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Pullar House 35 Kinnoull Street Perth PH1 5GD  Tel: 01738 475300  Email: onlineapps@pkc.gov.uk 

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

Thank you for completing this application form:

ONLINE REFERENCE 100721750-001

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

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

Agent Details
Please enter Agent details

Company/Organisation:

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

First Name: * Building Name:

Last Name: *  Building Number:

Address 1
Telephone Number: * (Street): *

Extension Number: Address 2:

Mobile Number: Town/City: *

Fax Number: Country: *

Postcode: *

Email Address: *

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

  Individual    Organisation/Corporate entity

MARK

WILLIAMSON

34 HERMITAGE DRIVE

34

07761 908656

PH1 2SY

UK

PERTH

markjw10@virginmedia.com
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Applicant Details
Please enter Applicant details

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

Other Title: Building Name:

First Name: * Building Number:

Address 1
Last Name: * (Street): *

Company/Organisation Address 2:

Telephone Number: * Town/City: *

Extension Number: Country: *

Mobile Number: Postcode: *

Fax Number:

Email Address: *

Site Address Details
Planning Authority: 

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

Address 1:  

Address 2:

Address 3:

Address 4:

Address 5:

Town/City/Settlement:

Post Code:

Please identify/describe the location of the site or sites

Northing Easting

Mr

GARY

Perth and Kinross Council

MCLUSKEY

LAND 90m EAST OF 13 PARK GROVE, SPITTALFIELD, PH1 4LH

740964 311054
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Description of Proposal
Please provide a description of your proposal to which your review relates. The description should be the same as given in the 
application form, or as amended with the agreement of the planning authority: *
(Max 500 characters)

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

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

  Application for planning permission in principle.

  Further application.

  Application for approval of matters specified in conditions.

What does your review relate to? *

  Refusal Notice.

 Grant of permission with Conditions imposed.

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

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

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

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

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

If yes, you should explain in the box below, why you are raising the new matter, why it was not raised with the appointed officer before 
your application was determined and why you consider it should be considered in your review: * (Max 500 characters)

Residential development and associated works (in principle) Land 90 Metres East Of 13 Park Grove Spittalfield Perth PH1 4LH    

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

Application Details

Please provide the application reference no. given to you by your planning 
authority for your previous application.

What date was the application submitted to the planning authority? *

What date was the decision issued by the planning authority? *

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

Can this review continue to a conclusion, in your opinion, based on a review of the relevant information provided by yourself and other 
parties only,  without any further procedures? For example, written submission, hearing session, site inspection. *
 Yes   No

Please indicate what procedure (or combination of procedures) you think is most appropriate for the handling of your review. You may 
select more than one option if you wish the review to be a combination of procedures.

Please select a further procedure *

Please explain in detail in your own words why this further procedure is required and the matters set out in your statement of appeal it 
will deal with?  (Max 500 characters) 

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

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

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

If there are reasons why you think the local Review Body would be unable to undertake an unaccompanied site inspection, please 
explain here.  (Max 500 characters) 

Doc 1 - Decision Notice 24/00391/IPL Doc 2 - Spittalfield Settlement Boundary LDP2 Doc 3 - Indicative Masterplan 24/00391/16 
Doc 4 - Report of Handling 21/01507/FLL Doc 5 - Galbraith Particulars for Business Use at the site. Doc 6 -  Report of Handling 
24/00391/IPL Doc 7 - Conservation Section Consultation Response Doc 8 - Tree Survey

24/00391/IPL

22/05/2025

By means of inspection of the land to which the review relates

The whole of the site cannot be seen from the public road and an accompanied visit would be appropriate.

08/03/2024

Written submissions and site visit as it is important to look at the whole MU6 site, the access to the main road and the wider 
context of the village including existing road conditions and woodland to the east.
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Checklist – Application for Notice of Review
Please complete the following checklist to make sure  you have provided all the necessary information in support of your appeal. Failure 
to submit all this  information may result in your appeal  being deemed invalid. 

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

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

If you are the agent, acting on behalf of the applicant, have you provided details of your name   Yes   No   N/A
and address and indicated whether any notice or correspondence required in connection with the 
review should be sent to you or the applicant? *
Have you provided a statement setting out your reasons for requiring a review and by what  Yes   No
procedure (or combination of procedures) you wish the review to be conducted? *

Note: You must state, in full, why you are seeking a review on your application. Your statement must set out all matters you consider 
require to be taken into account in determining your review. You may not have a further opportunity to add to your statement of review 
at a later date. It is therefore essential that you submit with your notice of review, all necessary information and evidence that you rely 
on and wish the Local Review Body to consider as part of your review.
Please attach a copy of all documents, material and evidence which you intend to rely on  Yes   No
(e.g. plans and Drawings) which are now the subject of this review *

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

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

Declaration Name: Mr MARK WILLIAMSON

Declaration Date: 17/08/2025
 

Payment Details

Online payment: 418744 
Payment date: 17/08/2025 18:10:36

Created: 17/08/2025 18:10



Statement

Notice of Review  

Residential development and associated works (in principle) Land 90 Metres East Of 13 
Park Grove Spittalfield Perth PH1 4LH 

24/00391/IPL 

Introduction & Background  

This Notice of Review is submitted following the refusal of planning permission under 
delegated powers on the 22 May 2025 for residential development in principle under 
application 24/00391/IPL. (Doc 1) 

The reasons for refusal were:- 

1. The proposal is contrary to the spatial strategy for this allocated site (Ref MU6) of the 
Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2019 which seeks a small mixed-use 
development of employment uses and housing on the site of a former bus depot. The 
proposal relates solely to a section of the allocated site (Ref MU6) and does not relate to 
a comprehensive redevelopment of the site nor is any commercial development 
proposed.  



2. The proposal is for five large detached dwellinghouses on five large plots which does 
not respect the wider residential density in the village to the west. Further the proposal 
does not integrate or connect with neighbouring residential development. The proposal 
is poorly designed and the design and density does not respect the character and 
amenity of the place or create and improve links to the surrounding area. The proposal 
is contrary to NPF4 Policy 14 Design, Quality and Place and LDP2 Policy 1 Placemaking 
and associated Supplementary Guidance. 

3. The proposed development is contrary to NPF4 Forestry, Woodland and Trees Policy 6 
b) i) because of the proximity of housing and garden ground to ancient woodland and 
the potential adverse impact on their ecological condition.  

4. The existing vehicular access does not have the capacity to accommodate the 
development and the proposal will have an adverse impact on road safety and 
operational performance. The proposal is contrary to NPF4 Policy 13 Sustainable 
Transport and LDP2 Policy 60A and 60B Transport Standards and Accessibility 
Requirements.

The Review site is a 1ha area of ground within and to the east of the settlement 
boundary of the village of Spittalfield, where the site and land to the north and south is 
within the zoned proposal MU6 of the adopted Perth and Kinross Local Development 
Plan 2019. This designation is for a mix of housing and business use. (Doc 2) 

The same MU6 site was designated in the previous Perth and Kinross Local 
Development Plan 2014 (LDP1). As indicated in the Site-Specific Developer 
Requirements of the current Local Development Plan 2019 (LDP2) however it does not 
require the comprehensive redevelopment of the site and a masterplan. This is as a 
consequence of an intervening Local Review Body decision to grant planning consent 
under 16/01358/IPL for 2 dwellinghouses to the north of the Review site within the MU6 
designation. Both of these houses have been built and are occupied. 

Since that time and prior to the Review application submission, part of the zoned site 
was advertised for business use, as required under the MU6 designation, for over a year 
with no o�ers or take up for any business use.

Importantly, since the allocation of the MU6 site in the 2014 local development plan 
there has been no registered interest or apparent demand for business use in this part 
of the village. Despite that however, the Review application had included an indicative 
masterplan which illustrates how the wider MU6 site can accommodate the prescribed 
business use if there was a realistic demand in the near future. (Doc 3) 

In the Report of Handling for the erection of a dwellinghouse to the north of the Review 
site under application 21/01507/FLL, (Doc 4) it stated: - 

“Planning permission in principle for residential development was granted on this site 
and the land to the east in March 2017 (16/01358/IPL) by the Council's Local Review 
Body (PKLRB) who found that while a comprehensive, rather than piecemeal, 



development would be preferred, it was recognised that the land had remained derelict 
for many years, despite its allocation. In balancing the individual circumstances of this 
site, it was considered that the partial development may lead to the comprehensive 
development which would remove the dereliction. In that context, the majority of the 
PKLRB decided it was acceptable to allow this partial development of the site, contrary 
to the Local Development Plan allocation.  That permission has now lapsed.  However, 
the above requirements in relation to the site being developed comprehensively were 
not carried forward to the LDP2 in order to reflect the 2016 permission which was 
granted by PKLRB.”

21/01507/FLL Report of Handling 12 Oct 2021

It is confirmed in this Report of Handling therefore, that the comprehensive re-
development of the MU6 site is not required under the currently adopted LDP2 and that 
the overall development of the site can progress in a partial manner until complete. The 
Review application represents the partial development of the site which will ultimately 
lead to the complete redevelopment of the whole site. 

Importantly, the vehicular access to the MU6 site identified in the current and the 
former 2014 local development plan is the vehicular access which currently serves the 
built dwellinghouses and is the access proposed under this Review application. 

It is considered that the Review proposal is acceptable in principle and is in accordance 
with Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2019 and NPF 4 residential policies. 

The grounds for the Review will be expanded further below. 

Development Plan 

The Development Plan for the area comprises National Planning Framework 4 (NPF4) 
and the Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2 (2019) (LDP2).  

National Planning Framework 4 

The National Planning Framework 4 (NPF4) is the Scottish Government’s long-term 
spatial strategy with a comprehensive set of national planning policies.  This strategy 
sets out how to improve people’s lives by making sustainable, liveable and productive 
spaces.   

NPF4 was adopted on 13 February 2023.  NPF4 has an increased status over previous 
NPFs and comprises part of the statutory development plan. 

The Council’s assessment of this application has considered the following policies of 
NPF4: 

Policy 1: Tackling the Climate and Nature Crises 



Policy 2: Climate Mitigation and Adaptation 

Policy 3: Biodiversity 

Policy 4: Natural Places 

Policy 6: Forestry, Woodland and Trees 

Policy 7: Historic Assets and Places 

Policy 9: Brownfield, Vacant and Derelict Land and Empty Buildings 

Policy 13: Sustainable Transport 

Policy 14: Design, Quality and Place 

Policy 15: Local Living and 20 Minute Neighbourhoods 

Policy 16: Quality Homes 

Policy 18: Infrastructure First 

Policy 20: Blue and Green Infrastructure 

Policy 22: Flood Risk and Water Management 

Policy 23: Health and Safety 

Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2 – Adopted November 2019

The Local Development Plan 2 (LDP2) is the most recent statement of Council policy 
and is augmented by Supplementary Guidance. The Review site is within the Spittalfield 
settlement boundary in a land use designation for mixed use development – MU6. 

The principal policies are: 

Policy 1A: Placemaking 

Policy 1B: Placemaking 

Policy 5: Infrastructure Contributions 

Policy 17: Residential Areas 

Policy 26B: Scheduled Monuments and Archaeology: Archaeology 

Policy 32: Embedding Low & Zero Carbon Generating Technologies in New Development 



Policy 40A: Forestry, Woodland and Trees: Forest and Woodland Strategy 

Policy 40B: Forestry, Woodland and Trees: Trees, Woodland and Development 

Policy 41: Biodiversity 

Policy 42: Green Infrastructure 

Policy 47: River Tay Catchment Area 

Policy 52: New Development and Flooding 

Policy 53B: Water Environment and Drainage: Foul Drainage 

Policy 53C: Water Environment and Drainage: Surface Water Drainage 

Policy 56: Noise Pollution 

Policy 58A: Contaminated and Unstable Land: Contaminated Land 

Policy 60A: Transport Standards and Accessibility Requirements: Existing Infrastructure 

Policy 60B: Transport Standards and Accessibility Requirements: New Development 
Proposals 

Statutory Supplementary Guidance

 Supplementary Guidance - Developer Contributions & A�ordable Housing
(adopted in 2020) 

 Supplementary Guidance - Flood Risk and Flood Risk Assessments (adopted in 
2021) 

 Supplementary Guidance - Forest & Woodland Strategy (adopted in 2020) 
 Supplementary Guidance - Green & Blue Infrastructure (adopted in 2020) 
 Supplementary Guidance - Placemaking (adopted in 2020) 

OTHER POLICIES

Non-Statutory Guidance

 Planning Guidance - Loch Leven SPA, the Dunkeld-Blairgowrie Lochs SAC and 
the River Tay SAC 

 Planning Guidance - Planning & Biodiversity



NATIONAL GUIDANCE

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

Planning Advice Notes

The following Scottish Government Planning Advice Notes (PANs) and Guidance 
Documents are of relevance to the proposal:  

 PAN 40 Development Management 
 PAN 51 Planning, Environmental Protection and Regulation 
 PAN 61 Planning and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems 
 PAN 68 Design Statements 
 PAN 69 Planning and Building standards Advice on Flooding 
 PAN 75 Planning for Transport 
 PAN 77 Designing Safer Places 

Creating Places 2013

Creating Places is the Scottish Government’s policy statement on architecture and 
place. It sets out the comprehensive value good design can deliver. It notes that 
successful places can unlock opportunities, build vibrant communities and contribute 
to a flourishing economy and set out actions that can achieve positive changes in our 
places. 

Designing Streets 2010

Designing Streets is the policy statement in Scotland for street design and changes the 
emphasis of guidance on street design towards place-making and away from a system 
focused upon the dominance of motor vehicles. It was created to support the Scottish 
Government’s place-making agenda, alongside Creating Places.  

National Roads Development Guide 2014

This document supports Designing Streets and expands on its principles and is 
considered to be the technical advice that should be followed in designing and 
approving of all streets including parking provision. 

Planning History 

16/01358/IPL - Residential development (in principle) for two single storey 
dwellinghouses - LRB appeal on 9 March 2017 overturned the decision to refuse 
planning permission for 2 plots in the northern part of the MU6 site.  
The decision notice noted that while a comprehensive, rather than piecemeal, 
development was recommended in site specific developer requirements, it was 



recognised that the land had remained derelict for many years, despite its local 
development plan allocation.  

In balancing the individual circumstances of this site, it was considered that the partial 
development may lead to the comprehensive development which would remove the 
dereliction. In that context, the PKLRB decided it was acceptable to allow this partial 
development of the site, contrary to the Local Development Plan site specific developer 
requirements for MU6 in the 2014 LDP1.  

Subsequently as a result of the LRB decision the requirement for a comprehensive 
masterplan approach for MU6 was not carried forward in the site-specific developer 
requirements in the current adopted 2019 LDP2. Approved 9 March 2017 

20/01903/FLL - Erection of a dwellinghouse. Plot 1 - 4-bedroom single storey 
dwellinghouse in northwest corner of the MU6 site. Approved 11 Feb 2021 

The report of handling highlighted the intention to connect the proposed house to a 
private drainage system. The site is located within the settlement of Spittalfield and 
Policy 53B of the LDP2 refers to foul drainage and states that all developments within 
settlements which have a public drainage system will require to connect to that system.  
Scottish Water indicated at the time that there is a wastewater facility located within 
Spittalfield. Policy 53B goes on to state that where there is little or no capacity a private 
drainage system can be accepted.  The applicant's agent confirmed that there is no 
current capacity in Spittalfield and therefore a private system to serve a single house 
was considered to be acceptable in this instance. 

21/00465/DOM2 – This building warrant states the foul drainage will be taken to the 
public sewer through a new sewer servicing the site. Approved 

21/01507/FLL- Erection of a dwellinghouse and garage (Plot 2 – MU6 site). A 3-bedroom 
single storey larch clad modern design with accommodation in the roof space. 
Approved 13 Oct 2021 

Reason for Refusal and Grounds of the Review  

The reasons for the review and matters considered refer to the reasons for refusal, 
which can be summarised: - 

i) The proposal is not in accordance with the Policy proposal MU6 of the adopted LDP2 
as it does not does not relate to a comprehensive redevelopment of the site nor is any 
commercial development proposed.  

ii) The proposal is poorly designed and the design and density does not respect the 
character and amenity of the place or create and improve links to the surrounding area. 

iii) The proposal will have a potentially adverse impact on ancient woodland and it’s 
ecological condition. 



iv) The existing vehicular access does not have the capacity to accommodate the 
development and the proposal will have an adverse impact on road safety and 
operational performance. 

The above issues will be considered below in the applicant’s statement and argument 
against the reasons for refusal, in support of the Review. 

i) The proposal is not in accordance with the Policy proposal MU6 of the adopted 
LDP2 as it does not does not relate to a comprehensive redevelopment of the site 
nor is any commercial development proposed. 

This is an in-principle application and the principle of residential use on the MU6 site 
has already been established through the inclusion of the site in the village boundary 
and it’s specific mixed-use designation.  

The same MU6 site was designated in the previous 2014 Perth and Kinross Local 
Development Plan. The current 2019 LDP however does not require the comprehensive 
redevelopment of the site and a masterplan. This was as a consequence of an 
intervening Local Review Body decision to grant planning consent under 16/01358/IPL 
for 2 dwellinghouses to the north of the Review site which was within the MU6 
designation. Both of these houses have been built and are occupied. 

Since that time and prior to the Review application submission, part of the zoned site 
was advertised for business use as required under the MU6 zoning for over a year with 
no o�ers or take up for these by any business. (Doc 5)

Importantly since the allocation of the MU6 site in 2014 there has been no registered 
interest or apparent demand for any business use in this part of the village.  

In the Report of Handling for the erection of a dwellinghouse to the north of the Review 
site under application 21/01507/FLL, it stated: - 

“Planning permission in principle for residential development was granted on this site 
and the land to the east in March 2017 (16/01358/IPL) by the Council's Local Review 
Body (PKLRB) who found that while a comprehensive, rather than piecemeal, 
development would be preferred, it was recognised that the land had remained derelict 
for many years, despite its allocation. In balancing the individual circumstances of this 
site, it was considered that the partial development may lead to the comprehensive 
development which would remove the dereliction. In that context, the majority of the 
PKLRB decided it was acceptable to allow this partial development of the site, contrary 
to the Local Development Plan allocation.  That permission has now lapsed.  However, 
the above requirements in relation to the site being developed comprehensively were 
not carried forward to the LDP2 in order to reflect the 2016 permission which was 
granted by PKLRB.”

21/01507/FLL Report of Handling 12 Oct 2021



It is confirmed here in the 2021 Report of Handling therefore, that the comprehensive 
re-development of the MU6 site is not required under the currently adopted LDP2 and 
that the overall development of the site can progress in a partial manner until complete. 
This approach was confirmed with the granting of the previous in-principle application 
16/01358/IPL at the LRB in 2017 and is reflected in the Review submission. 

Furthermore, despite the lack of business interest in the site the applicant is willing to 
allocate a portion of the site to the south within the wider MU6 site for business use as 
indicated in drawing 24/00391/16. (Doc 3) Without any business take up however, it is 
considered appropriate to develop the site fully for residential. 

Reason for refusal 1) therefore is not relevant in the determination of the proposal as it 
was accepted in the previous consents that a partial development of the site rather than 
comprehensive redevelopment was acceptable and that this specific requirement of 
the previous 2014 LDP zoned MU6 site is not a requirement of the currently adopted 
LDP2. The Review proposal is in accordance with the currently adopted LDP2. 

ii) The proposal is poorly designed and the design and density does not respect the 
character and amenity of the place or create and improve links to the surrounding 
area.

The Report of Handling for the Review application (Doc 6) stated:- 

“The indicative site plan shows a layout of 5 large plots ranging from 1446 sqm to 2260 
sqm in the central section of the site. There is no consideration given to the existing two 
houses on the north boundary to ensure their sensitive integration with the application 
site. Overall, as outlined above, the proposal does not respect the design and density of 
the wider surrounding area to the west. The proposal will not contribute positively to the 
surrounding built environment and will lead to a piecemeal development lacking 
character, connectivity and identity with the village”.  

The Review indicative site plan layout integrates the existing 2no. plots to the north by 
mimicking the plot proportions/ garden areas, while also considering how each plot is 
accessed within the site and integrating this into the proposed layout. This rationalises 
the proposed development through providing better vehicle access to the existing north 
east dwelling, which in turn integrates this with the Review proposal.  

The height and massing of the proposed dwellings will be in keeping with the 
surrounding context, and would be confirmed at the detailed planning stage. 

The indicative layout reflects the density/plot ratios of the existing houses to the north 
and the proposed internal road network integrates the development.  

Also, the lower density reflects the graduation from built development to the 
countryside to the east where lower density housing is indicative of rural character. 
Furthermore, concerns about woodland impact in the Report of Handling are alleviated 
by lower density housing.  



The proposal will not have any adverse impact on the setting or character of the 
Spittalfield Conservation Area as confirmed in the Conservation Section consultation 
response (Doc 7) :- 

“The site is separated from the conservation area and its concentration of listed 
buildings by an area of more recent development. Given the distance and relatively flat 
topography, an appropriately scaled and designed development is unlikely to result in 
an adverse impact on wider views.”

Any future detailed application can look at opportunities to link the proposed 
development’s infrastructure to the wider area, such as linking a pedestrian route to 
Ancient Woodland to the east or upgrading the existing access junction to better 
accommodate pedestrian access within the village.   

As this is an ‘in principle’ application, cognisance can be taken from any comments 
raised or conditions attached and then integrated into the site layout plan at the 
detailed planning stage.  It is noted that the Review proposed site plan is indicative and 
has been prepared to illustrate that a development can be accommodated on this part 
of the MU6 site. 

Amendments to design and layout, along with improvements in connectivity can be 
made at the detailed planning stage, which is accepted practise.    

Importantly, this is an in-principle application and the indicative site plan does not 
require approval, only the red line boundary of the Review site.  

iii)The proposal will have a potentially adverse impact on Ancient Woodland and 
it’s ecological condition.

As detailed in the Tree Survey submitted in support of the Review application there is no 
Native Woodland on the Review site identified by the Native Woodland Survey. The Tree 
Survey is clear that the proposed indicative development will not pose any threat to the 
woodland on the eastern boundary. (Doc 8) 

There is no protected woodland on the site, there is Ancient Woodland to the east of the 
site which will not be impacted by the proposed development. 

No trees are to be felled to accommodate the proposed indicative layout. 

The development will lead to a loss of grassland and tall ruderal vegetation. 

To compensate for the loss of grassland and to enhance biodiversity it is recommended 
that species-rich wildflower meadow mixes are sown in retained grassland and around 
the margins of the site. 



New planting is recommended with planting of native species of trees and shrubs to 
enhance the local biodiversity. 

The Council’s Tree and Biodiversity O�icer is concerned however, that the indicative 
layout will impact on Ancient Woodland which is outwith the Review site and stated: - 

“Reduce impacts of the proposed development to ancient woodland by revising the site 
layout to allow a significant bu�er (at least 10m) between the houses and gardens 
planted with trees and shrubs native to Scotland. This will help reduce ground 
disturbance to create larger gardens and increased potential to introduce non-native 
invasive species that can spread from gardens by creating a strong boundary between 
the two land uses. It will also help reduce impacts of increased noise, disturbance and 
lighting on woodland dwelling species.”

The site-specific developer requirements of the MU6 designation in the adopted LDP2 
make no mention of any impact on Ancient Woodland, only that the woodland on the 
eastern boundary should be protected and retained. 

As this is an application in principle and the proposed site layout is indicative the layout 
can be revised at the detailed planning stage to accommodate a 10m bu�er in order to 
protect the Ancient Woodland to the east of the Review site. Root Protection Areas can 
be conditioned in accordance with BS 5837:2012 - Trees in Relation to Construction as 
necessary in order to protect existing healthy mature trees. 

It is concluded therefore that the proposal in-principle will not have an adverse impact 
on the Ancient Woodland outwith and to the east of the Review site. 

iv) The existing vehicular access does not have the capacity to accommodate the 
development and the proposal will have an adverse impact on road safety and 
operational performance.

The Review application vehicular access is the MU6 designated access which has 
identified in the previous LDP1 2014 and the current LDP2, as indicated below. The 
applications for the 2 existing houses on the MU6 site were approved with this vehicular 
access as it was the designated local development plan access. 

The existing vehicular access has been in use now for 5 years by the existing 2 dwellings 
on the MU6 site, combined with the bus use under the vehicle operators licence and 
there have been no road safety issues arising. 

There are concerns from the Council in the Report of Handling that, firstly the 
designated and proposed vehicular access does not have the capacity to 
accommodate the Review development and secondly about the proposed vehicle 
access being in very close proximity to Park Grove and the potential for confusion as to 
where vehicles are turning into if there were to be two residential vehicle accesses close 
together.



These concerns raised at this stage were a surprise to the appellant given that the 
vehicular access been the designated access for the MU6 zoned site for so many years, 
as indicated below. 

LDP1 2014 

LDP2 2019 

It is asserted that the appellant does not consider the access to be inadequate in terms 
of road capacity. It is acknowledged that there are concerns about the proximity of the 2 
road accesses however, it is considered that within the context of the Review site in the 
village and the 20mph limit, the designated MU6 zoning and the geometry of the road 



junction having good visibility, that these concerns do not pose any significant road 
safety issues which would justify a refusal of the application.  

The Review vehicular access has been in use for 5 years by the existing 2 
dwellinghouses and also by 2 buses which operate under a Vehicle Operators License 
from the south of the MU6 site and use the same vehicular access, all without any road 
safety issues. Also, along the A984 within the village there are multiple residential 
vehicular accesses which function safely already. 

The appellant’s Transport Consultant confirms the context for the Review application in 
terms of road capacity:-  

The tra�ic count just demonstrates the low volume of tra�ic. (Fig 1 – below) Even if the 
numbers were to be consistent throughout the day, which is unlikely, this equates 
to around 1500 vehicles per working day, which is well below the road’s theoretical 
capacity. Also, assuming that the survey relates to through tra�ic therefore the number 
of turning movements into the development site or the adjacent site are very small. (All 
turning movements represent a modicum of risk. The only way to eliminate risk is not to 
allow any new development). 

To give it some context a very busy road would probably expect in excess of 10,000 
vehicles per working day. Very few A class roads in Perthshire other than the main 
arterial routes e.g. A9. A90, A85 carry that volume of tra�ic. An increase in tra�ic only 
becomes an issue if the road in question is already operating at capacity.  There are no 
roads in Perthshire, and that includes probably the A9, that are operating close to 
theoretical capacity. I make these comments for information not because they have any 
real bearing on the matter in hand but because experience tells me that people tend to 
think that any increase in tra�ic is unacceptable.

The road tra�ic count was submitted in support of the Review application.



The Review vehicular access is within the village boundary and the 20-mph speed limit. 
The required stopping distance under the Design Streets guidance is 25m to the middle 
of the junction. As indicated below the visibility splay is achievable and the photos 
provide further confirmation of this, where there is satisfactory visibility to the east on 
the o�-side and to the west on the near-side. 

Looking east 



Looking west 

It is considered that the Review access, i.e the designated access is acceptable as 
adopted in the past and current local plans, and will not have any significantly adverse 
impact on road safety or road capacity and therefore the proposal is in accordance with 
NPF4 Policy 13 Sustainable Transport and LDP2 Policy 60A and 60B Transport 
Standards and Accessibility Requirements.

Conclusions 

The Review proposal is not contrary to the spatial strategy for the designated MU6 site. 
As detailed above the approach to MU6 site development in a partial or phased manner 
was established following the 2017 LRB approval for 2 dwellinghouses in principle. 
These dwellinghouses are now built and occupied. This approach was subsequently 
carried through into LDP2 where partial development of the site was acceptable. The 
Review application reflects this approach and the applicant is willing to accommodate 
the commercial development element of the MU6 designation to the south of the site as 
indicated in the illustrative masterplan which was submitted with the Review 
application.  (Doc 3.) 

The indicative layout reflects the density/plot ratios of the existing houses to the north 
and the proposed internal road network integrates the development.  

Also, the lower density reflects the graduation from built development to the 
countryside to the east where lower density housing is more indicative of rural 
character. Also concerns about woodland impact in the Report of Handling are 
alleviated by lower density housing. The proposal will not have any adverse impact on 
the setting or character of the Spittalfield Conservation Area. 

As this is an application in principle there is an opportunity to amend the site layout and 
stand-o� distances from woodland to the east if required at the detailed stage.



This in-principle proposal therefore is not contrary to NPF4 Policy 14 Design, Quality 
and Place and LDP2 Policy 1 Placemaking and associated Supplementary Guidance. 

As indicated in the submitted masterplan the applicant is willing to reserve business 
land closer to the main access despite the lack of take up for business investment in 
Spittalfied. 

It is considered that the Review access, i.e the designated access is acceptable as 
adopted in the past and current local plans and been in use for many years accessing 
the main road, and it will not have any significantly adverse impact on road safety or 
road capacity and is in accordance with NPF4 Policy 13 Sustainable Transport and LDP2 
Policy 60A and 60B Transport Standards and Accessibility Requirements. 

For the reasons outlined above it is considered that the Review application is 
acceptable in principle and it is respectfully requested that the Review is upheld. 
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