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Please read the notes below before completing this form. 

Notes

Use this form to help you set out any comments that you would like to make about the Main Issues Report. You can answer as many or as 
few of the questions as you wish. Please keep your responses as concise as possible, but if you need more space for your response please 
continue on a separate sheet.  The important thing is that we know what the comments are about and how we can contact you.

The consultation period will last until Wednesday 16 March 2016 and it is essential that you ensure that representations are with us by then.

To comply with the Freedom of Information (Scotland) Act 2002 your comments cannot be treated as confidential.

Comments received on this Main Issues Report will be taken into account in preparing the Proposed Local Development Plan which is due to 
be published in September 2016.

Please note that comments and any information you provide will be published online; please be assured personal details such as signatures, 
email addresses and telephone numbers will be removed prior to this. Names and addresses will be published. Please be aware that you 
should avoid making personal comments or expressing opinions about others and that comments of this nature will not be published. If you 
do not wish your name, address or other comments to be published please contact the Development Plan Team.

Once we have your comments we will acknowledge them and inform you when the Proposed Local Development Plan is published. 

This form is also available on the Council’s web site - www.pkc.gov.uk/mainissuesldp2 

1. Contact Details

Name (or Name of Agent) 

Representing (if applicable) 

Company Name 

Address

Postcode

Telephone

Email

Mobile

We would pre
your address b
fer to contact you by email. If you are happy to be contacted by email please give 

elow.



1. Do you agree that the vision and objectives set out in the adopted Plan remain valid? Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why

2. Do you agree settlement based ‘statements of aspiration’ should be developed in conjunction with the
communities and key stakeholders? Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why

3. Do you agree with the preferred option of increasing the contribution of small sites in the Highland HMA from
15% to 20%? Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why

4. Do you agree that the Council should introduce the above mentioned new policy RD7 to ensure 
stalled and non-effective sites are brought forward?  Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why



5. What enforceable mechanism could be used to ensure development commences within a specified period of
planning permissions being granted and to ensure that phasing is tied to the Delivery Strategy?

Please briefly tell us the reasons why you are suggesting this mechanism.

6. Do you agree that this policy should require the Delivery Strategy for larger sites (over 300 houses) to
demonstrate how delivery can be maximised, including by involving a range of developers and provision for self
build? Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why

7. Do you agree that policy PM4 should be renamed ‘Settlement Envelopes’ and reworded to allow development
on the edge of settlements in specific limited circumstances? Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why

8. Do you agree that the LDP provides the sites, guidance and opportunities to assist the Tay Eco-Valley
initiative?  Yes/No

If you do not agree what changes would you propose and why?



9. Do you agree with the proposed Green Belt boundary changes (Maps 2 + 3) ? Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why

10. Do you agree that the Green Belt policy should be changed as proposed to allow more scope for
development within the Green Belt? Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why

11. Do you agree that Policy ER1 should be amended as proposed in the preferred option to provide support for
district heating proposals and to better enable these proposals to be assessed under LDP2, including the use of
heat mapping?  Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why

12. If not, which alternative approach to addressing the issue of district heating would you suggest the LDP
could take and why?



13. If you wish to see changes made to the boundary of any of the towns or villages within the Perth Area,
please indicate which settlement and provide details of the change you think should be made.

14. Do you agree with the idea of enhancing the city centre streetscape? Yes/No                                                  

Please briefly tell us the reasons why

15. Do you support enhancements to the Railway Station combined with an integrated bus and coach station 
(Map 6) ? Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why.

16. Do you support expansion at Binn Eco Park (Map 7) within an agreed masterplan? Yes/No



17. If not, how and where should the Proposed Plan promote investment in the technologies and industries that 
will maximise the value of waste?

18. Do you support the protection of land to facilitate opportunities to enhance train journey times to Edinburgh?
Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why     

19. Do you agree that the best location for a new cemetery is at Isla Road, Perth? Give reasons

20. Do you agree with the preferred option for Perth West (Map12) to allocated a wider area here Yes/No (Please briefly
tell us the reasons why, particularly if you think the alternative option of continuing the existing LDP Perth West
allocation, and identifying a separate allocation/or leaving the former auction mart within the settlement boundary as
white land should be pursued.)

21. Do you agree with the preferred option for land north of Burghmuir Reservoir (Map 13)? Yes/No (Please briefly tell
us the reasons why)



22. Do you agree with the preferred option for Perth Quarry (Map 14) ? Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why

23. Do you agree with the preferred option for Scone H29 (Map 15) ? Yes/No 

Please briefly tell us the reasons why 

24. If you think the alternative option to keep the existing H29 allocation should be pursued 

Please briefly tell us the reasons why.

25. Do you agree that the preferred option for meeting the housing land shortfall in the Greater Dundee HMA is 
the identification of an additional site in Longforgan (Map 17)?  Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why, particularly if you prefer the alternative option of allocating additional land 
at Inchture (Map 18)



26. If you wish to see changes made to the boundary of any of the towns or villages within the Highland Area,
please indicate which settlement and provide details of the change you think should be made.

27. Do you agree that the preferred option to meet the housing land requirement in the Highland HMA is a 
reallocation of 10% to the Perth HMA? Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why and if not, how do you suggest the shortfall in housing land supply should 
be accommodated?

28. In the event of the new Adopted TAYplan including a requirement for an additional 10% flexibility, do you
agree that the preferred option to meet the housing land requirement in the Highland HMA is a reallocation of
15% to the Perth HMA?  Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why and if not, how do you suggest the shortfall in housing land supply should 
be accommodated?



29. Do you agree that the preferred option for Aberfeldy should be to continue with the existing allocations
(Map 20) ? Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why 

If you think either of the alternative options for Aberfeldy (Maps  21 or Map 22) should be pursued please 
indicate which option and briefly indicate your reason.

30. Do you agree that the preferred option for Dunkeld & Birnam should be an amendment to the northern
boundary of Dunkeld (Map 23) to allow scope for a limited amount of small scale windfall residential
development? Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why

31. Do you agree that the preferred option for Pitlochry should be minor extensions to the existing sites at H38
and H39 (Maps 24 and 25) together with a review of the existing land use allocations shown in Map 26 to allow
scope for some small scale windfall residential development within the settlement boundary? Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why

32. If you wish to see changes made to the boundary of any of the towns or villages within the Kinross Area,
please indicate which settlement and provide details of the change you think should be made.



33. Do you agree that the preferred option for Kinross and Milnathort should be to remove E19 allocation (Map 28) ?
Yes/No (Please briefly tell us the reasons why)

34. Do you agree that the preferred option for Kinross and Milnathort should be to continue with the existing
allocations but remove OP15 (Map 29) and the part of OP16 (Map  30) which lies within the functional flood
plain? Yes/No (Please briefly tell us the reasons why. If you think the alternative option to support housing
development on OP15 (Map 31) Lethangie next to the Loch Leven Community Campus should be pursued
please briefly indicate your reason.)

36. Do you agree that the preferred option for Blairingone should be to work with the community and landowners
to develop a community plan to be adopted as Statutory Supplementary Guidance to replace the current
Blairingone settlement section of the adopted Plan? Yes/No

37. Please briefly tell us the reasons why, particularly if you think the alternative option of retaining the existing
LDP position for Blairingone should be pursued?

35. Do you agree that the preferred option for the wider Kinross-shire area (Map 32) to identify a site in Crook of
Devon at the junction of the A977 and the B9074? Yes/No (Please briefly state your reasons why)



38. If you wish to see changes made to the boundary of any of the towns or villages within the Strathearn Area,
please indicate which settlement and provide details of the change you think should be made.

39. Do you agree with the preferred option to promote a Simplified Planning Zone Scheme to widen the types of
uses allowed at the Cultybraggan Camp (see Map 35) to include community and employment uses? Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why

40. As a result of there being no shortfall of housing land identified, do you agree with the preferred option for
more housing on the existing sites in Crieff (MU7 – Map 36) and / or on the Auchterarder (Development
Framework sites on Map 37) ? Yes/No

If not do you think the alternative option which is not to identify any additional allocations is best? Yes/No 

Please briefly tell us the reasons why

41. If you wish to see changes made to the boundary of any of the towns or villages within the Strathmore & the
Glens Area, please indicate which settlement and provide details of the change you think should be made.



42. Do you agree with the idea of expanding the current playing fields (Map 39) in the open space area at
Rosemount ? Yes/No

Please briefly tell us the reasons why

44. Do you agree with the preferred option for a wider eastern expansion for Blairgowrie (Map 41); an extension
of H64 (Map 42);  redevelopment of Brownfield Land at Westfields in Rattray (Map 43); and inclusion of Annfield
Place in Alyth (Map 44) to provide a generous and strategic housing land supply for Strathmore and the Glens?

Please briefly tell us the reasons why

45. Or do you think that the best alternative option for Strathmore and the Glens is to identify 3 of the smaller
sites proposed in Blairgowrie (Map 42), Rattray (Map 43) and Alyth (Map 44)?

Please briefly tell us the reasons why.

43. Which of the above options would you consider to be most appropriate for additional cemetery
provision (Map 40)

Please briefly tell us the reasons why



If there are any other comments you would like to make on the Main issues Report please use the box below

Completed Submission forms should be addressed to developmentplan@pkc.gov.uk 

Or alternatively by post to: 

Local Development Plan Teamea
Perth and Kinross CouncilPe
Pullar House  
35 Kinnoull Street  
Perth  
PH1 5GD

Any personal data that you have been asked to provide on this form will be held and processed in accordance with the requirements of the 
1998 Data Protection Act.


	MIR 1
	MIR part 2

	Name__or_Name_o_w5nEMdR6RsRSPw-zL4XcAg: Councillor Michael A Barnacle
	Representing_1Z7Pa9BwkfT8Pr0CY87Naw: Kinross-shire Ward of PKC
	Company_Name_4C18nLTA*fzPYP7CMd981Q: 
	Address_CYlgVkMPn*6CGD7sHZGLww: 'Moorend'
Waulkmill
Crook of Devon
Kinross-shire

	Postcode_YyJxV77m*r4oBvjwsy4UZw: KY13 0UZ
	T_buIOw6M13*CfYWcIvtTPqw: 01577 840516
	Mobile_7mEhr8rllmXwNdZHUBYBqg: 07950 312428
	Email_TFQrs8*sRQW0Qd4wtakRaw: michaelabarnacle@gmail.com
	Please_state_th_qJ-iIebBojpvopjJi-HviQ: I note the minor policy change to RD5 on Gypsy/Traveller sites introduced by Local Members.  I would still like a review of this open-door policy which I regard as not fit for purpose.

Supplementary Guidance on Landscape - please see my attached letter and enclosures of 11/2/16 to KCT, Cleish & Fossoway CC's regarding the exclusion of Cleish Hills and Devon Gorge from Local Landscape Designation and my intention to continue objection to same.  I also wish to restate my call for Regional Park status for the  Ochil Hills because current landscape designations do not offer this beautiful hill landscape sufficient protection from further industrialisation by major renewable energy projects.

The Report fails to mention infrastructure capacity issues in Kinross-shire and you will note the amendment introduced by Local Members that involves a report being prepared to accompany LDP2 on this and its ability to support planned growth; issues being cemeteries, drainage, health service, parking, public transport, (see my attached letter of 16/12/15 to MSP's), recreational demand, roads network and schools.

I would also highlight the following omissions from the report that I had made representations on at 31/3/15 and summarised in my article in Kinross CC's Newsletter of February 2016 attached viz: policy EP7 on Loch Leven, (NB the lack of progress at the Crookmoss site between my letter of 31.3.15 and the February 2016 article), policy ER5 on prime agricultural land, re-instatement of 9 settlement boundaries within Lochleven catchment, mains drainage for Carnbo, employment site zoning within Crook of Devon and around our Turfhills depot, need for a Drum ditch and watercourse management scheme.

I am aware of representation from Fossoway, Kinross and Portmoak CC's that I would ask you to take careful and particular note of, also I understand KCT have requested that the number of houses that the Glenlomond settlement can accommodate be reviewed in light of a planning application at the former care home and traffic issues in Wester Balgedie.
	_1__Do_you_agre_kLzuRJcN1CWufjSrd-9PnA: 
	_2__Do_you_agre_Vk41IZx9qF9kV19t4FJMMQ: Yes.  A community masterplan approach for Kinross/Milnathort is long overdue.
	_3__Do_you_agre_XjnexEinLfIMycuHX4tw1A: 
	_4__Do_you_agre_G0o16W-M4mTegezkLEWJzQ: Yes.  Communities like to see housing site zoning effective rather than dormant for lengthy periods, especially where Developer requirements are identified as needed by the wider community i.e. transport improvements and green space provision.
	_5__What_enforc_8csbDvxZIZvUOOMJJfL6mg: Suggest it should apply to sites of 50 houses or more and be commenced within the timescale of LDP2; it should not be assumed that non-effective sites keep their zoning in a following LDP!
	_6__Do_you_agre_18O98QhetiQalNYzz9P-QQ: 
	_7__Do_you_agre_Q47*XGR91kZqKGRHIEcFNw: Yes.  I think specific limited circumstances needs careful wording so as to avoid creeping settlement development; the envelope should mean something but I am more relaxed about proposals on the edge of settlements where community benefit can be illustrated and the location is not possible within the settlement envelope.
	_8__Do_you_agre_BRvcFJoPjqRRKRp8KruQVg: 
	_9__Do_you_agre_j7L2NioN4kBv6uwne9YibQ: 
	_10__Do_you_agr_*wWYzOWeqsrkKbK1itbh-Q: 
	_11__Do_you_agr_KeKRoTXm1tsds5N5rhiJVA: 
	_12__If_not__wh_EgFhZNWb8LY2o-YVmDezOQ: 
	_13__If_you_wis_sLkjw-8eoT3w8ckSnMqHKA: 
	_14__Do_you_agr_jaksrdrzoiIyWjO0tqSrQg: 
	_15__Do_you_sup_bbDlwTbg1wvHIjSk4W3Qfg: Yes.  If the Scottish Government will not support Transform Scotland's proposals for a new inter-city rail hub at Perth and a direct rail link from there to Edinburgh, then this proposal is the next best opportunity.
	_16__Do_you_sup_gI-kGKgZESaYXB9Q3ZBU9A: Yes
	_17__If_not__ho_WRXiYqFqBJJXKJpcU-NOAg: 
	_18__Do_you_sup_vE6-uGY4k*drqR2ol0VwzA: Yes.  I was under the impression that we introduced a policy into LDP1 that safeguarded old railway lines from development that would preclude their restoration but I can't find it?
	_20__Do_you_agr_WyYczsweIScQMLZ7OTLcNw: 
	z21___w4c4B6m-IVQqAvbknCfqgA: 
	z21___5n1bwaHWaJ3SEtIA2kXfEg: 
	z21___d35ZSe6CxNQQF*i0ya-rfw: 
	z21___YZ4ajgcMXpHCxNu9KB4Aaw: 
	z21___98079zR-PS252M62VkL0vg: 
	z21___hsuZQFiX1-94sYKojfsavw: 
	z21___PpNzGjX7Tz72EcWPtCbaww: 
	z21___T3aGkYzlPY8hRaxWlP16-A: 
	z21___YD8ulzqU*rWJ1gazaauE9A: 
	z21___yO0lW7Kq3q5poaIe7*XAKg: 
	z21___ZHA9sloOY83ezpbLJ-U**w: Balado, Blairingone, Crook of Devon, Kinnesswood, Powmill and Rumbling Bridge
(see separate letter attached)
	z21___Aqhc-FF50i5AV8J1e*nASw: Yes.  Little evidence of site progressing and no identifiable need.
	z21___rwuFmqQ3De8c54oXbaemQQ: Yes.  OP15 is no longer required as plans are being prepared for a new Kinross Primary school on its existing site.  OP16 (MAP30) proposed boundary amendment reflects the flood risk assessment.

I am opposed to OP15 (MAP31) being zoned as a housing site and feel this good quality agricultural land should be retained.
	z21___eLMU4TkqetUr9wtr7I*yOA: As above response to Q36.
	z21___rMp5A*8*RalYSYqsM1ndTg: 
	z21___RfILKQDCW*GWi*r2yjs0aA: 
	z21___KCrc4P7d5Hn8vs6pTqWk9w: 
	z21___TQ8oXXF7zXNd86x8GcQyZA: 
	z21___ziLy0dTZf3f-31wzCFWGrA: 
	z21___Px0yb3bOcpoRDtTtbWmeCQ: 
	z21___0e2ftvl05daB6O0KFh-beA: 
	z21___8HQy0Q2zDSOogPzmxCqXJw: 
	fc-int01-generateAppearances: 
	z21___XA-rO0N5L80fl13fDTaj8A: Yes.  Local Members introduced this site for consultation because of its potential to deliver significant community benefits, in particular a sustainable growth project to facilitate much needed expansion of Drum WWTP (currently at capacity).  It is essential that the site specific Developer requirements outlined in Table 13 are "all delivered" for me to be content with this zoning, in particular the delivery of a "large" roundabout at junction of A977 and "B9097" with separate exits to Fossoway garage and housing site (which would break up the speed of traffic between Drum and Crook of Devon).  Environment (Roads) are working on an OBC for the A977 mitigation measures.



	_19__Do_you_agr_KsZdmHsfrkGD2h-eLDLgpw: 
	20: 
	z21___XA-rO0N5L80fl13fDTaj8B: Yes.  The development of a community plan provides the opportunity to build upon the work of the Fossoway Community Strategy Group referred to in Para 7.1.12 of our current LDP and also give due regard to the need for A977 mitigation measures (mentioned in my response to Q35 above) in accord with Para 7.1.18 of our current LDP.




