estate but has the dis-benefit of 
joining the road in and out of the current estate.  The roads would form points of access like a 
river delta with Station Road being the start of the delta.  All this traffic in H26 coming out of one 
junction – which already joins to a housing state at one point will form a bottleneck at the 
entrance to Rosamunde Pilcher Drive and will need addressing for H26 to progress. 
 
Change sought unless major infrastructure change is delivered 
1.  Removal of H26 from the Local Development Plan 
 
Access to Local Education 
The Longforgan Primary School is currently at or near capacity.  In 2007, PKC’s Education 
department commented on the planning applications.  The School has an approved capacity of 
144 and on 5th December 2008, the roll was 133.  This meant that if the planning application was 
approved then the school capacity would be breached by 24 pupils.   
 
According the PKC’s September 2011 census and as displayed on the School website, the school 
roll is 128 pupils – so roughly static to that of 2008, 3.5 years ago.  By adding extra houses to 
Longforgan there would be nowhere for the school to accommodate these children.  And 
assuming a reduced average children per house of 1.5 then with 75 homes it is easily possible for 
the number of youths of school age in the development to be 112.  Obviously not all these 
children would be of primary school age but is logical for a good percentage to be of primary 
school age which means that the 2008 school figures would stand up to challenge requiring an 
alternative educational solution to be found.  I understand from parents at the Longforgan 
Primary school that a new school is being looked at in Invergowrie, however it would be short 
sighted and against the Government’s curriculum for excellence should PKC’s LDP force 
Longforgan residents to be forced to use another school because the village has become 
overcrowded.  How are parents to teach children independence and become greener by walking 
to school when being forced to drive their children to another village 4 miles away? And in 
another village which also has road infrastructure problems of its own. 
 
Possible options are: 

 to build a new school in Longforgan or to extend he school further  

 To reduce the number of homes being planned for the sites considerably (from 75 to 
approximately 20) 

 Not to progress with any proposed developments in Longforgan until more capacity at 
the school has been created 

  
Change sought 
1. Extend the school into the field behind the primary school, removing H25 and reduce the 

capacity of H26 to 25 homes due to School restrictions  
2. Removal of H25 and H26 from the Local Development Plan through lack of School capacity 

in the area. 
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9 
Objections and Comments on Sites H25 and H26 of Proposed Local Development Plan 
(08/01890/IPM and 08/01889/IPM). 

Conclusions 
 
Looking back over the changes sought to points raised above there are only two possible and 
overwhelming options which the village of Longforgan could accommodate at this time and for the 
foreseeable future. 
 

1. Unless the infrastructure of Longforgan is upgraded, roads etc so that the Main street is not 
the only way through the village and the school is extended, the preferred change to the 
Local Development Plan is for the removal of H25 and H26. 

 
2. Should these infrastructure changes be made however, there is the possibility that 

Longforgan could cope with small scale change of approx 20-25 homes focussing on using 
H26 as the only site on which to build requiring the removal of site H25 from the local 
development plan.  H26 would be the better option to build as this site would be right next to 
all the new amenities which the Community Council say they so desperately need and would 
also be better land to build on with reduced water and drainage issues for current residents.  
Current residents would also not be hemmed in with increased traffic flow through a narrow 
estate road 
 

The investment required by PKC and Stephen Homes to make the necessary changes to Longforgan 
is considerable and time consuming.  Given the current and foreseeable fiscal climate, one which 
makes option 2 almost redundant, Option 1 (the removal of H25 and H26) is our preferred change to 
the Proposed Local Development Plan.  We therefore request that sites H25 and H26 are removed 
from PKC’s Proposed Local Development Plan 
 
Yours Sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Iain and Kirsty Fisher 
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From: Dou glas Cleeton [
Sent: 29 March 2012 20:49
To: TES Development Plan - Generic Email Account
Cc: 

Subject: Proposed Local Development Plan, Abernethy, Reference H9
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Green

Page 1 of 2

02/04/2012

Dear Sir/Madam 
  
I refer to the notification of Proposed Local Development Plan dated 26th January 2012. 
  
My wife, daughter and I object to any development of the 0.6 hectare site for a number of 
reasons.  

The site for inclusion in the Proposed Local Development Plan is currently the only ‘green’ 
area within the village of Abernethy out with the Powrie Park, and park at the top of the 
village. This area was once part of a golf course, a nursery, an orchard and is now a 
steading. The site is a popular area for residents, and always has been, be it for any one of 
the previous uses and now as a steading where horses are keenly observed by many 
families. 

Whilst this is simply emotion, the reality is that the village has no other area that attracts 
families, offers a village feel associated to rural Perthshire and is a focal point of the village. 
To deny residents this focal point by planning to develop would ruin the aesthetics of the 
village and simply turn Abernethy into another dormitory town whose sole remit is to house 
people. 

Added to this is the extremely poor infrastructure in this area. At this time, with parking 
being a risk on Back Dykes, there is scant parking available in Station Road. The road to 
Cordon farm is a private road which then alienates Station Road as the only access and 
egress to any development. Parked cars cause a single track effect. Houses in this area 
require oil deliveries for heating, let alone any other HGV deliveries. Any development 
would only exacerbate congestion problems that already exist, and would seriously devalue 
the existing residencies in this area. On this subject I would urge you to personally visit the 
site and look at what you are planning to do; it is criminal to plan to develop an area that is 
only 70 yards from a conservation zone, where even the erection of a satellite dish meets 
with derision and objection. 

Based upon the current 2 adults and 2 children that is an average for any one house, that 
adds 64 possible new people to this area. Surrounding the site there are 7 houses with a 
total of 14 adults, 8 children, 11 cars and 2 vans. Added to this there are 6 cars from 
properties on Back Dykes; there is no doubt that any development is going to create 
completely unnecessary congestion, ill-feeling and resentment, on a site where 
development is simply not required. The foregoing does not account for properties who 
require to use Station Road simply to access their house 

Amenities in the village deplete all the time. There are 2 pubs, 1 of which is permanently for 
sale; 1 grocer shop and until recently a newsagent. The newsagent was robbed and closed 
permanently. The village enjoys a once a week bank and post office service. The primary 
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school is full to bursting with residents already trying to move from Abernethy as there are 
no places for their children at the primary school where instead they must attend 
Dunbarney. However, the primary school is now being extended in order to cope with the 
current population of Abernethy, and any other development in the village will only recreate 
this problem. 

Houses in Abernethy do not sell quickly at this time, and have not done for several years 
now. Many have removed their houses from the market as they simply won’t sell. The 
intention to create even more housing, at the expense of the only green area left in the 
heart of the village, would deprive Abernethy of one of the main attractions in the village. 
Abernethy should be an attractive place to stay; it currently is and should remain that way. 

Perthshire is synonymous with rural beauty, yet we are living in a time where these 
Perthshire villages are looking a little tired and run down. A housing plan on the outskirts of 
the Bridge of Earn, bordering the Baiglie straight has capacity for many houses, yet not a 
brick has been laid. Why? GS Brown construction know that new build houses are not 
selling and they amongst other building contractors are sitting on millions of pounds worth 
of built houses that they can only rent at this time. This site in particular has about 5 times 
the capacity of the site within Abernethy, if not more. It is a tired looking area, no better than 
scrub land, yet the plan is to propose to turn a beautiful green within Abernethy into 
something similar. 

The Baiglie Inn has shut down in Aberargie, just 2 miles from Abernethy – why? No-one 
was using it. Glenfarg has one derelict hotel on the Main Street and limited amenities. 
Further afield Guildtown has lost the Anglers Inn and has no amenities what so ever. 
Rosemount has fields that synonymise Perthshire beauty yet even they have plans to be 
developed.  These are just a few examples of the disregard of amenities and history within 
Perthshire villages, which must be considered surely before arbitrary decisions affecting the 
lives of many, are made. 

In relation to this particular site I object on the grounds of common sense to retain an area 
within Abernethy village that is an area of beauty, a local attraction and is not suitable for 
development for the reasons detailed herein. I would urge you to completely disregard this 
area for any sort of development, but instead place some time and resource into retaining 
Perthshire villages and redeveloping them with amenities that make them attractive to stay 
in, not drive through. 

To summarise the foregoing and to answer points 4 and 5 within your letter, we want to see 
a change to plan by removing this site from any future Proposed Local Development Plan, 
and redesignating it 'green belt' for the reasons detailed herein. 

Douglas, Christina and Jennifer Cleeton 
Cordon Cottage, Station Road 
Abernethy, PH2 9JS 
  
Dougie Cleeton 
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Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan – Proposed Plan Representation Form

Please read the notes below before completing this form. Completed forms should be 
returned to the Local Development Plans Team:  DevelopmentPlan@pkc.gov.uk

Please complete all 4 sections of the Plan, this will allow us to process your representation 
accurately and quickly. If you have comments on several documents or parts of the Plan please 
use separate forms for each. 

The period of representation will end at 4pm on Tuesday 10th April 2012 and it is essential that 
you ensure that representations are with us by then. 

Your representation will be considered as part of the Local Development Plan preparation process 
and will be processed by employees of Perth & Kinross Council’s Environment Service.  
Representations and any information you provide (except signatures, email addresses and phone 
numbers) will be available for public inspection, published online and may be shared with other 
appropriate professionals and service providers.  Under the terms of the Data Protection Act 1998 
you are entitled to know what personal information Perth and Kinross Council holds about you, on 
payment of a fee of £10. 

Once we have your representation(s) we will acknowledge them and inform you when the 
Proposed Plan has been submitted to Scottish Ministers for examination.  Scottish Government 
guidance indicates that representations should be a maximum of 2000 words to provide the 
Examination Reporter with concise representations that can be resolved through written 
representations, hearings or a public inquiry as part of the examination process. 

1. Contact details (only representations that include full contact details are valid)

Name

Address and  
Postcode

Telephone no. 

Email address 
Note: email is our preferred method for contacting you – if you do not wish to receive correspondence by 
email, please tick this box:   

2. Which document are you making a representation on? 
Proposed Plan 

Supplementary Guidance 

SEA Environmental Report – Addendum 2 

SEA ER Addendum 2 - Appendices

If making a representation on Supplementary  
Guidance, please state the name of the document: 

3. Which part of the document are you making a representation on?
Policy ref.           or
Site ref.            or
Chapter    Page no.      Paragraph no. 

Donald G Coutts (on behalf of The Morris Leslie Group Ltd)

D.G.Coutts Associates, Unit E, East Kingsway Business centre, Mid Craigie Road,
Dundee DD4 7RH

✔

Employment Land 68 516 - 517
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Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan – Proposed Plan Representation Form

4. What is your representation? 

Are you supporting the Plan? 
Or
Would you like to see a change to the Plan?  Please state this change. 

Please include the reason for supporting the Plan/requesting a change. 

There is no reference in the table to, or any proposed allocation of, the existing employment land site at
Errol Airfield (west), which has a planning consent for expansion. Nor has the opportunity been taken to
positively consider another site in the Errol area, at Valleyfield, north-east of the Inchmichael interchange
on the A90. The site, includes an area approved for employment use for major storage and distribution
purposes, which sits in a larger area which was the subject of intensive discussion, in the last year, with
PKC for the relocation of Perth Auction Mart.

The Errol Airfield (West) site is listed in the Employment Land Audit 2010 as a site for which a planning
application has been submitted, but which is 'awaiting a decision'. Planning permission was, in fact, granted
in 2009 and the description of that site is incorrect. It is also listed as having constraints which is not the
case. It is ready and available for employment use and that should be recognised.

It is noted that the employment land requirement is said to be significantly over-subscribed in para 5.1.8,
however, examination of the employment land referred to in the 2010 Audit, shows that only 8.25ha of a
total of 337ha is unconstrained, with 194.4ha having major constraints and 134ha having minor constraints.
Much of the identified land is said to be likely to come forward only in the later years of the Plan. That is not
an ideal position if there is to be economic recovery, and alternative employment land options should be
explored.

In addition to Errol Airfield, The Morris Leslie Group had long ranging discussions with PKC officials last
year regarding the relocation of Perth Auction Mart, with ancillary uses, to a site at Valleyfield, at the
north-east corner of the Inchmichael junction. These discussions were positive, and there was general
support for this proposal. There is an approved existing storage and distribution use on part of the site, and
MLG is seeking to expand employment use in that area with some ancillary mixed-use development. It is
well located at a major intersection on the A90, with easy access to the Trunk Road system. This would
consolidate the opportunities in the wider Errol area for those living there.

We will contribute to all consultation exercises in relation to this site, and will pursue the objective to have it
included in the Plan, at every stage of the proceedings.
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Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan – Proposed Plan Representation Form

Please read the notes below before completing this form. Completed forms should be 
returned to the Local Development Plans Team:  DevelopmentPlan@pkc.gov.uk

Please complete all 4 sections of the Plan, this will allow us to process your representation 
accurately and quickly. If you have comments on several documents or parts of the Plan please 
use separate forms for each. 

The period of representation will end at 4pm on Tuesday 10th April 2012 and it is essential that 
you ensure that representations are with us by then. 

Your representation will be considered as part of the Local Development Plan preparation process 
and will be processed by employees of Perth & Kinross Council’s Environment Service.  
Representations and any information you provide (except signatures, email addresses and phone 
numbers) will be available for public inspection, published online and may be shared with other 
appropriate professionals and service providers.  Under the terms of the Data Protection Act 1998 
you are entitled to know what personal information Perth and Kinross Council holds about you, on 
payment of a fee of £10. 

Once we have your representation(s) we will acknowledge them and inform you when the 
Proposed Plan has been submitted to Scottish Ministers for examination.  Scottish Government 
guidance indicates that representations should be a maximum of 2000 words to provide the 
Examination Reporter with concise representations that can be resolved through written 
representations, hearings or a public inquiry as part of the examination process. 

1. Contact details (only representations that include full contact details are valid)

Name

Address and  
Postcode

Telephone no. 

Email address 
Note: email is our preferred method for contacting you – if you do not wish to receive correspondence by 
email, please tick this box:   

2. Which document are you making a representation on? 
Proposed Plan 

Supplementary Guidance 

SEA Environmental Report – Addendum 2 

SEA ER Addendum 2 - Appendices

If making a representation on Supplementary  
Guidance, please state the name of the document: 

3. Which part of the document are you making a representation on?
Policy ref.           or
Site ref.            or
Chapter    Page no.      Paragraph no. 

Donald G Coutts (on behalf of The Morris Leslie Group Ltd))

D.G.Coutts Associates, Unit E, East Kingsway Business centre, Mid Craigie Road,
Dundee DD4 7RH

✔

Errol Airfield

Perth Area Spatial Strategy 112 5.18
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Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan – Proposed Plan Representation Form

4. What is your representation? 

Are you supporting the Plan? 
Or
Would you like to see a change to the Plan?  Please state this change. 

Please include the reason for supporting the Plan/requesting a change. 

It is noted that the sustainable community planning permission referred to in 5.18.2 is not properly reflected
in any formal individual site identification or proposed allocation. That omission should be corrected. It is a
site that has an outline planning permission, and is accounted for in the housing audit as an effective site.
To describe site H21 as being for Errol Airfield/Grange and then to identify it solely for the 16 houses to be
built in The Grange is a misrepresentation of the situation.

Errol Airfield is a site that has an outline planning permission, and is accounted for in the housing audit as
an effective housing site. It has a notional capacity of 240 housing units, 60 of which are affordable houses
for rent. The site exists alongside an established and successful business/commercial/industrial centre,
thereby offering employment opportunities to those living in the area.

It is noted that in exchanges between the Tayplan Authority and the Reporter's Unit regarding housing land
projections in the Perth Local Authority area, that there has been a failure on the part of Tayplan to take
into account the latest GROS figures from 2008, with the 2006 figures being used instead. Tayplan have
responded to that criticism by stating that should a shortfall of allocated land occur, it can be
accommodated on sites within the Perth Core Area. The outcome of the exchanges has yet to conclude,
but outwith the Core area, but close to its boundaries, there is adequate capacity within the Errol Airfield
landholding to assist with land provision.

The outline planning permission that exists has a red line boundary to the extremes of the airfield, with
housing provision currently lying in the north and north eastern parts of the landholding. There is adequate
available and unconstrained land to contribute to the plan.

It is disappointing that an unconstrained site with a major planning permission is not afforded any formal
recognition or allocation, within the LDP. The fact that it is described in 1.5 lines in the document, simply as
a matter of fact, and without any amplification, perhaps reflects the fact that it was approved by Members,
and endorsed by Scottish Ministers, against the recommendation of officials in the first place. To then
bracket it in the description Errol Airfield/Grange (16 units) without referring to the capacity afforded
planning permission, is a severe misrepresentation of the actual situation.

We are seeking a formal allocation for this site, with the added recognition that it can contribute to far more
than the 240 units for which there is an extant planning permission.

We will contribute to all consultation exercises in relation to this site, and will pursue the objective to have it
included in the Plan, at every stage of the proceedings.
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Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan – Proposed Plan Representation Form

Please read the notes below before completing this form. Completed forms should be 
returned to the Local Development Plans Team:  DevelopmentPlan@pkc.gov.uk

Please complete all 4 sections of the Plan, this will allow us to process your representation 
accurately and quickly. If you have comments on several documents or parts of the Plan please 
use separate forms for each. 

The period of representation will end at 4pm on Tuesday 10th April 2012 and it is essential that 
you ensure that representations are with us by then. 

Your representation will be considered as part of the Local Development Plan preparation process 
and will be processed by employees of Perth & Kinross Council’s Environment Service.  
Representations and any information you provide (except signatures, email addresses and phone 
numbers) will be available for public inspection, published online and may be shared with other 
appropriate professionals and service providers.  Under the terms of the Data Protection Act 1998 
you are entitled to know what personal information Perth and Kinross Council holds about you, on 
payment of a fee of £10. 

Once we have your representation(s) we will acknowledge them and inform you when the 
Proposed Plan has been submitted to Scottish Ministers for examination.  Scottish Government 
guidance indicates that representations should be a maximum of 2000 words to provide the 
Examination Reporter with concise representations that can be resolved through written 
representations, hearings or a public inquiry as part of the examination process. 

1. Contact details (only representations that include full contact details are valid)

Name

Address and  
Postcode

Telephone no. 

Email address 
Note: email is our preferred method for contacting you – if you do not wish to receive correspondence by 
email, please tick this box:   

2. Which document are you making a representation on? 
Proposed Plan 

Supplementary Guidance 

SEA Environmental Report – Addendum 2 

SEA ER Addendum 2 - Appendices

If making a representation on Supplementary  
Guidance, please state the name of the document: 

3. Which part of the document are you making a representation on?
Policy ref.           or
Site ref.            or
Chapter    Page no.      Paragraph no. 

Donald G Coutts on behalf of Mr. J. Carroll

D.G.Coutts Associates, Unit E, East Kingsway Business centre, Mid Craigie Road,
Dundee DD4 7RH

✔

H24 Inchture
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Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan – Proposed Plan Representation Form

4. What is your representation? 

Are you supporting the Plan? 
Or
Would you like to see a change to the Plan?  Please state this change. 

Please include the reason for supporting the Plan/requesting a change. 

We would submit that the number of units stated for Site H24 - Moncur Farm Road, Inchture, should be
increased to take account of the area of the site, its capacity for development, and comparable
development densities for other villages in the same housing market area.

My clients own the site at Moncur Farm Road, Inchture which is a proposed allocation in the Plan for 16
units. The site area is 3.6ha, and development is to be limited to a particular part of the site, amounting to
2.0ha. My clients welcome the proposed allocation for the site, and accept all of the Site Specific Developer
Requirements. These requirements will ensure that the site is developed in a meaningful way, and
contribute to the residential and visual amenity of the area.

The one point of contention is that the number of units does not reflect the vast majority of housing
densities on similar sites within the HMA covered by the Perth Area. The density amounts to circa 24
bedspaces/hectare, or 8 houses/hectare (3 houses/acre), which is way below the recommended standard
house densities. For example, the densities proposed in other villages include - Wolfhill (48 bedspaces/ha),
Abernethy (54 bs/ha), Balbeggie (46 bs/ha), Dunning (78 bs/ha), or Burrelton (60 bs/ha).

My clients have been in discussions with various house-builders, and it is clear that, given the oncosts for
the Site Specific Developer Requirements, some of which could be considered to be abnormal costs
requiring specialist advice and expertise, the number of 16 units is almost prohibitive. If the number were
modestly increased, it would not only present a more viable development project, it would represent a far
more economic and efficient use of a land resource in Inchture.

My clients intend to contribute to all consultation exercises in relation to this site, and will pursue the
objective to have it included in the Plan, at every stage of the proceedings.
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Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan – Proposed Plan Representation Form

Please read the notes below before completing this form. Completed forms should be 
returned to the Local Development Plans Team:  DevelopmentPlan@pkc.gov.uk

Please complete all 4 sections of the Plan, this will allow us to process your representation 
accurately and quickly. If you have comments on several documents or parts of the Plan please 
use separate forms for each. 

The period of representation will end at 4pm on Tuesday 10th April 2012 and it is essential that 
you ensure that representations are with us by then. 

Your representation will be considered as part of the Local Development Plan preparation process 
and will be processed by employees of Perth & Kinross Council’s Environment Service.  
Representations and any information you provide (except signatures, email addresses and phone 
numbers) will be available for public inspection, published online and may be shared with other 
appropriate professionals and service providers.  Under the terms of the Data Protection Act 1998 
you are entitled to know what personal information Perth and Kinross Council holds about you, on 
payment of a fee of £10. 

Once we have your representation(s) we will acknowledge them and inform you when the 
Proposed Plan has been submitted to Scottish Ministers for examination.  Scottish Government 
guidance indicates that representations should be a maximum of 2000 words to provide the 
Examination Reporter with concise representations that can be resolved through written 
representations, hearings or a public inquiry as part of the examination process. 

1. Contact details (only representations that include full contact details are valid)

Name

Address and  
Postcode

Telephone no. 

Email address 
Note: email is our preferred method for contacting you – if you do not wish to receive correspondence by 
email, please tick this box:   

2. Which document are you making a representation on? 
Proposed Plan 

Supplementary Guidance 

SEA Environmental Report – Addendum 2 

SEA ER Addendum 2 - Appendices

If making a representation on Supplementary  
Guidance, please state the name of the document: 

3. Which part of the document are you making a representation on?
Policy ref.           or
Site ref.            or
Chapter    Page no.      Paragraph no. 

Donald G Coutts on behalf of Mrs. Christine McGuinness

D.G.Coutts Associates, Unit E, East Kingsway Business Centre, Mid Craigie Road,
Dundee, DD4 7RH

✔

Proposed Residential allocations in Blairgowrie and Rattray (Sites H62, H63, and H
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Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan – Proposed Plan Representation Form

4. What is your representation? 

Are you supporting the Plan? 
Or
Would you like to see a change to the Plan?  Please state this change. 

Please include the reason for supporting the Plan/requesting a change. 

Request that housing allocations in Blairgowrie and Rattray are not limited to volume builder sites with
major housing numbers (150, 160, and 85, respectively). Request that more varied site allocations should
be made, in order to provide more choice, and to reflect the historical trends in housing provision in this
area, and particularly in Rosemount and Darkfaulds.

Blairgowrie/Rattray has been an area of major housing development over the last circa 30 years. The
housing has been of all types, from major volume builder housing estates, to single plot developments; and
from the top end luxury market to affordable housing provision.

It is noted that the housing allocations in the Local Development Plan are large capacity sites, all for
volume builders. Whilst this type and level of development may have a secondary purpose of securing
other infrastructure benefits, it is clear that the range of housing opportunities for purchasers will be limited
to estate developments. Notwithstanding that the sites have a requirement to provide 'a mix of housing
types and sizes, including low cost housing', this will not fully follow historical advice that there should be a
wide range of choice to the purchaser. That wide range should include the type of site, and choice of
location, house builder, and tenure of the provision.

In Rosemount/Darkfaulds, there is a historical trend towards mid to upper level range of housing on smaller
bespoke sites, offering purchasers opportunities of single house sites, or sites with more limited numbers
than those shown in the Plan. The Plan should reflect that position, and allocate some smaller housing
sites. There is no reason to suggest that this would not deliver infrastructure benefits. All housing approvals
have contributed to shortfalls in the past.

It is noted that there is a list of Site Specific Developer Requirements for each site. Many of the issues
listed are to be expected, for any allocated sites, but of particular concern, are some requirements
regarding the three proposed sites.

It is noted that
a) a Transport assessment is required (H62)
b) an Evaluation of Archaelogical potential and mitigation will/may be required, (H62 and H63)
c) On H62, development is limited to 75 houses, until a 2ha serviced employment land is provided,
d) a link road must be provided (H64), and
e) there may be flooding issues (H63)

One would have expected that, knowing the all site parameters, that the potential of these unknowns to
limit site capacity would have been determined before sites were put forward for definitive numbers. In
particular, the flooding issue is of major concern, given Government advice, and the devastating effect that
has been seen in many areas in the country in recent years.

We are asking, in order to provide additional choice, and to provide certainty of site delivery, that
consideration be given to some smaller allocations in the Rosemount area, and in particular, my client's site
at The Struan, Woodlands Road (subject of previous representation). Part of the site has an extant
planning permission, and that area is shown on page 285 as being part of the built up urban fabric. The
planning unit is a little larger than that, however, and we consider that allocating the remainder of it would
provide a modest housing site for the type of housing provision that my client has successfully provided for
house purchasers in this area for many years.

We will contribute to all consultation exercises in relation to this site, and will pursue the objective to have it
included in the Plan, at every stage of the proceedings.
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Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan – Proposed Plan Representation Form

Please read the notes below before completing this form. Completed forms should be 
returned to the Local Development Plans Team:  DevelopmentPlan@pkc.gov.uk

Please complete all 4 sections of the Plan, this will allow us to process your representation 
accurately and quickly. If you have comments on several documents or parts of the Plan please 
use separate forms for each. 

The period of representation will end at 4pm on Tuesday 10th April 2012 and it is essential that 
you ensure that representations are with us by then. 

Your representation will be considered as part of the Local Development Plan preparation process 
and will be processed by employees of Perth & Kinross Council’s Environment Service.  
Representations and any information you provide (except signatures, email addresses and phone 
numbers) will be available for public inspection, published online and may be shared with other 
appropriate professionals and service providers.  Under the terms of the Data Protection Act 1998 
you are entitled to know what personal information Perth and Kinross Council holds about you, on 
payment of a fee of £10. 

Once we have your representation(s) we will acknowledge them and inform you when the 
Proposed Plan has been submitted to Scottish Ministers for examination.  Scottish Government 
guidance indicates that representations should be a maximum of 2000 words to provide the 
Examination Reporter with concise representations that can be resolved through written 
representations, hearings or a public inquiry as part of the examination process. 

1. Contact details (only representations that include full contact details are valid)

Name

Address and  
Postcode

Telephone no. 

Email address 
Note: email is our preferred method for contacting you – if you do not wish to receive correspondence by 
email, please tick this box:   

2. Which document are you making a representation on? 
Proposed Plan 

Supplementary Guidance 

SEA Environmental Report – Addendum 2 

SEA ER Addendum 2 - Appendices

If making a representation on Supplementary  
Guidance, please state the name of the document: 

3. Which part of the document are you making a representation on?
Policy ref.           or
Site ref.            or
Chapter    Page no.      Paragraph no. 

D G Coutts Associates (on behalf of The Morris Leslie Group)

Unit E, East Kingsway Business Centre, Mid Craigie Road, Dundee, DD4 7RH

✔

MU3 Perth Airport

5. Perth Area Spatial Strateg 67 - 73 5.1.1 - 5.1.19
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4. What is your representation? 

Are you supporting the Plan? 
Or
Would you like to see a change to the Plan?  Please state this change. 

Please include the reason for supporting the Plan/requesting a change. 

We are seeking a redistribution of allocations within the Perth Core Area to sites which can contribute to the
provision of the major transport infrastructure constraint to development in the Perth area (the third crossing
of the the River Tay [CTLR]), in order that it can be achieved within a meaningful timescale. This crossing is
required for appropriate access to the A93 and 94 corridors, to relieve congestion in the wider Perth urban
area, and for health reasons (see the Air Quality Management Plan). Also, of the two bridges in existence
across the River Tay within the City, one is hundreds of years old, and the other is over 50 years old, and
regardless of traffic capacity issues, it is unwise to depend on their continuing safety and availability.

In relation to para. 5.1.1, it is noted that in exchanges between the TAYplan Authority and the Reporter's
Unit regarding housing land projections in the Perth Local Authority area, it is stated that there has been a
failure on the part of TAYplan to take into account the latest GROS figures from 2008, with the 2006 figures
being used instead. The 2008 figures show a higher projection growth. TAYplan have responded to that
criticism by stating that should a shortfall of allocated land manifest itself, it can be accommodated on sites
within the Perth Core Area. My client's site at Perth Airport lies within that Core Area and, in addition to the
50 house allocation, there is surplus land available for housing development.

The Plan outlines a number of constraining factors to development, in and around the City. There is
continuing uncertainty regarding the commitment to, and the funding of the CTLR which is stated in para.
5.1.14 to be a major requirement in the provisions to offset 'the biggest single constraint facing the Perth
Area', i.e. capacity of roads infrastructure. Para 5.1.17 introduces the need for an embargo on greenfield
developments above 10 housing units on the A93 and A94 corridors until the CTLR is a committed project.
A further embargo is listed for the Crieff Road area. Local Development Plans are meant to determine
consistent future growth throughout the plan periods, and it is difficult to reconcile that in a Plan that
anticipates major growth only in the latter stages of its period. Certainty, regarding the CTLR, should be a
priority.

The funding for the CTLR, however, is expected to come from a private/public partnership, with developer
contributions playing a major part. There is therefore a 'chicken and egg' situation. The allocations shown
would be, without applying prohibitive 'per unit' contributions to overcome constraints, unlikely to deliver any
significant funding contributions (as demonstrated in the past at Oudenarde). Given the current economic
situation, the contribution levels have to be realistic and, until there is commitment to significant
development in the corridors, the CTLR cannot, and will not become a committed project. The CTLR is
required in order for sustained growth to happen, in accordance with TAYplan strategic requirements, and
additional allocations in the corridors would make it more likely to happen. There is an opportunity, given
the PKC decision to omit Almond Valley from the Plan, to allocate additional land in the A93 and 94
corridors. It is disappointing that the supplementary guidance on this issue is only to become available later
this year.

The Morris Leslie Group has undertaken its own study, through consultants URS, of the various CTLR
options, and how the link can be achieved. That study is available to PKC, if it is considered to be of value,
and the MLG are happy to engage in any discussions, to amplify or explain the rationale.

It is relevant to point out that the five year supply of housing land is a MINIMUM supply, and that it requires
to be in place at all times throughout the plan period. The requirement to overcome such a debilitating
constraint as the CTLR, points the Authority in the direction of having a greater supply of land than the
minimum five years. Once the CTLR is committed to, and the supporting road route is determined (and
contributions are agreed for each part), developers can contribute as their developments proceed. This
happens on the continent, where road systems are jig-sawed into place, and there is also experience in this
country, in Inverness, where the Western Relief Road was constructed in stages by various developers.

SubmitPrintSave a copy

Rep no. 00385/5

kicramond
Typewritten Text
This representation was submitted with supporting documents, due to size these are unavailable on the website, but are available to view at Pullar House, 35 Kinnoull Street, Perth, PH1 5GD.



Rep no. 00386/1



Rep no. 00386/1



Rep no. 00387/1



Rep no. 00387/1



Rep no. 00388/1



Rep no. 00388/1



Rep no. 00389/1



Rep no. 00389/1


	00370 2
	00371 1
	00372 1
	00373 1
	00374 1
	00375 1
	00376 2
	00377 2
	00378 1
	00379 1
	00380 1
	00381 1
	00383 1
	00384 1
	00385 1
	00385 2
	00385 3
	00385 4
	00385 5
	00386 1
	00387 1
	00388 1
	00389 1



