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--- Loss-ofConummity•A.iuemty;-«~and Natm:ai.Heritage Whitegaf:es" Pam, 
Middlemuir Road, Lenzie 

OBJECTION STATEMENT 
I am writing to formally OBJECT to Planning Application TP/ED/26/0104. My objection is 
based on the following development plan policies and other material planning 
considerations. 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN-POLICIES 
1. NPF4 Policy 9- Open Space (Loss of Protected Green Space) 

Whitegates .Park is a designated Prorected Open Space. Under NPF4 Policy 9, loss ofsuch 
space is only -acceptable where a superior replacement is provided. 

Objection:- Myrtle Avenue-is smaller; less·accessfule; and-cannotreptic-attheestablished 
wetland,. peatland andmature:habitat netvvork.at.Whitegates, It dOCS-not meet the policy test. 

2A. NPF4 Policy 3-Biodiversity {Nature Positive Requirement) 

Objection: Wbitegates Park is a functioning ecosystem with wetlands, mature trees, wildlife 
·conidotS-and-pmtectei:1-species. Reptacing1his with buildings an artificial surface results in a 
net Joss ofbiodiversity. 

2B. LDP2-Policy 4.CF - Community Facilities & Open.Space 

Whitegates Park is specifically protected in the Local Development Plan. 

Objection: The proposal -conflicts with LDP2 Policy 4.CF, which requires safeguarding of 
valued open spaces unless: a demom,1Tably-s-apeiiot altenr&tive-is provided. Myrtle Avenue 
does not meet this requirement:. 



. . 

3. NPF4 Poli~y 22 - FJood Risk & Water Environment 

Whitegates Park is a wetland with slmliuw-groundwaterand-deep-peat·that acts·as- a natural 
flood-mitigation sponge, • 

Objection: Excavating peat and replacing it with hard surfaces will increase surface water 
nmofnmd:risk gromtdwatet dispbwemeut 10watd nearo, homes. The application does not 
demonstrat.e tlmt these risks can be safely mitigated. 

OTHER MATERIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 

4. Acc~s.sibiUty and Community Equity 

Whitegates Park is centrallylot,--ated and pnTvides safe, flat, accesswle routes for aH 
generations. 

Objectron: Fornmnyekterty 1esidents, young-fumilies., -and-peop!e~ith limited mobility, 
Wbitegates is the only large, accessibk green space within walking distance. Relocating open 
space to Myrtle- Averme red-aces-accessibility and dispmportiooately impaets those ll'bo rely 
on the park for daily wellbeing. 

5. Mental Health and Wdlbeiug 

NPF4 recognises the importance ofhigh-quality green space for mental health. 

Objection: Wbitegates Palk is a tranquillity zone that has supj)Qrted community wellbeing 
fur decades The Council imsfflJtemried oot a Heatth Impact Assessment to evaJuate the 
psychological ®d social b.Mm ~us1;d by losins thi pecific natural landscape. 

6. Loss of Establisb.ed E.cos.ystem and Natural Heritage 

Whitegates is a mature, functioning ecosystem. 

Objection; The environmental value ofthis site is intrinsic to -it-s location. A wetland, 
peatlan~ or-wildlife conidor cannot be relOQted or recteated ~lsewhere-

PERSONAL STATEMENT (optional): 

Whitegates Park is an irreplaceable asset for residents in Lenzie, Kirkintillocb and beyond. 
The proposedmitigation-is inadequate; the community loss is too great, amhhe develupment 
conflicts with key nationru and local planning poljcies. 
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