Pullar House 35 Kinnoull Street Perth PH1 5GD Tel: 01738 475300 Fax: 01738 475310 Email: onlineapps@pkc.gov.uk

PERTH &
KINROSS

COURCIL

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

100670574-002

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)

D Applicant Agent

Agent Details

Please enter Agent details

Company/Organisation:

Ref. Number:

First Name: *

Last Name: *

Telephone Number: *

Extension Number:

Mobile Number:

Fax Number:

CASA
You must enter a Building Name or Number, or both: *
Colin Building Name: Treetops
Smith Building Number:
01887 820815 '(Asdt‘:e"fj)s ] Dull
Address 2:
Town/City: * Aberfeldy
Country: * Perthshire
Postcode: * PH152JQ

Email Address: *

colin@casarchitect.co.uk

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

Individual D Organisation/Corporate entity
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Applicant Details

Please enter Applicant details

Title: Mr You must enter a Building Name or Number, or both: *
Other Title: Building Name:
First Name: * Paul Building Number:
Last Name: * Strachan '(ASdt(rjerZ?)s *1
Company/Organisation Address 2:
Telephone Number: * Town/City: *
Extension Number: Country: *
Mobile Number: Postcode: *

Fax Number:

Emnail Address: * colin@casarchitect.co.uk

Site Address Details

Planning Authority: Perth and Kinross Council

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

Address 1: INCHADNEY

Address 2: OLD AMULREE ROAD

Address 3: KENMORE

Address 4:

Address 5:

Town/City/Settlement: ABERFELDY

Post Code: PH15 2HE

Please identify/describe the location of the site or sites

Northing 744827 Easting 277275
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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)

Erection of a dwellinghouse and associated works Land 100 Metres North West Of Inchadney Old Amulree Road Kenmore
Aberfeldy PH15 2HE 24/00695/FLL

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).
D Application for planning permission in principle.
D Further application.

|:| Application for approval of matters specified in conditions.

What does your review relate to? *

Refusal Notice.

D 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.

Find attached Notice of Review Planning Appeal Statement

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)
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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)

Notice of Review Planning Appeal Statement Drawings 349-00P, 349-01P, 349-01S, 349-02P, 349-03P, 349-04P Tree and
Protected Species Survey Part 1 and Part 2 Supporting Planning Statement

Application Details

Please provide the application reference no. given to you by your planning 24/00695/FLL
authority for your previous application.

What date was the application submitted to the planning authority? * 16/05/2024

What date was the decision issued by the planning authority? * 17/07/2024

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 *

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

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)

During the determination period of the application it does not appear that the site was visited by any council officer, as highlighted
in the Notice of Review. To understand the character of the site and its surroundings we believe that a site visit is essential.

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

The gate to the existing access is locked. If an unaccompanied site visit is proposed please let the applicant know in advance to
allow the gate to be unlocked. There is no immediate parking, it is advised that the public parking facility at the head of the Loch at
Kenmore is utilised.
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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 D No

Have you provided the date and reference number of the application which is the subject of this Yes D 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 D 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 D 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 Colin Smith

Declaration Date: 23/08/2024
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Notice of Review Planning Appeal — Erect House on Land to North of Inchadney

Introduction

This statement should be read in conjunction with the Notice of Review appeal in respect of the
refusal of planning application (24/00695/FLL) submitted to Perth and Kinross Council by CASA
on behalf of Mr P. Strachan.

Site Description

The 0.35ha site is located southwest of Kenmore, sited on the southern side of South Loch Tay
Road, on the southern shore of Loch Tay. The site is bounded by a post and wire fence to the
east, a stonewall to the west and the public road, a stonewall and a post and wire fence to the
north. The southern boundary is a clearly defined natural boundary created by the change of
levels associated with garden ground at Inchadney. There is informal tree planting present on all
of the sites boundaries.

The site is considered to be an infill development that is sandwiched between two properties Hill
House and Inchadney to the south, and the public road to the north and also into a readily
defined site within the wider grouping where the neighbouring properties to the north east all
contribute to the wider dispersed building group. Development of a single house on this site
would extend the group into a readily definable site that matches the line of the western boundary
that’s already been set by Hill House and Inchadney and is also consistent with the pattern of
development in the wider area which includes roadside sites/plots. The proposal is also
considered to be a development within the garden ground of a country/estate house, as the site
was used as garden ground for the C Listed former Manse Building (LB12140). It is stated within
the second reason for refusal that the Listed Building is not considered to be a country
house/estate, however this statement is not justified and in fact the Council’s own Housing in the
Countryside Supplementary Guidance defines a country house/estate as ‘a large house set
within its own estate or extensive grounds’ and the RoH also states that the site is ‘a rough area
of garden ground once associated with the listed Inchadney House’.

The site is a rough area of garden ground associated with the extensive grounds of Inchadney
House but due to the general topography and differences in levels is not visually related to
Inchadney, a C Listed Building which sits at an elevated position further up the hillside. Due to
the differences in topography and existing landscaping situated between the site and Inchadney
House, there would be no impact to the setting of the Listed Building and no amenity or privacy
issues would arise. The existing dwellings in the vicinity of the proposed site appear as a related
grouping within the landscape which can reasonably be extended into this identified site. There is
an appropriate landscape setting, and the proposed additional house will not fundamentally affect
the qualities and integrity of the site.

Planning History

The site has had 1 previously refused planning application. The refused planning permission in
principle application (ref 15/00536/IPL) was for the erection of a dwellinghouse. This application
was refused in May 2015 under the policies of the Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan
2014. That plan has now been superseded by the Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2
2019 as well as National Planning Framework 4 which also now forms part of the adopted
Development Plan.

This planning appeal relates to application 24/00695/FLL which was for the erection of a dwelling
on the clearly defined infill site, situated within a wider building group between the public road
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and the two properties, Inchadney and Hill House, sited southeast of the site. This application
was refused on the 171 of July 2024 for 4 reasons which were as follows;

The proposal is contrary to NPF4 Policy 14 — Design, Quality and Place and LDP2 Policy 1A
— Placemaking due to the proposal not contributing positively to the quality of the
surrounding area;

The proposal is contrary to NPF4 Policy 17 — Rural Homes and LDP2 Policy 19 — Housing in
the Countryside due to not falling within the categories stated within the policy;

The proposal is contrary to NPF4 Policy 6 — Forest, Woodland and Trees and LDP2 Policy
40A — Forestry, Woodland and Trees due to no assessment being provided for the potential
loss of trees or the protection of trees. It is worth noting that a tree survey was submitted with
the application and the site plan submitted in support of the planning application clearly sets
out the proposed and existing trees within the site, alongside protection measures for any
trees that may be affected by development (drawing No. 349-01P);

The proposal is contrary to NPF4 Policy 3 — Biodiversity and LDP2 Policy 41 — Biodiversity
due to no details regarding biodiversity enhancement being submitted and no assessment
provided of the potential impacts of the development on the River Tay Special Area of
Conservation. It is worth noting that a protected species survey was submitted with the
application and the submitted site plan (drawing No. 349-01P) and the submitted design
statement (drawing No. 349-04P) both clearly set out the proposed biodiversity enhancement
measures for the development.

Development Plan

Section 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) requires
proposals to be determined in accordance with the provisions of the development plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise.

In this case, the Development Plan, consists of the National Planning Framework 4 (adopted
February 2023), and the Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2 (LDP2) (adopted
November 2019).

In terms of other material considerations, the Council’'s Supplementary Guidance on Housing in
the Countryside Policy — 2020 is the most significant in terms of the detailed criteria it contains for
assessing this type of proposal.

The principle of a house on the site is required to be considered under the terms of Policy 9
(which was not considered by the Council in the determination of the proposal) and Policy 17 of
NPF4, Policy 19: Housing in the Countryside of LDP2, and Categories 1, 2 and 3.1 of the
Supplementary Guidance and this is assessed in further detail in section 5 below. As noted below
the policies allow for the erection of individual houses in the countryside on greenfield land which
fall into certain categories including developments within existing estate or country house garden
grounds.

The Council’'s placemaking policies (1A and 1B) from LDP2 are also relevant to the consideration
of this proposal. Policy 1A — Placemaking states;

Development must contribute positively to the quality of the surrounding built and natural
environment, and the design, density and site of development should respect the character
and amenity of the place including improvement to links within and where practical beyond
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the site. All development should be planned and designed with reference to climate change,
mitigation and adaptation.

Policy 1B — Placemaking states ‘All proposals should meet all ten of the placemaking criteria.

Create a sense of identity by developing a coherent structure of streets, spaces, and
buildings, safely accessible from its surroundings.

Consider and respect site topography and any surrounding important landmarks, views or
skylines, as well as the wider landscape character of the area.

The design and density should complement its surroundings in terms of appearance, height,
scale, massing, materials, finishes and colours.

Respect an existing building line where appropriate, or establish one where none exists.
Access, uses, and orientation of principal elevations should reinforce the street or open
space.

All buildings, streets, and spaces (including green spaces) should create safe, accessible,
inclusive places for people, which are easily navigable, particularly on foot, bicycle and public
transport.

Buildings and spaces should be designed with future adaptability, climate change and
resource efficiency in mind wherever possible.

Existing buildings, structures and natural features that contribute to the local fownscape
should be retained and sensitively integrated into proposals.

Incorporate green infrastructure into new developments to promote active travel and make
connections where possible to blue and green networks.

Provision of satisfactory arrangements for the storage and collection of refuse and recyclable
materials (with consideration of communal facilities for major developments).

Sustainable design and construction.

The proposed dwelling would be sited sensibly in a clearly defined infill site and within the context
of a wider building group. The proposed dwelling is sited on the edge of a flatter area of the site,
at the bottom of a steep slope within a natural clearing, that forms part of the original garden
ground associated with an existing country or estate house. The Report of Handling (RoH)
associated with the refusal of application 24/00695/FLL states that the site has historically been
used as informal garden ground for Inchadney House and that the site is well defined
between the road and Inchadney. The site has good connectivity to the Kenmore settlement
which lies a short distance to the north east, so also accords with the principles of ‘local living and
20-minute neighbourhoods’ in terms of sustainable transport and service provision requirements
(NPF4 Policy 15).

The proposal reflects the surrounding environment in its siting, design and density, and is well
screened from the public road to the north, the wider surrounding area, and the existing dwellings
to the south and east due to the existing trees and shrubbery, which was acknowledged by PKC
within the RoH where they state ‘it is likely any dwellinghouse would not be visible from
Inchadney due to the site’s position at the bottom of a steep slope. This, together with the
existing boundary of post and wire fencing, trees and a stone wall, provides some enclosure’.
The supporting design and access statement provided with the application showed clearly how
the design of the dwelling would blend into the landscape through the use of a green roof, with
the edge of the green roof unifying with the sloped landscape behind the dwelling. The external
finishes for the proposed house are vertical naturally weathering timber panels, with Passive
House windows set into a Limecrete frame. The design and access statement also shows how

BIDWELLS



4.9

4.10

4.1

412

4.13

4.14

Notice of Review Planning Appeal — Erect House on Land to North of Inchadney

the chosen materials and colours for the proposed dwelling have been carefully chosen to ensure
that they blend into the landscape and do not impact the surrounding environment negatively.

The first reason for refusal also gives being contrary to NPF4 Policy 14 — Design, Quality and
Place as a reason. The policy states that development proposals must be designed to improve
the quality of an area whether in urban or rural locations and regardless of scale. As per the
information stated above in paragraphs 4.7 and 4.8, the proposed dwelling has been designed to
improve the quality of the area through the use of landscaping, external materials and green
roofing. The proposed dwelling would also not impact on the amenity of the C Listed Building
(LB12140) as per the Council’'s own words, it is likely that any dwelling would not be visible from
the building.

The third reason for refusal states the proposal is contrary to NPF4 Policy 6 — Forest, Woodland
and Trees and LDP2 Policy 40A — Forestry, Woodland and Trees due to insufficient information
regarding tree loss and protection being provided in order to assess the proposal against the
policy. However, it should be noted that despite the Council feeling as though they did not have
the required information, they had a detailed tree survey before them which they appear to have
completely overlooked. In addition, the proposed site plan clearly identified existing trees
alongside suitable tree protection measures. At no time did the council contact the agent during
the consideration of the application to advise of any concerns and did not actually ask for any
additional information to be supplied as a post submission addition. Had they actually requested
the additional information they required in order to properly assess the proposal against the
policy, it would have been supplied. However, it's certainly not clear what further information was
necessary or could have been submitted beyond the submitted tree survey and proposed
(drawing No. 349-01P) and existing (drawing No. 349-01S) site plan details.

The fourth reason states that no assessment had been provided of the potential impacts of the
development on the River Tay Special Area of Conservation (SAC). However, similarly to the
issue of not being provided enough information regarding the trees on site, the Council did not
actually request this information they supposedly required during the determination of the
proposal. This reason is also typically covered by a suspensive condition on the approval of an
application.

Furthermore, the fourth reason for refusal also states that the proposal is considered to be
contrary to NPF4 Policy 3 — Biodiversity and LDP2 Policy 41 — Biodiversity, due to no biodiversity
enhancement details being submitted and therefore there was insufficient information to assess
against the policies. Once again, the Council, appear to have completely overlooked the
landscape plan that was submitted showing biodiversity enhancement in the planting schedule
and despite thinking that there was insufficient information provided, did not ask for any further
information to be provided.

NPF4 Policy 3 — Biodiversity states that ‘development proposals will contribute to the
enhancement of biodiversity, including where relevant, restoring degraded habitats and building
and strengthening nature networks and the connections between them. Proposals should also
integrate nature-based solutions, where possible.’

LDP2 Policy 41 — Biodiversity states that ‘Proposals that have a detrimental impact on the ability
to achieve the guidelines and actions identified in these documents (Planning for Nature:
Development Management and Wildlife Guide and the Tayside Local Biodiversity Action Plan)
will not be supported unless clear evidence can be provided that the ecological impacts can be
satisfactorily mitigated. In particular, developers may be required to:

Ensure a detailed survey is undertaken by a qualified specialist where one or more protected
or priority species is known or suspected. In accordance with the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017, development proposals
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that could have a significant impact on the environment may require an Environmental
Impact Assessment;

Demonstrate all adverse effects on species and habitats have been avoided wherever
possible. A Landscape Plan may be required to demonstrate the impact of the development
and how good design and site layout can enhance the existing biodiversity;

Include mitigation measures and implementation strategies where adverse effects are
unavoidable;

Enter into a Planning Obligation or similar to secure the preparation and implementation of a
suitable long-term management plan or a site Biodiversity Action Plan, together with long-
term monitoring.

This proposal does contribute to the enhancement of biodisversity, as per the planting schedule
that is laid out in the proposed site plan that was submitted with the application. The biodiversity
enhancement measures that are laid out in the site plan include the planting of new Rowan
Trees, various species of hedgerows and shrubs and the wildflower meadow roof. The schedule
also includes measures for the replacement of any newly planted trees which may potentially fail.
The proposed dwelling is also sited within an area of the invasive Butterbar, thus the
development would result in its removal.

Alongside the tree survey, a European Protected Species survey was submitted alongside the
application. The site was surveyed for the European protected species; otters, beavers, pine
martens, red squirrels, badgers and bats. The report concluded that there were no mitigation
measures or licenses needed regarding any of the species, however it is to be noted that otters
and beavers are widespread along the River and Loch Tay. The report also concluded that, as
nesting birds are protected by law, any tree or vegetation removal that occurs during nesting
season (18t March and end of August) will require an ecological presence.

Thus, for the reasoning set out above, this proposal does comply with NPF4 Policy 3 and LDP2
Policy 41, and should any additional information be required from the Local Review Body it can
be provided upon request.

Housing in The Countryside

Turning to the 2™ reason for refusal, Policy 17 of NPF4 seeks to encourage, promote, and
facilitate the delivery of more high quality, affordable and sustainable homes in the right locations.
The policy states ‘development proposals for new homes in rural areas will be supported where
the development is suitably scaled, sited and designed to be in keeping with the character of the
area and the development.’

Policy 19 in LDP2 states that the Council ‘will support proposals for the erection, or creation
through conversion, of single houses and small groups of houses in the countryside which fall
into at least one of the following categories:

(1) building groups;
(2) infill sites;

(3) new houses in the open countryside on defined categories of sites as set out in section
3 of the Supplementary Guidance;

(4) renovation or replacement of houses;

BIDWELLS



5.3

54

5.5

5.6

5.7

5.8

Notice of Review Planning Appeal — Erect House on Land to North of Inchadney

(5) conversion or replacement of redundant non-domestic buildings;

(6) development on rural brownfield land

The proposed dwelling is suitably scaled, sited and designed to be in keeping with the character
of the area and the development, as shown in the design statement (drawing No. 349-04P) and
proposed site plan (drawing No. 349-01P). However, the Council contradict themselves within the
RoH in regard to the siting of the proposed dwelling, by firstly stating that ‘the area is now
overgrown rough garden ground and well defined between the road and Inchadney with a
drystane dyke to the South west, a fence and informal planting to the North East Boundary’ and
then later stating that ‘the site presently has three defined boundaries but the south boundary is
undefined.’

It is also not explicitly discussed within the RoH why this site does not meet the requirements of
any of the 6 categories stated within Policy 19, with the only reasoning given within the RoH
being untrue, for example, it is also unclear how the site, which is located next to a public road
and positioned above Loch Tay, would be able to provide any degree of enclosure for a
dwellinghouse’. This is all information which was provided within the supporting documents for
the application, with the existing trees, shrubbery fencing and topography providing adequate
screening for the site.

Building Groups

Under the Building Groups (Category 1) of LDP2 Policy 19 — Housing in the Countryside, the
Council's Supplementary Guidance defines a building group as ‘3 or more existing buildings of a
size at least equivalent to a traditional cottage and which, when viewed within their landscape
setting, appear as a group.’

Furthermore, the Supplementary Guidance also states that ‘some areas are characterised by a
more dispersed building pattern. Where buildings appear as an obvious group within their
landscape setting permission will be granted for new houses subject to the requirements listed in
‘Adding to a Group’.

The requirements listed in ‘Adding to a Group’ are as follows:

New housing will respect the character, scale and form of the existing group, and will be
integrated into the existing layout and building pattern.

New housing will not detract from the visual amenity of the group when viewed from the
wider landscape.

A high standard of residential amenity will be provided for both existing and new housing.

The RoH and refusal number 2 state that the proposed development is not compliant with LDP2
Policy 19 — Housing in the Countryside as it does not fit into any of the 6 categories identified in
the policy. However, the buildings within the area form a dispersed building group and when
viewed from the wider landscape, the proposed development fits into the existing pattern of
development within the dispersed building group where there is already development in closer
proximity to South Loch Tay Road, as shown in appendix 1. A high standard of residential
amenity will be provided for the proposed dwelling by the existing and proposed landscaping and
trees, and the proposed dwelling’s design respects the character, scale and form of the existing
group. The proposed dwelling will also not detract from the visual amenity of the group when
viewed from the wider landscape, which is acknowledged by the council in the RoH where they
state that ‘no concerns have been raised in terms of the proposal’s impact on the residential
amenity of neighbouring properties.’
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Infill Sites

Infill sites are defined as ‘gaps between established houses, or a house and another substantial
building at least equivalent in size to a traditional cottage, where;

The plot or plots are comparable in size to the neighbouring plots and have a similar size of
road frontage.

The proportion of each plot occupied by the infill house or houses is no greater than that of
the neighbouring plots.

There are no uses in the vicinity which would prevent the achievement of an adequate
standard of amenity for the infill house or houses, and the amenity of any existing
neighbouring house is maintained.

The size and design of the infill house or houses is sympathetic to the neighbouring
buildings.

The full extent of the gap is included within the infill plot or plots — for the avoidance of doubt
the retention of a field access within the infill plot or plots will not be permitted.’

As explained in paragraph 5.6, the Council do not consider the proposed site to be an infill site,
despite there being a clear gap with established boundaries between Hill House, Inchadney
House and South Loch Tay Road. As shown in appendix 2, the site is a clearly defined site that is
sandwiched between the public road, Inchadney House (and associated garden grounds) and Hill
House. The development of a dwelling on this plot would not contribute to ribbon development,
as development on this site would round off development in this location with the proposed site
being the final clearly defined site. The proposed site is easily identified as an infill site, due to
being related enough to the existing sites and being readily definable within the wider grouping.

New Housing in the Countryside

Category 3 — New Housing in the Countryside of the Supplementary Guidance states that
proposals for new houses in the open countryside will be considered favourably where they fall
into at least one of the following categories;

3.1 Existing Gardens;

3.2 Houses in Areas of Flood Risk;
3.3 Economic Activity;

3.4 Houses for Local People;

3.5 Houses for Sustainable Living.

The Supplementary Guidance further states under section 3.1 Existing Gardens that ‘proposals
for a new house or houses within the original garden ground associated with an existing country
or estate house will be supported provided there is an appropriate landscape setting and
additional development will not fundamentally affect the qualities and integrity of the site,
particularly where the house is a listed building’. A country or estate house is defined within
the Supplementary Guidance as ‘a large house set within its own estate or extensive
grounds’. Given Inchadney House’s historical use as a Manse and the extensive garden
grounds associated with the property, it is acceptable to define it as a country or estate house as
per the Council’'s own guidance.

As previously mentioned in paragraphs 4.7 and 4.8, the Council acknowledges that the proposed
site was historically used as garden grounds for the listed building Inchadney House and that any
development on the proposed site would not negatively affect the qualities and integrity of the
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listed building. Despite this acknowledgment, the Council contradicts itself within the RoH by
stating that ‘the site is located within the garden grounds of an existing dwellinghouse but is not
considered to be a country house/estate’. However, they do not go on to justify why Inchadney
House is not considered to be a country/estate house, despite the property fitting the definition
within their Supplementary Guidance.

National Planning Framework 4

NPF4 Policy 9 — Brownfield, Vacant and Derelict Land and Empty Buildings states that ‘proposals
on greenfield sites will not be supported unless the site has been allocated for development or is
explicitly supported by policies in the LDP’, The Council failed to address this policy within the
RoH, despite it being relevant due to it supporting development on greenfield sites if it is
supported by policies within the LDP2. As was discussed above, it is considered that the
proposal is compliant with the relevant policies within the LDP2, and therefore the proposal is
compliant with NPF4 Policy 9.

Policy 17 — Rural Homes of NPF4 supports proposals for new homes in rural areas where they
are suitably scaled, sited and designed to be in keeping with the character of the area. Proposals
also should consider how the development will contribute towards local living, local housing
needs, economic considerations and transport needs. The proposal is suitably scaled, sited and
designed to be in keeping with the character of the area, as shown in the supporting documents
provided with the application. The proposal will also contribute towards local living, as it is located
a short distance from the Kenmore settlement, allowing any future residents to easily support
local business and contribute positively to the local economy. Despite not being located within the
Kenmore settlement boundary, development at this site will contribute to meeting local housing
needs due to the sites close proximity to the settlement.

Comments on Report of Handling

Paragraph 1 of the section Design and Layout of the RoH states ‘at present, the site is covered
by woodland which is in keeping with the site’s rural character. However, this would be negatively
impacted by the erection of a dwellinghouse on the site. The siting of any dwelling on this site
would require significant cutting of the slope, and clearance of trees/vegetation in order to provide
access’. This statement within the RoH is patently false, as whilst the site does have trees, the
position of the proposed house is to be located within an existing clearing and the house has
been designed to be sensitive to both trees and vegetation. The proposal does not intend to
remove any trees and the house being set into the landscape where the Butterbar will be
removed, and this invasive vegetation being replaced with a roof of more appropriate wild flower
meadow. Paragraph 3 states ‘a dwellinghouse on this site... would fail to blend sympathetically
with the existing landform...”. The design of the proposed dwelling demonstrates that this
statement is false as it is a bespoke design taking special cognisance of the site’s characteristics,
lifting the house off the ground to provide access whilst setting half of the house into the existing
topography, ensuring visual compatibility due to the house being partially underground.

Within the Trees, Landscape and Biodiversity section, it is stated that ‘while there is a clear
lack of supporting information in the form of a tree survey or any ecological walkover
survey... it can still be concluded that the development of a house on this site would be
detrimental to the established landscape setting, would result in unnecessary tree loss and have
an adverse impact on the landscape character of the area. Any development of the site and
creation of road access would lead to the loss of trees, plants and shrubs. Furthermore, there
have been no tree protection measures outlined in the Tree and Protected Species Survey.’
This statement within the RoH is false and clearly contradicts itself, as the Council have stated
that there was a lack of surveys carried out, and then later within the same paragraph state that
there was a Tree and Protected Species survey provided.

BIDWELLS



6.3

6.4

Notice of Review Planning Appeal — Erect House on Land to North of Inchadney

The Residential Amenity section suggests that ‘it is unlikely that any new residential
development would be able to provide sufficient garden ground’ and then further states that
‘100sq metres would be considered suitable’. This statement is also false, as the overall site area
is 3485sq metres and once removing the house footprint and access, 3000sq metres of garden
ground remains. The garden ground for the proposed dwelling is thirty times the area
recommended by the case officer. The determination that the proposed dwelling would not have
sufficient garden ground may be due to concerns with the sites sloping topography, however the
other dwellings within the grouping are all characterised by their sloping garden grounds. Thus,
this proposal is simply reflecting the existing pattern and character of the area.

When considering Visual Amenity, the report firstly states that ‘The site would be separated
from Inchadney by existing trees, and it is likely any dwellinghouse would not be visible from
Inchadney due fo the site’s position at the bottom of a steep slope. This, together with the
existing boundary of post and wire fencing, trees and a stone wall, provides some enclosure’.
The report then contradicts itself by saying ‘any dwelling could be visible from the surrounding
area’, however, a house being visual in the first instance is not necessarily detrimental.
Nevertheless, the proposed dwelling will be set within a mature existing landscape framework
offering excellent screening from public spaces, which is similar to the other dwellings within the
group (see photos below). The Taymouth Marina development, located 125m south west along
the public road has little screening and indeed is very visual from the surrounding area (see
photos below). Whilst it is not being argued as to why Taymouth Marina is allowed to be visual
and not be considered detrimental, it does raise the question as to why this application is
considered to be detrimental when the siting and retention of existing landscape features offer
excellent screening to avoid detrimental visual amenity and make the house one with the
landscape it inhabits.
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The Roads and Access section states ‘the provision of the visibility splay and parking/driveway
requirements will lead to the loss of trees and grassland in the north of the site which will be
detrimental to the overall amenity and character of the area’. As previously mentioned within
paragraph 6.1 and within the site plan submitted with the application, this statement is false. For
this review the drawing 349-01P has been amended to show the requirement for the visibility
splay for a 20mph road access. The shaded purple area is the splay required. Note that this
visibility splay will not affect any trees and will have minimum impact on the characteristics of the
existing area.

It should be noted that there was no formal consultation response from the Council’s
Biodiversity/Tree Officer regarding biodiversity or the Transport Planning Officer regarding public
access.

The amount of misinformation within the RoH that has been highlighted throughout this statement
does raise concerns regarding whether the information that was provided with the application
was actually ever reviewed. It also raises the question of whether the Planning officer ever visited
the site throughout the determination process.

It should also be noted that sections of the RoH have been copied directly from the previously
refused application’s (15/00536/IPL) RoH, albeit the changing of a few words (e.g. changing “I
have concerns” to “there are concerns”). Complete paragraphs have simply been copied directly
from the RoH of the previously refused planning permission in principle application 15/00536/IPL.
This is deeply concerning as the previous application was assessed against policies within the
Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan 2014 and not the current Development Plan (LDP2
and NPF4).

Conclusions

In this case, the proposal does meet the requirements of Policy 9 b) of NPF4 (Brownfield, Vacant
and Derelict Land and Empty Buildings), Policy 17 a) and b) of NPF4 (Rural Homes), and
categories 1, 2 and 3 of LDP2 Policy 19 (Housing in the Countryside).

The proposed greenfield site is clearly consistent with the Council's Supplementary Guidance as
the proposed site is an infill site which forms part of a dispersed building group. The proposed
site is also garden ground associated with an estate/country house, due to its significant history
of being used as such.

The proposal will contribute positively to biodiversity enhancement in the area, through methods
such as landscaping, planting and the protection of the existing trees. The proposed and existing
landscaping also ensure that the proposal is designed suitably to be in keeping with the character
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of the area, whilst maintaining residential amenity and not negatively impacting on the amenity of
the adjacent Listed Building.

7.4 For the reasons set out above, and subject to conditions being attached to any approval covering
the access, drainage and landscaping, the proposal is fully compliant with the relevant criteria of
Policy 1A and 1B within the LDP2.

7.5 The Local Review Body are therefore requested to support this Notice of Review appeal as the
RoH contained multiple discrepancies and misinformation, subject to any conditions the LRB may
consider to be necessary and appropriate.
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BUILDING GROUP PLAN

Figure 1: Building Group
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INFILL SITE PLAN

Figure 2: Infill Site
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DESIGN STATEMENT

BRIEF:

o design a house that s bespoke to is location and responding 1o is site and outlook. This family house should be of s time,
distinctive in design and architectural expression but remaining sensitive to the site and its special surrounding landscape.

DESIGN SOLUTION:

The house is set o the edge of the flatter area of ground existing on the ste between the grass path and the trees providing

immediate screening o the public road.

Although the screening is robust the design also seeks sensitvty fo ste by being low profile setting the house nto the sloping
topography and finishing the foof as a wid flower meadow; the house becoming an extension of the landscape. The stepped
design allows the lower levels to relate to the landscape to the North and West and the higher level with the sloping sit to the

South and East.

Simplicity and longevity are the key to this house. The materials used are of the highest quaity: vertical nalurally weathering timber
panels along with Passive House windows set nlo a Limecrete frame all under a green roof. The intention is o creale a
contemporary building that is in sympathy with ts suroundings being seamless and recessive in colour, The use of grass roofs Existing Access

integrating the house into the landscape setting.

“The narrow width of the house follows the natural contours and ensures modest proportons.

ECO-CREDENTIALS OF PROPOSED HOUSE

1.0 Super insulated and air tight building fabric to reduce need for energy

2.0 Renewable heat pump heating system with underfloor low energy output

3.0 Triple glazed windows with u values as low as 0.7

4.0 Orientated to maximise solar gains.

5.0 Thermal mass with the use of solid construction.

6.0 Materials carefully chosen for low embodied energy, used in their natural state.
Native Shrub Planting to Roadside 7.0 All concrete used to be Ashcrete using left over fly ash from the coal industry mixed with Lime to form cement.
__——interspersed between existing trees

Callelochan Rock House at Achianich

CASA has already built two other houses in the viinity urther along the Loch beyond
Acharn at Callelochan and Rock House at Achianich. These houses on similar
elevated sites overkooking the Loch successfully and sensiively fitinto the landscape.
They are both award winning properties due to their cutting edge and sensitive
designs.

Existing Trees to Road Frontage
Providing Mature Landscape Screening

nt existing Boundary with
es and hedges

Grass roof unifying the
fandscape with the house

_———New Native hedge to South Boundary

ALL PLANTS SHRUBS AND TREES
TO BE CHOSEN TO PROMOTE BIODIVERSITY
AND ATTRACT INSECTS AND BIRDLIFE

Existing trees providing screening from the public roac

Stitted structure allows for parking to be hidden

and reduce the requirement for hard standing to maintai
asofter edge to the development.

‘Curved screen wall acting as
a pointer to the entrance
and provision of shelter from
the prevailing wind.

The existing malure trees to the North and West of the site are planned to be retained offering an excellent mature screening to the
development, The conlrast of the framed structure set within the existing natural landscape gives a constrained and simple
Architectural expression wih the Rhythm of the facade being juxtaposed with the wooded nature of the site.

To avoid being car orientated and avoid excessive tuming areas part of the house has been stitted. This allows vehicle parking and
turning reducing the need for i ing a soft edge to the

Careful consideration has been given to PAN 72 in the design of the house, making best use of the available fla area of land, the
house has been orientated to provide views and to maximise solar gains in the iving areas, and the entrance is in a sheltered
location from the prevailing wind. The house design s uniquely suited to this sie, an innovative contemporary esign solution as
aspired in PAN 72,

This design solution ensures a building of lasting quality, simplicity, and of its time complementing its sefting. Position of the House from West

\

Position of the House from East

House designed to be Low profile
SITE and CONTEXT:

The proposed site is located on the South side of Loch Tay near the village of Kenmore. Itis &
rough area of garden ground once associated with the listed Inchadney House sitting in an
elevated position 90m to the South East. There is no visual connection between the site and
Inchadney House due to the level difference. The site historically has been used as extended
informal garden ground for Inchadney House beyond the position of the formal gardens as.
demonstrated on the 1843 to 1882 historical map when Inchadney was a Manse. The area is now
overgrown rough garden ground and well defined between the road and Inchadney with a
drystane dyke to the South west and post and wire and informal planting t