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NO’?%CE OF RE‘LHEW

UNDER SECTIOM 43A(8) OF THE TOWN AND CQL!NTRY PLANN?NG (SGOTLAND)
- ACT 1907 (AS AMEMDED}
IN RESPECT OF DECISIONS ON LOCAL DEVELOF‘MENT%

THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCHEMES OF DELEGATION AND LOCAL Palkirk €~ ouncil
REVJEW PROCEDURE) (SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2008

;mpmzmm P}ease mad and feltow the guidance notes provided when completng this form, Failurs to
supplyali the. ralgvant information could invalidate your notice of review, Please note that the guidance
notes are Jssued’ by the Scoftish Government. They apply to pianmng authcsrmes gsneraiiy and: not

specifl caily to Falkirk Council

In terms of the Act and reégulations referved fo above, Falkirk Council's Planning Reuiew Comm:ttee sits
as the "!ocai review body”.

P:e?ase use.BLDGK-CAP}TALS if completing by hand,

Applicant(s) _Agent _

Name [ DAyus Cive. 1aLpsoaf | Name L Geangn TINpg

Address | £5 - g_;)g;.\x F-{g,qh;_) Couiar - Address 23 Ce2ys Yy ;Qymvf L
_!){:'N»Frmu' QUF"\}(}{: o | f‘ft’%ﬂ-!u.:rfmi '

St Awales ol Sca
Pastcade F \f ;_5} lES

Mobie | - Mobile
emall® | T ] e-mait* E
Mark this box to confirm all contact.should be through your agent or representative: @/
* Do you agree to correspondence regarding your review being sent by e-mail? Yes [}/ No [J
Planning authority’s application reference number L{ﬂ [ j&;&g a'?éﬁf
Site address v, St iziu)_&_n__f_k Dpals Lenyun : V= -
Descn‘_pﬁon of proposed development | ¢ vBei \J{S il F pi-e? - g ﬁlﬂc“ {mi or e
New prGLL_I SO USE. LS
Date planning application deciared Dale of Dedision (Leave blank it B
valid by Pianning Authority lig.— | appeal against non-determination /¢ 9. 5. |

Note, This nofice musl be served on the planning authorily within three months of ihe date of the decision notice or
from the date of expiry of the period allowed for determining the application,

ﬂature of applk_:at_;pn

1. Application for planning permission (including householder application) )
2. Application for planning permission in principle ]
3 Further application (including development that has not yet commenced and where a time limit
has been imposéd; renewal of planning permission; andfor modification, variation or removal of _
a planning conditien) ™
4,  Application for approval of malters specified in conditions 3
Reasons for seeking review
4. Refusal of application by appointed officer A
2, Failure by appointed officer to determine the application within the periad allowed for {1

determination of the application
3. Conditions imposed on consent by appointed officer M




Reoview procedure

The Planning Review Committes 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 eneable them to.determine
the review. Further information may be required by one or ‘@ combliriation of procedures, such as ‘wrillen
submissions; the holding of one or more hearing sessions andfor inspacting the land which is the subject of the
review case. -

Please indicate what procedure {or combination of pracedures) you think is most appropriate for the handling of your
review. You may tick more than one box if you consider that the review should be conducied by a'ccmbiua_tim_of
procedures. Please note, however, that the final decision as to procedure will rest with the Planning Review
Committes, ' ' '

1. Further writteny submissions 0
2. One or more hearing sessions (A
3. Siteinspectioni LA
4. Assessment of review documents only, with no further procedure [1

If you have marked box 1 or 2, please explain here which of the malters (as sel out in your statemant below) you
believe ought to be subject of that procedure, and why you consider further stbmissions or a hesaring are necossary:

To Alrow Fuik DistusSoal OF PLanning eRoADS ISSUES

Site inspection

In the avent that the Planning Review Committee decides to inspect the review site, In your opinion; Yes No
1. Canthe site be viewed entirely from public land? A ]
2. Isit possible for the site to be accessed safely, and without barriers to entry? Ld I3

if there are reasons why you think the Planning Review Committee would be unable to undertake an unaccompanied
site Inspection, please explain here:

Statoment

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 laken info account in determining your review. You may not have a further opporiunily to
add to your stalement of review at & 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 Planning Review Commitiee to consider as par of
your review.

If the Planning Review Commillee issues a notice requesting further information from any other person or body,
copies of any suchi information received will be sent to you and you will have a period of 14 days in which to comment
on any additional matter which has been ralsed by that person or body,

State In the space provided the reasons for your notice of review and all matters you wish o raise. If necessary,
this can be continued or provided in full in a separate document. You may also submit additional documentation with
this form,




Yas Ho
Are you submitting a statement of reasons for review in & separate document? i
Reasons for Notice of Review
Have you raised any matters which were not before the appointed officer at the time the Yas No
determination on your applicafion was made? S 0
Are you submitting additional documentation? = O

If you answer yes to either or both of the above questions, you should explain in the box below, why you are raising
new material andlor intraducing additional documentation, why it was not raised with or made avajlable to the
appointed officer before your application was determined and why you think it should now be considered in your
review. Pleass note that it will be for the Planning Review Committes to decide whether or not alf or any of the new
materialfadditional documentation will be considered in the review.

W-F?F‘P!_;C.__. VIEp0mT icgwg A CorPRCHENST e ﬂ’wﬁfﬂmbg ;
O ConCCaAnS RAKES &Y  Reavs ggsg@gmggyf.;;x“'

{ ist of documents and evidence

Please provide a list of all supporiing documents, materials and evidence which you wish to submit wilh your notice of
review and intend to rely on in support of your review.

Ploaniinl  SrmTedagi

ARAFF . O

=215 0|~ g | 60| | =

I




Nole, The planning authority will make & copy of the notics of raview, the review documents and any notica of the
procedure of the review available for inspaction at an office of the planning authority tntil such time as the review is
determined. It may also be available on the planning authority website.

Checkiist

Please mark the appropriate boxas lo confim you have provided all supporting documents and evidence ralevant o
your review,

Full comipletion of all paris of this form ¥4
Statement of your reasons for requiring a review Y
All documents, materials and evidence which you intend to rely on {e.g. plans and drawings or other
documents) which are now the subject of this review. -

Nots. Where the review relates to a further application e.g. renawal of planning permission or moﬁiﬁcaﬁon_, variation or
removal of & planning condition or where it relates to an epplication for approval of matters specified in conditions, it is
advisable to provide the application reference number, approved plans and decision notice from that earlier consent,

Declaration
| the applicant/agent [delote as appropriate] hereby serve notice on the planning authority to review the

appiication as sat out on this form and in the supporting documents.
{

Signed Date | 2%. 1 11

This form and other documents should be returned o'

The Development Manager,
Development Services,
Abbotsford House,

Davids Loan,

Falkirk FK2 7YZ




PLANNING REVIEW COMMITTEE

PLANNING STATEMENT
APPLIGATION P/11/0465/PPP
SUB-DIVISION OF PLOT AND ERECTION OF NEW DWELLING HOUSE

RUMAH, SHIELDHILL ROAD, REDDINGMUIRHEAD, FALKIRK



BACKGROUND

Planning apphcaton P/ 110465!PPP was registered on 18" July 2011 and
refused under de!egated pawers on et September 2011,

This statemer‘at sets out reasons why the pfannmg policies, which formed the
basis for refusal as shown in the decision notice, are flawed in- respect of this
application and that conditional planning consent should be granted. The
statement is accompanied by a Traffic Report prepared by a Chartered Civil
Eng:neer which focuses on the concerns sun*oundmg\ the apphcation as
detailed in the Council Roads department memo of 8" September 2011,

PLARNNING POLICY

The application was refused on road safety grounds, and as such was
contrary to the terms of Policies SG2 and SC8 of the Falkirk Council Local
Plan.

Policy SC2 Windfall Housing Development within the Urban/Village Limit lists
a range of six criteria which justify windfall housing development. Five of
these can be achieved by the applicant. Council concern relates to. points (4)
and (5) i.e. whether roads, in this case Shieldhill Road, have the capacity to
accommodate the proposal.

More importantly, SC8 Infill Developmants and Sub-Division of Plots sets out
guidance against which proposals for infill developments/sub-division ¢ of plots
are assessed. Six criteria relate to scale, denslty, garden ground, privacy,
character and amenity — these can be complied with/achieved by the
applicant. Only (5) is at i issue — the proposed vehicle access and other
infrastructure should be of adequate standard. This matter is addressed in
the Traffic Report.

Iltis therefore clear that the various planning criteria contained in these -
policies are achievable with the possible exception of road safely related
matters.

TRAFFIC REPORT

The points of concern raised by the Council Roads department have been
carefully assessed by an independent Civil Engineer, whose atfached study
examsnes
. visibility to the east of the site
2. safety record
3. traffic survey data

It is concluded that the proposal meets the latest access and visibi ility
standards. Furthermore, accident records used by the Council should be
reviewed and it is argues that options are avallable to improve the existing




speed and accident situation. In respect of the final po'irnt, the applicant is
prepared to make an appropriate financial contribution.

CONCLUSION

it is submitted that the Planning Review Committee should reconsider the
refusal declsion, ideally on the basis of this report together with a site visit.
The ‘planning’ guidelines contained in Policles SC2 and SC8 can be met.
Furthermore, the roads’ basis for refusal should be reassessed in line with
the findings of the Traffic Report. For these reasons conditional consent
should be granted.
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