Response to Questions

Duate:

™

RISTOL

Ristal Ltd
To: From: Touch Business Centre
Touch Estate

18" July 2013 DPEA 0 LDP - 340 — 1 Mark Richardson Cambusbarron

Stirling FK& 340

OFFICE 01786 465 782
FAX 01786 471 438

gty uly 2013 questions BSc (Hons) MRTPI

Subject: EMAIL info(@studioristol.com

LDP —

studioristol.com
340~ I Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan

Response by Ristol Ltd on behalf of the John Dewar Lamberkin Trust (the Trust)

1.0

1.1

1.4

Question 1 Whether it is possible, without modifying the size or shape of site H70

Jrom that defined in the Proposed Plan, to gain access to the site from the A9 west of

Broxden roundabout

In short, yes. Policy NE5 of the LDP provides for infrastructure, including road
Junctions to be built within the green belt if required, thereby providing a policy
framework to support the delivery of site H70 as defined in the LDP, with an access
onto the A9 further west of the allocation at Tibbermore.

If site H70 is restricted to the area as defined in the LDP, the John Dewar Lamberkin
Trust (the Trust) and other promoters of the project have confirmed that the
development is viable, can be delivered within the plan period in accordance with the
LDP site specific developer requirements and the parties involved in the project are
capable of working together to realise the project.

Submissions made by promoters of site H70 including the Trust (09166) and the Muir
Group (07690) contend that by expanding the allocation in the LDP, land becomes
available to deliver a higher quality and more integrated development than would
otherwise be the case.

This view is supported by submissions made by the Trust on key stages in the
preparation of the LDP including traffic modelling and concept masterplanning.
These submissions present the case that extending allocation H70 makes land
available to facilitate an integrated and comprehensive development, whilst working
within a long term, defensible Green Belt boundary as required by the Scottish
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1.5

Planning Policy (SPP) (para 162). This approach reflects PAN 83, which highlights
the importance of the development plan setting a long term strategy to guide the
masterplan process.

The Trust note PKC’s LDP schedule 4 no 21 submission which considers that site
H70 can be extended subject to traffic and associated masterplan modelling. Schedule
4 numbers 14 and 21 do not state the extension area should be considered in a
subsequent plan review and it is the Trust’s understanding that since the LDP
requirements for site H70 are a masterplan for 3,000+ residential units, associated
amenities and infrastructure, the exact site boundaries should be detailed at the LDP
stage in order to guide the subsequent overall site masterplan. This is consistent with
the SPP (para 162) which provides that Green Belt boundaries should reflect long
term settlement strategies with inner boundaries leaving room for future expansion to
support the delivery of effective masterplans.

The Trust also note Transport Scotland’s submission to the Reporter’s questions of
the 16™ May 2013. Within this response, Transport Scotland accept the principle of
an A9 junction south of Broxden through relocating and upgrading the Tibbermore
junction noting that it is for the planning application process to refine the design
concept through a transport assessment for the whole site.

Reference: Perth West
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2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

Question 2 — If the Reporter were minded to support the proposed western expansion
of H70, on what basis could he recommend modification of the plan so that it
incorporated that change, given that this was not publicised as an option in the Main
Issues Report, was not included in the Proposed Plan and was not considered in the
plan’s strategic environmental assessment

The Trust consider that were the Reporter minded to support the proposed western
expansion then the basis for this is within his terms of reference as provided for in
Part 2 of the Planning etc (Scotland) Aet 2006 and the Town and Country Planning
(Development Planning) (Scotland) Regulations 2008. Regulation 21 provides the
Reporter with the ability to amend a Plan on the basis the matter was raised through
representation, forms part of a Schedule 4 unresolved issue and has been the subject
of consultation.

Representations made by the Trust and other parties throughout the LDP process
included technical information dealing with landscape, access and infrastructure to
support the case for modifying the boundary for site H70. Submissions by the Trust
and John Muir Group on both the Main Issues Report and Proposed Plan (see extracts
attached in Appendix 1) advanced the case for a western expansion. These
submissions were considered by PKC in their assessment of representations, reported
to Committees and publically available, thereby ensuring wide consultation.

PKC’s schedule 4 submission no 21 provides the framework to modify the boundary
of site H70 by stating that this should be informed by access and master planning
work.

The Trust understand that PKC’s Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) took an
8km zone around Perth and thereby considered the land forming part of the proposed
western expansion for site H70 as part of this process. Initial scoping undertaken by
the Trust establishes that there are no strategic constraints to development within the
extension area. The extension area does include land with a Battlefield Inventory
(Battle of Tibbermore). This is not a constraint to development but raises the
importance of ensuring battlefield heritage is considered within the project design and
assessment. Initial work by the Trust’s heritage consultants Simpson and Brown has
factored the battlefield into the draft masterplan development zones, with the core
battlefield zones located within the proposed park and woodland recreation plan,
including a battlefield trail. This is considered to reflect best practice as detailed in
Historic Scotland’s Guidance to the Inventory of Historic Battlefields (2011). The
extension area is not within SEPA’s flood risk area although detailed flood risk
assessments would be undertaken as part of the application process.

The Trust understands that the mitigation and enhancement measures contained
within the SEA would remain relevant and as such are of the view that further SEA
procedures are not necessary. However, the Trust recognise this is a matter for the
Reporter and if further procedures are considered necessary then given the issues, the
Trust consider these could be undertaken within the timeframe for adoption as set out
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in the Development Plan Scheme (stages 6 & 7) which provides for amendments and
refinement to the SEA (see extract attached in Appendix 2).

2.6 It is the case that the site would be subject to an overall development masterplan and

the planning application would be supported by an environmental assessment for the
site, including the proposed extension.
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3.0

3.1

Question 3 — Setting aside the issue of how a development of the southern portion of
site H70 would be integrated with the remainder of that site and with existing and
proposed features in the locality such as the proposed Crieff road supermarket, is the
Council content with the proposed westwards extension of site H7(),

The Trust appreciate this question is directed to the Council, however, as a key party
in the delivery of H70, the Trust would make the following comments to assist
consideration of the proposed westwards extension of site H70;

The proposed extension is facilitated by traffic considerations and driven by
master planning principles which PKC have acknowledged in their LDP
schedule 4 no 21 should determine the detailed boundaries of the allocation.

The proposed extension would be considered and delivered within the context
of a wider development masterplan for the whole of site H70 that will address
key land use principles as detailed in the LDP site specific developer
requirements, including access strategy and phasing of infrastructure. This
would be prepared in consultation with key agencies, including Transport
Scotland, SNH and SEPA.

If site H70 is restricted to the area as defined in the LDP, the Trust and other
promoters of the project have confirmed that the development is viable, can be
delivered within the plan period in accordance with the LDP site specific
developer requirements and the parties involved in the project are capable of
working together to realise the project.

The proposed phase 1 masterplan submitted by the Trust on the 14™ June 2013
demonstrates a set of master planning principles that are intended to ensure
site H70 delivers an integrated series of development zones that have the
ability to facilitate high levels of internalised trip generation. This includes the
early stage delivery of neighbourhood centres with a mix of retail and amenity
facilities, a public park, primary school and integrated cycleway and footpaths
linked to Perth.

The proposed extension enables wider woodland tourism and heritage
proposals linked to the Battle of Tibbermore to come forward through a
comprehensive masterplan. These proposed footpath and cycle links will
benefit the communities on the western edge of Perth.

Representations made by promoters of land within the northern part of H70 on
the Proposed Plan (08651) demonstrate that development to the north and
south could materialise in parallel and form an internal road link through later
stages of the development and within the framework of an overall
development masterplan.
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7. Given the risk of potential delays in the delivery of the CTLR, with
consequent delays to strategic sites within the Perth core area, an initial 1,500
unit phase within the southern part of site H70 (incorporating the proposed
extension area) would enable the Council’s land supply targets to be met
without loading traffic onto the A85.

Reference: Perth West
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4.0

4.1

Question 4 — would Transport Scotland be content with an initial 1,500 unit phase of
site H70 that was accessed from the A9 west of Broxden in the manner that has been
proposed if that development did not (at least in the short term) have any vehicular
connection with the remainder of site H7(.

The Trust appreciate this question is directed to the Transport Scotland, however, as a
key party in the delivery of H70, the Trust would make the following comments to
assist consideration of the initial 1,500 phase west of Broxden;

The Trust note Transport Scotland’s submission to the Reporter’s questions of
the 16" May 2013. Within this response, Transport Scotland accept the
principle of an A9 junction south of Broxden through relocating and
upgrading the Tibbermore junction noting that it is for the planning
application process to refine the design concept through a transport assessment
for the whole site.

The proposed A9 junction arrangement and associated mitigation including
works to Broxden junction as detailed in the Trust’s submissions of the 14"
June 2013 are consistent with the SPP (paras 174 & 175).

The Trust controls the requisite land to deliver the access requirements and
Broxden junction improvements. The Trust are resourced to deliver the project
and development testing undertaken (and ongoing) has established phase 1
and or the wider development are viable and deliverable. As such, either can
come forward swiftly within the plan period.

Within this context the initial 1,500 unit phase presented in the Trust's
submission is a short term phase would come forward as part of a wider
development masterplan for site H70 that will address key land use principles
as detailed in the LDP site specific developer requirements, including an
access strategy, internal link and phasing for the whole site. This would be
prepared in consultation with key agencies, including Transport Scotland at
the planning application stage and agreed at the outset of the project.

The initial 1,500 unit phase has been subject of traffic modelling by
consultants SiAS (reference 14™ June 2013 answers) which has established
that the trunk road network has the capacity to accommodate this scale of
mixed use development prior to construction of the CTLR. This initial phase
would not be dependent upon a single point of access but rather enable
multiple points of access for vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists through links
onto the Tibbermore road and pedestrian and footpath links into Perth. The A9
is a strategic road issue and not solely a matter for PKC’s Road Design Guide.

The initial 1,500 phase of development envisaged has the ability to deliver
betterment to the trunk road network in the short term by:
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1. upgrading an existing trunk road junction (Tibbermore) that has
been identified as requirement improvements

ii. removing 8 junctions onto the A9 in line with trunk road policy.

iil. improving Broxden junction

7. The initial 1,500 unit phase of development is southern based, thereby
retaining capacity on the A85 to support the phased delivery of site H7 pre
completion of the CTLR, as part of a wider Perth transport strategy.

C Mark Richardson BSc (Hons) MRTPI
Ristol Ltd, on behalf of the John Dewar Lamberkin Trust

Reference: Perth West
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Development Plan Scheme | 18

5. What are the stages in preparing
the LDP and what are the timescales?

This table sets out the main stages in LDP process and also provides
approximate timetables for when each of the key stages is likely to take place.
Various assessments of the LDP require to be carried out throughout the process
in order to ensure that their aims are incorporated into the Plan. The timescales
for these assessments are also included below. Please note this timetable
should be read alongside the Participation Statement at Section 6.

Plan Process Assessment Processes Timescale

- Development Plan Scheme 7
Stage 1 {including Participation Scheme) | | March2009 |
, SEA Scoping Report g .
Pre-MIR Consultation (as per y _ April - June
Stage 2 AErkimation Satemem) Equality Impact Assessment fome _
_ Iﬂ. blish Main .M.:mm Report and _ g B |
Stage3 | Pu J P SEA Draft Environmental Sept 2010
Maonitoring Statement — R _
eport 7
+$ & ' 80October
MIR Consultation &= Draft Environmental Report 2010-11
Consultation | February 2011 |
v — v
Stage 4 Publish Proposed Plan SEA Final Environmental Report 7 January 2012
| 5 buﬁuu:mﬂu\ Assessment S0 Janany - 7
. | Plan Consultation | Equality Impact Assessment | 10 April 2012 |
. ¥ T + _ |
StageS5 Modified Plan _ SEA Modified Environmental
(optional) _ Report _
! . Review EQIA _
—_— Je b [
We are _ Submit Proposed Plan to Scottish | Submit SEA with proposed plan = _nuwﬂw_mé
he Ministers for Examination . . . _
Stage 6 Modifications to Proposed Plan Amend Environmental Report Mov 2013

_ L | ¢ _ 7

Adoption {—rinalised Environmental Report Dec 2013
Stage 7 | ~ Post Adoption Statement |
. &
] Action Programme | v | Maxch 2014
J = +
Stage 8 Manitoring and Review of Plan Maonitoring and Review of SEA | Ongoing 2014- 7
Equality Impact Assessment 2019

Review
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effects of implementing the Plan on European designated sites e.g. Special
Protection Areas and Special Areas of Conservation. The Equality Impact
Assessment sought to involve disadvantaged groups at different stages in the
Plan preparation process, and also looked at how the Plan’s various policies and
proposals may affect different groups of people across Perth and Kinross.

Stage 5: Examination/Post Examination

The examination is based only on unresolved issues from the representations to
the Proposed Plan. Four independent Reporters have been assigned to the
examination by the Directorate of Planning and Environmental Appeals (DPEA),
these Reporters will decide the format this will take i.e. hearing, public local
inquiry or written submissions. The examination is expected to last for
approximately 6 months. Upon completion of the examination the Reporters will
prepare a report indicating the findings and outcome of the examination. This
report will be available for the public to view. Examination reports are largely
binding on planning authorities, and at this stage the Council will amend the
LDP in line with the Reporter's recommendations unless there are reasonable
and justifiable grounds for not accepting some of the recommendations given.

Stage 6: Adoption of the Local Development Plan

The Council will publicise its intention to adopt the Local Development Plan
through a formal public notice within approximately 4 months of receiving the
Reporter’s report of recommendations. It will also notify in writing all those who
made representations on the Proposed Plan and any other parties considered to
be appropriate. Copies will be made available for inspection on the Council’s
website, at Council Offices and at public libraries. They will also be available for
purchase from the Council's Office at Pullar House, 35 Kinnoull Street, Perth,
Copies will be sent to Key Agencies and Stakeholders, including Community
Councils.

Stage 7: Monitoring

Following the adoption of the LDP the Plan will be reviewed every 5 years in line
with the Planning etc. (Scotland) Act 2006 to ensure the policies are up-to-date
and effective for the purposes of its implementation.




PERTH AND KINROSS PROPOSED LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT
PLANNING) (SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2008

ISSUES — 20d EFFECTIVENESS OF STRATEGIC SITES,
21 PERTH STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT AREA — WEST/NORTH
WEST PERTH
24 PERTH AREA (WITHIN CORE) TRANSPORT
INFRASTRUCTURE

Questions

9. Did the modelling work that informed the CTLR process in the Perth Traffic
and Transport Issues Transport Appraisal 2010 take account of site H70 being
developed? If not, is the impact of the CTLR likely to be any different now that
H70 is proposed?

18. In the Main Issues Report (MIR — Core Document 95)), the Perth West site
(now Site H70) was not as extensive as is now proposed - it did not include
land adjacent to the A85. Why was this?

19. In the MIR (page 80) it is stated that preliminary investigation suggests that the
A9/A85 could not support both Almond Valley Village and Perth West. This
suggests that some traffic modelling of Perth West had been carried out. What
assumptions as to the means of access to Perth West informed this finding?

20. If development on H70 were split into northern and southern phases with
only the former using the A9/A85 junction, is there any reason to think that
the impact of developing that northern phase with a similar number of houses
to Almond Valley Village would have any worse impact on the trunk road
network than was predicted for the Almond Valley Village scheme?

21. Has any modelling work been carried out to assess the likely implications for
the A9/A85 junction of the following scenarios:

I. developing Almond Valley Village in conjunction with a proportion of
siteH70? (There is reference to an additional cost of £11 M for a redesign
of the A9/A85 junction upgrade in representation 09086/1);

ii. developing Almond Valley Village in conjunction with a proportion of site
H7 (accessed via a link to the A9/A85 junction in advance of CTLR
completion)?

25. How would the southern H70 access work? From Broxden roundabout? If so,
with or without grade separation? Is Transport Scotland content with an access
from Broxden?

26. |If there is to be an access to the A9 from west of the Broxden roundabout is
there any flexibility on the normal minimum 1 km junction separation?

@88 Galbraith



27. H70 was initially discounted as an option because of adverse roads implications.
Is this correct? If so, what has changed the authority’s mind?

28. The plan assumes that 550 units can be delivered on H70 by 2024. What form
would this take and on which road improvements would this depend?

30. For the southern half of H70 there is an offer from the developer (in Appendix
2 to representation 09166/16) to provide two left turn slip roads on the
Broxden roundabout. Would this be unnecessary if grade separation is to take
place? If so, would other works/contribution be appropriate in order to ensure
“no net detriment™?

Response

CKD Galbraith submitted a representation on behalf of our client Rev. and Mrs.
Anker-Petersen following the publication of the Proposed Local Development Plan.
Our client objects to the inclusion of housing site H70 within the Perth and Kinross
Local Development Plan. Further, our client requests that if site H70 is to be
included within the LDP, that due consideration is given to ensuring the site is
adequately screened from their land, which is located to the west of the proposal
site.

The questions above to which CKD Galbraith have been asked to respond relate
specifically to the traffic and transport impact of the proposed site allocation.

Our client maintains concerns over the traffic impact of the proposed allocation of
up to 3000 houses on this site. However, our client’s objection to this proposal site
is also based on further planning issues, in particular the impact on an Area of Great
Landscape Value, impact on air quality and the impact on the historic site of the
Battle of Tibbermore.

Regarding the questions above, we are content to restrict our response to
reasserting our clients objection to the inclusion of site H70. As stated above, this
objection relates not only to traffic issues, but also to the wider planning context of
the site.

In addition, we would seek to reassert our clients request that if the site is

recommended for inclusion in the LDP, that detailed consideration should be given
to how the site can be screened from neighbouring land.

@88 Galbraith



Question:

6. Paragraph 2.7 of Schedule 4 Document 446 estimates that 40% of the overall transport
infrastructure costs can be met from “other funding mechanisms including working with
government bodies to bring forward funding.” What is the basis for this confidence and what
specific mechanisms are anticipated? Does the absence of any commitment to CTLR in the
Strategic Transport Projects Review (STPR) indicate that this project is regarded as one of local
rather than strategic importance and does this has implications for access to government
funding? What confidence is there in the ability of the development industry to fund the other
60% of the overall transport infrastructure costs over the next 30 years?

Response

The addition of the Transport Infrastructure Levy has the effect of making developments
economically non-viable. The combined effect of an Affordable Housing, Primary education
and transport infrastructure commuted sum will leave the development industry with little
confidence that it can fund the remaining 60% of the overall transport infrastructure costs
over the next 30 years. Furthermore, the fact that these levies would only fall on new homes
will make them much more expensive to buy than “second hand” houses.

Question:

7. The authority expects to recoup from developers, at least some of the £15 M it appears to be
willing to commit to funding the A9/A85 junction improvements (ref Schedule 4 Document 452
Committee Report). As this would be drawn from the same funding source as the funding for
the CTLR (contributions from developers in the Perth area), when considering the availability of
developer funding for the CTLR and the scale of any shortfall, should this be factored into the
estimates?

Response

It is wholly unacceptable that there is an expectation that the development industry can fund
any offsite infrastructure works due to the limited availability of funding and the questionable
viability of development projects within Perth & Kinross in this supressed market.

Question:

9. Did the modelling work that informed the CTLR process in the Perth Traffic and Transport
Issues Transport Appraisal 2010 take account of site H70 being developed? If not, is the impact
of the CTLR likely to be any different now that H70 is proposed?

Response
No Comment
Question:

13 What is the latest estimate of the completion date for the CTLR?



Response

No Comment

Question:

16. Has the council actually committed to forward fund the A9/A85 junction
improvements? This is not entirely clear from Schedule 4 Document 452 (Committee
Report ) despite what is said in the authority’s response to Issue 20d.

Response

I’d want to know what income assumptions the Council are making i.e. how many
houses does the council expect to pay the levy every year and are those
assumptions realistic?

Question:

17. Does the cost estimate for the A9/A85 junction improvement include the provision of
a link road into site H7? If not, what additional cost would this entail if undertaken as part
of that project rather than as part of the CTLR?

Response

No Comment

Question:

18. In the Main Issues Report (MIR — Core Document 95)), the Perth West site (now Site
H70) was not as extensive as is now proposed - it did not include land adjacent to the
A85. Why was this?

Response

No Comment

Question

19. In the MIR (page 80) it is stated that preliminary investigation suggests that the
A9/A85 could not support both Aimond Valley Village and Perth West. This suggests
that some traffic modelling of Perth West had been carried out. What assumptions as to
the means of access to Perth West informed this finding?

Response

Perth West is only a line on a map with no supporting information relating to site
infrastructure, Ground Conditions, Environmental Impact and general
deliverability of the development.

Question:

20. If development on H70 were split into northern and southern phases with only the



former using the A9/A85 junction, is there any reason to think that the impact of
developing that northern phase with a similar number of houses to Almond Valley
Village would have any worse impact on the trunk road network than was predicted for
the Almond Valley Village scheme?

Response

This question underlines the lack of information on the deliverability of Perth
West.

Question:

21. Has any modelling work been carried out to assess the likely implications for the
A9/A85 junction of the following scenarios:

i. developing Almond Valley Village in conjunction with a proportion of site H70? (There
is reference to an additional cost of £11 M for a redesign of the A9/A85 junction
upgrade in representation 09086/1);

ii. developing Almond Valley Village in conjunction with a proportion of site H7 (accessed
via a link to the A9/A85 junction in advance of CTLR completion)?

Response:

No comment

Question:

22. Could any part of H7 could come forward before the CTLR using the existing
access? On what basis does Springfield contend that the existing access could be used
for an initial phase of approximately 300 units?

Response

No Comment

Question:

23. The plan assumes that 750 units can be delivered on H7 by 2024. In what form?
This significantly exceeds earlier estimates of the predicted output from this site during
the plan period. What is the reason for the change?

Response
H7 seems to be entirely dependent on a new access to the south.
Question

25. How would the southern H70 access work? From Broxden roundabout? If so, with or
without grade separation? Is Transport Scotland content with an access from Broxden?

Response



Again, this question underlines the lack of information and research on the
deliverability of Perth West.

Question:

26. If there is to be an access to the A9 from west of the Broxden roundabout is there
any flexibility on the normal minimum 1 km junction separation?

Response
No Comment
Question:

27. H70 was initially discounted as an option because of adverse roads implications. Is
this correct? If so, what has changed the authority’s mind?

Response
Political Expediency
Question:

28. The plan assumes that 550 units can be delivered on H70 by 2024. What form would
this take and on which road improvements would this depend?

Response

As virtually nothing is known about the condition of the site and access
requirements, this assumption is entirely unreliable.
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10 July 2013

Dear Ms Smith

Perth Area Local Development Plan - Comments by G S Brown Construction Ltd on
Issue 20d The Effectiveness of Strategic Sites, Issue 21 Perth Strategic Development
Area; and Issues 24 Perth Area (Within Core) Transport Infrastructure

Our response to the Reporter's questions are as follows.

1.

Whether it is possible, without modifying the size or shape of site H70 from that
defined in the proposed plan, to gain access to the site from the A9 west of Broxden
roundabout.

Answer: This is really a technical question which could only be answered by
Engineers but the fact that the question is being asked at all is clear evidence that
site H70 was introduced to the Local Development Plan by elected members,
contrary to the advice of their officers, for entirely political reasons. H70 is simply
and an arbitrary line on a map and it has not been tested, in the way that the Almond
Valley Village (AVV) was tested over a period of over 20 years, in relation to access,
landscape appraisal, ground conditions and other infrastructure issues.

If the reporter were minded to support the proposed westward extension of H70, on
what basis could he recommend modification of the plan so that it incorporated that
change, given that this was not publicised as an option in the Main Issues Report,
was not included in the proposed plan and was not considered in the plan's strategic
environmental assessment?

Answer: The introduction of H70 as an act of political expediency at the very end
stage of the LDP process has precluded the proper public debate which is central to
development plan procedure. We consider, therefore, that H70 should be excluded
from consideration as a strategic site in this plan but that it should be perhaps

Registered Office - St Madoes, Glencarse PH2 TNF
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referred to as "an area for future consideration after the adoption of the current plan.”
This would allow the proper degree of public input to development strategy and,
furthermore, give sufficient time for the proper investigation of technical aspects
which have so far been neglected.

3. Setting aside the issue of how a development of the southern portion of site H70
would be integrated with the remainder of that site and with existing and proposed
features in the locality, such as the proposed Crieff Road supermarket, is the council
content with the proposed westward extension of site H70?

Answer: No comment as this is a question for the Council to deal with.

4. Would Transport Scotland be content with an initial 1500 unit phase of site H70 that
was accessed from the AS west of Broxden in the manner that has been proposed if
that development did not (at least in the short term) have any vehicular connection
with the remainder of site H70?

Answer: No comment as this is a question for Transport Scotland to respond to.

We have written separately to the Inquiry calling into question the Council’'s proposals for a
"Development Contribution” tax to fund the Local Development Plan's ambitious roads
programme. |f we are correct in claiming that the development charge is illegal it will be
imperative to allocate strategic development sites within which the road structure can be
financed by contiguous development. This was to have been the basis for the funding of the
ABS/AS junction improvements and distributor road through the AVV site and if that is to be
excluded there will be no funding basis for phase 1 of those proposals. This, in turn, will
eviscerate the whole basis for the Council's North/West expansion plans for Perth.

Geoff Brown
For G S Brown Construction Ltd

Geoff Brown
Chairman



Perth and Kinross Local Development Plan examination

Perth area housing sites and road issues — request for further submissions
Issue 20d the Effectiveness of Strategic Sites;

Issue 21 Perth Strategic Development Area; and

Issue 24 Perth Area (within core) Transport Infrastructure

Further to the Reporters’ request for further information the following is the response on behalf
of The Muir Group. It would appear that many of the questions are best answered by the
Council and Transport Scotland. However, where appropriate, comments are made on behalf of
the Muir Group.

6. Paragraph 2.7 of Schedule 4 Document 446 estimates that 40% of the overall transport
infrastructure costs can be met from “other funding mechanisms including working with
government bodies to bring forward funding.” What is the basis for this confidence and what
specific mechanisms are anticipated? Does the absence of any commitment to CTLR in the
Strategic Transport Projects Review (STPR) indicate that this project is regarded as one of local
rather than strategic importance and does this has implications for access to government
funding? What confidence is there in the ability of the development industry to fund the other
60% of the overall transport infrastructure costs over the next 30 years?

Please refer to PKC submission.



7. The authority expects to recoup from developers, at least some of the £15 M it appears to
be willing to commit to funding the A9/A85 junction improvements (ref Schedule 4 Document
452 Committee Report). As this would be drawn from the same funding source as the funding
for the CTLR (contributions from developers in the Perth area), when considering the
availability of developer funding for the CTLR and the scale of any shortfall, should this be
factored into the estimates?

We understand that the cost of the A9/A85 junction improvements have been factored into the
overall costs.

9. Did the modelling work that informed the CTLR process in the Perth Traffic and Transport
Issues Transport Appraisal 2010 take account of site H70 being developed? If not, is the
impact of the CTLR likely to be any different now that H70 is proposed?

Please refer to PKC submission. However, we understand that transportation improvements will
enable H70 allocation to be accommodated. Any further traffic modelling should take account
of linkages within the whole of allocation H70 including through the site linking the A9 and A85
as well as linkages into Perth itself.

16. Has the council actually committed to forward fund the A9/A85 junction improvements?
This is not entirely clear from Schedule 4 Document 452 (Committee Report) despite what is
said in the authority’s response to Issue 20d.

Please refer to PKC submission.

18. In the Main Issues Report (MIR — Core Document 95)), the Perth West site (now Site H70)
was not as extensive as is now proposed - it did not include land adjacent to the A85. Why
was this?

Please refer to PKC submission.



19. In the MIR (page 80) it is stated that preliminary investigation suggests that the A9/A85
could not support both Almond Valley Village and Perth West. This suggests that some traffic
modelling of Perth West had been carried out. What assumptions as to the means of access to
Perth West informed this finding?

Please refer to PKC submission. As stated above any traffic modelling should ensure linkages
within the whole allocation of H70 including linkages from the A9 and A85 as well as linkages
into Perth. It is important for the successful delivery of the site that the allocation is treated as a
single entity and not broken up into north or south. Only in this way will the aspirations of the
Council be met. Preparation of a single masterplan for the whole site will ensure connectivity,
an emphasis on pedestrians and public transport, cohesion and the delivery of an effective long
term supply of housing. Well designed streets will ensure controlled traffic movements through
H70.

20. If development on H70 were split into northern and southern phases with only the former
using the A9/A85 junction, is there any reason to think that the impact of developing that
northern phase with a similar number of houses to Almond Valley Village would have any
worse impact on the trunk road network than was predicted for the Almond Valley Village
scheme?

To secure the withdrawal of Transport Scotland’s standing objection, H70 will have to show that
it is capable of being delivered in its entirety. To achieve this it will need to be shown that access
solutions are delivered to both the north and the south of the release, that movement through
H70 is delivered and that clear linkages are provided into and out of Perth over the A9. It is
important to plan for the whole allocation thereby ensuring permeability and the successful
integration of public transport linkages with the city. The importance of a holistic masterplan
providing access for all parts of the site will be the next important stage following adoption of
the Plan in line with the ‘Site Specific Developer Requirements’ associated with the H70
allocation.



21. Has any modelling work been carried out to assess the likely implications for the A9/A85
junction of the following scenarios:
i. developing Almond Valley Village in conjunction with a proportion of site H70? (There is
reference to an additional cost of £11 M for a redesign of the A9/A85 junction
upgrade in representation 09086/1);
ii. developing Almond Valley Village in conjunction with a proportion of site H7 (accessed via a

link to the A9/A8S5 junction in advance of CTLR completion)?

Please refer to PKC submission.

25. How would the southern H70 access work? From Broxden roundabout? If so, with or
without grade separation? Is Transport Scotland content with an access from Broxden?

Please refer to the submission by the John Dewar Lamberkin Trust submission (c/o Ristol).

26. If there is to be an access to the A9 from west of the Broxden roundabout is there any
flexibility on the normal minimum 1 km junction separation?

Please refer to Transport Scotland submission.

27. H70 was initially discounted as an option because of adverse roads implications. Is this
correct? If so, what has changed the authority’s mind?

We understand H70 was initially discounted on traffic grounds. However, since being allocated
in the Proposed Local Development Plan we understand that these concerns have been
addressed. Ensuring proper linkages from both the A9 and A85 with further linkages into and
out of Perth is now the key to successful delivery. Again, it is important to plan for the whole
allocation from the outset and not allow piecemeal uncoordinated land releases to the
detriment of good long term planning.



28. The plan assumes that 550 units can be delivered on H70 by 2024. What form would this
take and on which road improvements would this depend?

We understand that the landowners of the southern and northern parts of H70 are suggesting
an initial release could be possible. We also believe that with bridge improvements connecting
into the heart of the H70 allocation from Perth, thereby establishing greater connectivity with
the existing built up area, could allow an element of housing to be released.

30. For the southern half of H70 there is an offer from the developer (in Appendix 2 to
representation 09166/16) to provide two left turn slip roads on the Broxden roundabout.
Would this be unnecessary if grade separation is to take place? If so, would other
works/contribution be appropriate in order to ensure “no net detriment”?

Please refer to the John Dewar Lamberkin Trust submission (c/o Ristol)



Perth and Kinross Proposed Local Development Plan

Perth area housing sites and road issues — matters to be discussed in a hearing
session on 25 July 2013

Issue 20d The Effectiveness of Strategic Sites, Issue 21 Perth Strategic
Development Area; and Issue 24 Perth Area (within core) Transport Infrastructure

Further to the Reporters’ request for further information the following is the response on
behalf of The Muir Group.

1. Whether it is possible, without modifying the size or shape of site H70 from
that defined in the proposed plan, to gain access to the site from the A9
west of Broxden roundabout.

Yes. It is not considered necessary to alter the shape or size of the allocation to
allow for a means of access to be constructed. Any technical roads solution that
accompanied an application could be dealt with under Development Management
procedures.

2. If the reporter were minded to support the proposed westward extension of
H70, on what basis could he recommend modification of the plan so that it
incorporated that change, given that this was not publicised as an option in
the Main Issues Report, was not included in the proposed plan and was not
considered in the plan’s strategic environmental assessment?

It is not necessary, at this time, to alter the size or shape of H70. The current
allocation extends to some 160 hectares. This is more than sufficient to
accommodate the suggested 3000 houses and associated employment land.
What is of paramount importance is to ensure integration and linkages (both
pedestrian and vehicular) across H70 to and from the existing built up area of
Perth.



3. Setting aside the issue of how a development of the southern portion of
site H70 would be integrated with the remainder of that site and with
existing and proposed features in the locality, such as the proposed Crieff
Road supermarket, is the council content with the proposed westward
extension of site H70?

This question is directed to the Council. However, integration over the whole
allocation is of the utmost importance. The provision of a holistic masterplan for
H70 will ensure that a sustainable release can be delivered. Placing the primary
school at a central location of the allocation will ensure all houses within H70 are
well located in relation to the school.

4. Would Transport Scotland be content with an initial 1500 unit phase of site
H70 that was accessed from the A9 west of Broxden in the manner that has
been proposed if that development did not (at least in the short term) have
any vehicular connection with the remainder of site H70?

This question is directed to Transport Scotland. However, 1500 units would take
up approximately 50% of H70 and at this stage H70 could be directly linked with
Perth by way of Old Gallows Road.
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