YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see

Reason for change
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YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Policy C1 Using resources in buildings
Paragraph 1 Sentence 1 - delete "beyond the 2007". Insert "in line with the current edition of the"
Paragraph 1 delete sentence 2.
Paragraph 4 delete first sentence, replace with "New developments should also meet the current sustainability level for
water efficiency".

Reason for change
The Policy is misguided in seeking standards in excess of the current Building Standards. It is inappropriate,
unnecessary, confusing and potentially-costly for applicants to have to work to different standards to those set out in
legislation, national policy and the Building Standards in one Council area but not others.
The Scottish Government has recently published its Fifth Annual Report on the Operation of the Climate Change
(Scotland) Act 2009, and this helpfully clarifies many aspects of the relationship between legislation, national policy,
development plan policy and Building Standards (http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0047/00474640.pdf). An Appendix to
this Representation sets out a summary of the Report's advice on these relationships.
Government emissions reductions targets are tied to the levels achieved under the 1990 Building Standards. However, it
is clear that the successive reduction targets are tied to the Sullivan Report routemap towards low/zero carbon
emissions, which in turn is tied to the planned successive changes to Building Standards. The reference to the 2007
Standards is irrelevant, as the required levels of reduction are enshrined in the Building Standards. Conformity with the
current standards in force at the time of application is therefore all that is needed.
Requiring at least a Gold sustainability label is also well in excess of Building Standards. The Report makes clear that
the current standards equate to the Bronze level; the incoming 2015 Standards will equate to Silver. Gold will not
become the benchmark until a future edition of the Standards. The Report is clear at paragraph 5.6 that anything above
Bronze is currently optional. The Policy is therefore misguided in seeking to make Gold a compulsory standard.
The Policy is justified in seeking a rising proportion of reductions from low and zero-carbon technologies under the terms
of the Climate Change Act. Homes for Scotland agrees with the Plan's interpretation that these reductions form a
component part of the overall reductions required by Building Standards. We also agree with paragraph 3 that there is
scope for applicants to demonstrate that it is possible to achieve the reductions through energy efficiency measures.
Most builders can in fact achieve the 2010 Building Standards without using micoro-technologies and it is important that
planning authorities recognise that this is often a more cost-effective solution. It is accepted that future editions of the
Building Standards are likely to require more use of micro-technologies to meet higher reduction targets, but their use
should not be prescriptive, a point also made in paragraph 5.12 of the Fifth Report.

Homes for Scotland
Aberdeenshire LDP Representation Policy C1 Using resources in
Buildings - Appendix
The Scottish Government is required to report annually on the operation of Section
72 of the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009, introduced as Section 3F of the Town
and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997. Section 3F requires local development
plans prepared by planning authorities to include greenhouse gas emissions policies.
The Report can be accessed at http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0047/00474640.pdf
The Fifth Report helpfully sets out a detailed explanation of Government policy, and
how it expects that policy to be reflected by local authorities. It clarifies a number of
aspects of the relationship between the Act, planning and Building Standards.
Section 3F requires that:
‘A planning authority, in any local development plan prepared by them, must
include policies requiring all developments in the local development plan area
to be designed so as to ensure that all new buildings avoid a specified and
rising proportion of the projected greenhouse gas emissions from their use,
calculated on the basis of the approved design and plans for the specific
development, through the installation and operation of low and zero-carbon
generating technologies.’
The National Planning Framework 3 discusses energy efficiency in broad terms, with
long-term targets for the generation of heat and energy from renewable sources.
Scottish Planning Policy deliberately does not repeat the requirements of Section 3F.
It deals with resource-efficient development in Paragraph 45, in which it states that
development “can include using durable materials for building and landscaping as
well as low carbon technologies that manage heat and waste effectively”.
SPP therefore does not require the use of technologies, but SPP is non-statutory
and there is an assumption that the statutory requirements of the Climate Change
Act are stronger and are a requirement on local authorities. Circular 6/2013
“Development Planning” is explicit on the climate change requirements for
development plans at paragraphs 13 and 14. However, the Report also
acknowledges that there is flexibility in decision-making on planning applications
where material considerations justify a departure from development plan policy.
In relation to Building Standards, the Report clarifies that it is through the Building
Warrant application process that a developer will produce the detailed technical
designs and specifications which determine if the building meets energy-efficiency
requirements. It is accepted that it may not be reasonable or possible to produce this
information as part of a planning application.

The Building Regulations, in conjunction with the Sullivan route map towards
sustainability, set out a progressive reduction in carbon emission requirements
associated with heating and lighting of buildings based on reductions from the
standards required by the 1990 Regulations.
In response to Article 6 of the EU Directive 2010/31/EU on the Energy Performance
of Buildings, the 2010 changes to energy standards also require that the technical,
environmental and economic feasibility of high-efficiency alternative systems (such
as decentralised energy supply systems using renewable energy, co-generation,
district or block heating / cooling and heat pumps) are considered and taken into
account in developing proposals for new buildings. This consideration must be
documented as part of the building warrant application. This seems to confirm that
alternative technologies are an option rather than a requirement
The Scottish Government introduced sustainability labelling into building standards in
2011. This awards new buildings that meet current building regulations with a Bronze
level label. Further optional upper levels of sustainability were defined by Silver, Gold
and Platinum labels. From October 2015, the introduction of revised building
standards will mean all new buildings will meet the ‘silver’ level in respect of CO2
emissions.
Importantly, the Report then clarifies:
“Scottish building standards do not mandate the use of low and zero-carbon
generating technologies. However, with each successive improvement in the
emissions standard and where silver, gold and platinum sustainability levels
are sought, it becomes increasingly likely that the emissions target will be met
by solutions which include an element of low and zero-carbon generating
technologies.” (Paragraph 5.7)
In terms of the content of development plans, paragraph 7.3 notes:
“Since the ‘Third Annual Report on the Operation of Section 72 of the Climate
Change (Scotland) Act 2009’, the Scottish Government has included within the
annual reports, as a guide for planning authorities, suggested policy elements for
inclusion within a local development plan policy responding to Section 3F. Those
elements are:




A proportion of emissions to be saved.
At least one increase in the proportion of emissions to be saved.
A requirement that the savings should be achieved through the use of
generating technology (rather than energy efficiency measures).”

Considerable confusion surrounds whether the emissions reductions sought by the
use of micro-renewables technologies are in addition to, or a part of, the overall
standards sought by Government policy and the Building Standards. Paragraph 5.12
makes it quite clear:

“Further review of building standards in Scotland will consider both the
potential of a ‘net zero carbon standard’ for new buildings and must deliver
requirements for ‘nearly zero energy’ new buildings. In this context, the need
for the current planning system requirement for greenhouse gas emissions
beyond current mandatory targets and prescription on how abatement should
be achieved is neither needed nor beneficial for the delivery of sustainable,
low carbon development.”
Paragraphs 8.13 and 8.14 also clarify this matter:
“In previous annual reports on the operation of Section 72 of the Climate
Change (Scotland) Act 2009, the Scottish Government had identified the two
theoretical types of policy response that planning authorities could make to
Section 3F. The first would be an approach that requires the proposed
building to meet Scottish building standards target emissions rate in part
through the use of low and zero-carbon generating technologies. The second
would be a requirement for low and zero-carbon generating technologies to
be used to reduce emissions beyond the Scottish building standards target
emissions rate.
Section 3F does not require that emissions savings are additional to the target
emissions rate set by Scottish building standards.”
Paragraph 8.21 sums up the position thus:
“In most cases, the local development plan policy is based on the
achievement of target emissions set by Scottish building standards; meaning
that additional emissions savings beyond those standards are not achieved.
Achieving savings beyond the requirements of Scottish building standards is
not a requirement of Section 3F.”
Therefore it is clear that the use of micro-technologies is intended to provide a
proportion of the overall reduction in emissions, within whatever is required at the
time by Government policy and the Building Standards. That proportion is expected
to increase over time. However, it is clear from other parts of the Report that there is
scope for discretion by planning authorities, and it is open to developers to
demonstrate and justify why the use of micro-renewables is not the best solution in
any particular application.
Paragraph 9.4 also clarifies the issue of siting/positioning of low and zero-carbon
technologies:
“The building standards focus is on individual buildings. Section 3F does not
specify whether low carbon and renewable energy technologies have to be
on-site. As such, local planning authorities could use this to include policies
into their local development plans that relate to existing or planned off-site low
and zero-carbon generating technologies such as low carbon and renewable
district heating networks. Generally this is not expressly the approach taken
by the adopted policies. However, it should be noted that a policy that does
not specifically promote off-site solutions does not mean that proposals

achieving the emissions reduction through the use of off-site solutions would
be refused.”
Effectiveness of Section 3F
The Report is clear that, while an increasing number of development plans are
including policies on emissions reductions and energy efficiency, there is little
quantifiable evidence of impact or the levels of reduction. Paragraph 8.11 notes:
“Currently there is no robust figure on the number of planning applications or
constructed developments that have applied low and zero-carbon generating
technology. Therefore it cannot be said with confidence that an effective
contribution is being made to the reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions in the context of national greenhouse gas emissions targets.”
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YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Section 19 Responsibilities of Developers Paragraph 2
Clarification of the meaning of paragraph two and the scope of its application.

Reason for change
The second paragraph of this section is unclear:
“We may ask that a development contributes to infrastructure which has already been delivered, when it is directly
related to the overall effect of the development”.
Circular 3/2012 sets out 5 clear tests of when a planning obligation is justified (paragraph 14). It is clearly understood in
practice that a planning authority cannot seek developer contributions when there is no deficiency in infrastructure or
facilities created by development. Nor can it seek contributions to addressing deficiencies which pre-date the impact of
development.
If infrastructure is already in place when a development comes forward, and if that infrastructure has the capacity to
absorb the impacts of development, then there is no justification for seeking a contribution.
The one possible interpretation of the sentence from paragraph two is that it relates to the strategic transport
infrastructure approach which is being developed jointly by Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire Councils. This seeks to define
strategic infrastructure to which all development taking place within the 20-year lifespan of the Strategic Development
Plan should contribute. It is conceivable under this approach that a piece of transport infrastructure could be built in
advance of all the development which has been assessed as cumulatively creating the need for it.
If this is the circumstance intended to be covered by the sentence, then a fuller explanation should be given. If the
Council is trying to introduce a more general provision allowing them to seek contributions to any infrastructure at any
time, then this would clearly be contrary to Circular 3/2012, as there is nothing in the development plan or
Supplementary Guidance to explain how such a blanket provision would be justified or applied.
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YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Section 19 Responsibilities of Developers
More detailed guidance in Appendices 4 and 7 on specific requirements for settlements/sites.

Reason for change
The whole approach to providing clarity and certainty on expected contributions is inadequate and excessively
complicated. To establish what might be expected, the developer has to consider:
• This section of the Plan containing the Policy
• Appendix 7 Supplementary Guidance
• Appendix 4 Settlement Statements – the listed requirements in the statements are largely generic with little
site-specific detail
• Appendix 4 then refers on to possible further detail in a Community Plan and/or a relevant Community Action Plan
• The Plan’s Action Plan
• There is also reference in the Supplementary Guidance to calculations in “Appendix 1” and to a “Schedule 3” – it is not
clear what either of these is
• There are no indications of possible cost burdens on development in any of the above
This is a wholly-unacceptable approach to providing clarity. Developers are entitled to expect a reasonable degree of
clarity in the development plan about what may be expected of them. While detailed design/cost information is
impractical at development plan level, developers should be able to identify site or location-specific requirements from
the Plan, not a generic list of possible contributions.
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YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Supplementary Guidance SG1 Affordable Housing
The Guidance should revert to existing sums in use for commuted sum requirements until such time as a formal
consultation on changes is carried out.

Reason for change
The Guidance is generally reasonable and clear. However, page 5 deals with commuted sum payments and this part is
of concern to the industry.
The table of commuted sum requirements is not the same as the figures currently in use. Changing the basis on which
affordable housing contributions are negotiated requires formal consultation in order to modify existing Guidance.
Developers are entitled to clarity and certainty around likely contributions, especially if, as stated in the final paragraph
on page 3, they are to take the requirements into account in negotiating a land value with site owners.
The penultimate paragraph on page 5 also states that the plot sum requirements will be updated periodically. Again, this
cannot be done unilaterally by the Council. Such a change would require formal consultation.
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YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
SG7 Developer Obligations Education
Remove reference to 80% capacity
Provide fuller costing information for the capital cost of school extensions/new build

Reason for change
The education contributions are not justified.
Firstly, if a school is at 80% of capacity then there is no basis for asking for contributions to extend it. If there is a
cumulative impact of several developments, then only the measures needed to provide capacity over and above the
maximum capacity of the school can be sought. Circular 3/2012 is clear that developer contributions can only be used to
mitigate a detriment caused by the impact of development, not to fund existing facilities or infrastructure.
The cost contributions are not justified by any figures on the build cost for new and extended school provision.
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Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
SG7 Developer Obligations - Strategic Transport
This part of the Guidance cannot be enforced until such time as Ministers have approved the Strategic Transport
Guidance.

Reason for change
Homes for Scotland has submitted objections to the Strategic Transport Infrastructure Fund guidance issued by the
Strategic Plan Authority for consultation. The consultation responses and any consequential changes have yet to be
considered by the Strategic Plan Authority or submitted to Ministers for approval.
The Reporters at the Strategic Plan Examination considered that the draft Guidance did not accord with Circular 3/2012.
Despite some minor changes, Homes for Scotland still disputes that the Guidance demonstrates clear linkages between
projects and the impacts of development. It also considers that some projects are not strategic, and that some
expenditure has already been incurred on projects and therefore cannot be sought from developers retrospectively.
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Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
SG7 Developer Obligations Healthcare
Remove all references in the Plan, Appendices and Supplementary Guidance to developers making financial
contributions to healthcare facilities.

Reason for change
See attached Appendix

HOMES FOR SCOTLAND
ABERDEENSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Appendix to Representation SG7 Developer Obligations Healthcare
Healthcare is a statutory requirement, funded through UK general taxation. Services
are not typically delivered by Councils. Healthcare is not governed by requirements
around the location of services, and the tendency in healthcare has been
centralisation and specialisation. There is no immediate and automatic relationship
between new development and the provision of new local facilities. The decisions on
if and where to provide new facilities are taken by Health Boards and local bodies
such as Primary Healthcare Trusts, or even by GP/dentist surgeries themselves.
Therefore it is unclear what evidence the Council can produce of service
deficiencies, pressures placed on services by new development, or programmes of
new provision.
Without that evidence, a planning authority could not make any developer obligation
meet the 5 tests of Circular 1/2013. It would be unable to demonstrate need or
detriment, and would be unable to say what planning purpose was being met by an
obligation. In any event, even if such detriment could be shown, making a proposal
acceptable in land-use planning terms would involve ensuring that land was
identified for any necessary facility.
A planning appeal decision in England addressed these issues of healthcare very
well, and the principles established in that case are relevant here too (Planning
Inspectorate Ref. 2157515: Moat House Farm, Elmdon Road).
Firstly, the planning authority argued that existing GP services were under stress
and could not cope with new development. The Inspector rightly concluded that no
developer can be expected to fund improvements needed as a result of exiting
developments and pressures.
She then noted crucially:
“Beyond facilitating the provision of a site, the planning system cannot be held
responsible for the expansion of the existing healthcare infrastructure; that is a
matter for the GPs and the Primary Healthcare Trust. But the planning system can
and should be held responsible for providing sufficient quantities of housing. The
PCT, in turn, has a statutory duty to provide the population with access to
healthcare.” (Paragraph 55)
The second key principle was the purpose to which any developer contribution would
be put. At the time of the appeal, the GP surgery was arguing that in needed to
expand, but it could not say where that expansion might take place, when it might
happen and whether funding from the Trust was available. The Inspector concluded,
therefore, that a developer contribution would be inappropriate “since the use to
which such a financial contribution would be put is currently unknown”. (Paragraph
56)

In the Aberdeenshire case, the Proposed LDP gives no indication of where and
when health service infrastructure might be needed. The proposed supplementary
guidance would have to contain clear and firm proposals from the NHS as to what it
intended to provide, where and when. Since that is clearly an operational matter for
the NHS rather than the Council it is not clear that the Council SG meets the tests of
Circular 1/2013.
Developer contributions to infrastructure are typically provided through planning
conditions or agreements. They are paid to the Council and held in clearlydifferentiated accounts with the provision for repayment if unused within their
anticipated timescales. No such arrangements are in place with the NHS,
notwithstanding Homes for Scotland’s view that it is inappropriate for developers to
be replacing/supplementing UK taxation expenditure. Accountability and control of
funds would be a significant issue.
Homes for Scotland is clear that the Inspector at Moat Farm identified the key issues
around healthcare – that provision is a matter for the healthcare authorities, funded
through general taxation, and that planning’s role is to ensure that land is available
as and when new facilities are brought forward.

Fiona Thompson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

07 May 2015 11:16
LDP
Reference No: ENQ/2013/1730

Importance:

High

Hello,
I am writing to raise concerns regarding the inevitable increase in vehicular traffic that will come with the proposed
164 houses being considered
As part of the next phase of development to the west of the tarland road in aboyne.
As there are several roads being considered as well as the new access road being built for vehicular traffic to gain
access to the new development,
the volume of traffic on what is an already a busy thoroughfare will convert a residential access road into a main
road and make it potentially hazardous
both for the young and old that reside on the proposed routes. With a proposal of a care home and 164 houses even
taking into consideration 1‐2
cars per household which seems to be the norm now that is a possible increase in cars of 246 + which in my opinion
is unacceptable with the roads
as they are and would suggest that the narrow speed bumped roads would not cope.
Regards

1

YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
The landscape in the Auchattie Area to be designated a Special Landscape Area. In the meantime whilst the
supplementary guidance is being prepared, the view from Scolty Hill to be confirmed as a valued view as recommended
by the Marr Area Committee in July 2014.

Reason for change
To protect an area of Banchory which is highly valued by the community both north and south of the River Dee.

YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Not a modification but support for no additional land allocated for building in Auchattie, Banchory

Reason for change
I support the Council’s decision not to allocate any further land for development in Banchory and especially in the
Auchattie Area.
The Council’s decision is also clearly supported by the community both north and south of the River Dee as
demonstrated by the substantial opposition to the current planning application in principle for 400 homes on land at
Braehead, Auchattie. Any requests therefore to modify the plan to include Land at Auchattie for major development
should be strongly resisted.
The reasons for objecting to the above mentioned site are numerous and will have been put forward during the
consultation on the Main Issue Report. It is worth highlighting, however, all the inherent pressures of an additional
population of some 1000 people over and above the increase in population that current developments planned for the
period would bring, along with their cars and related traffic, in what might be a new village with urban density housing in
the countryside, outwith the settlement of Banchory and separated from Banchory by the River Dee.
Auchattie is not the right place for major housing development.

Name:
Address:
Telephone:
Email:
I'm responding on behalf of myself.

- happy to receive email correspondence

MODIFICATION THAT YOU WISH TO SEE
Appendix 4 Identified settlements under Policy R2: (24.1 Banff & Buchan) - amend the map to ensure that
wind turbine development is only permitted outwith a 2km buffer zone for ALL occupied dwellings, in
accordance with Aberdeenshire Council’s obligations under the European Union Directive on Environmental
Noise (2002/49/EC) and the Lisbon Treaty.

REASON FOR CHANGE
This is required in order to protect ALL humans from potentially harmful noise disturbance and to ensure that
Aberdeenshire Council demonstrates compliance with its legal obligations under the European Union Directive
on Environmental Noise (2002/49/EC), in conjunction with WHO guidelines and the Lisbon Treaty.
Under European Union Directive on Environmental Noise (2002/49/EC), Aberdeenshire Council is obliged to
establish action plans to control the harmful effects of noise exposure. The directive ‘applies to noise to which
humans are exposed, particularly in built-up areas, in public parks or other quiet areas in an agglomeration, in
quiet areas in open country, near schools, hospitals and other noise-sensitive buildings and areas (Article 2.1).’
The Directive states some causes of noise for exclusion, but noise from wind turbines are not excluded. The
Council is therefore obliged to provide EQUAL protection to ALL humans from potential adverse wind turbine
noise impacts, regardless of where they live.1

The adverse health impacts of noise are of sufficient significance for the World Health Organisation to provide
guidelines to protect humans from harm. Please see the WHO's summary of known serious adverse health
impacts of noise, which are too numerous to detail here. [WHO Community Noise Guidelines, Foreword,
section 3. ‘Adverse health effects of noise' (pages viii - xi) 2]
At the very least, the Council should be aware of World Health Organisation Community Noise Guidelines,
which state that:
‘Sleep disturbance is a major effect of environmental noise’
‘Uninterrupted sleep is a prerequisite for good physiological and mental functioning’
‘Where noise is continuous, the equivalent sound pressure level should not exceed 30 dBA indoors, if
negative effects on sleep are to be avoided’
i.e. humans can be made seriously ill over time from noise levels exceeding 30dB. However, the LDP still
permits wind turbines to exceed 30dB at night.
The guidelines also state:
‘Special attention should be given to: noise sources in an environment with low background sound
levels’
i.e. greater protection should be given to humans in quiet rural areas, and greater protection should be
offered at night (when background noise levels are generally lower), yet no such attention is demonstrated in
the LDP. Perversely, the LDP permits greater noise disturbance at night from wind turbines, and the LDP’s 2km
buffer around settlements offers greater protection to humans in an environment with higher background
sound levels. 3

1

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/noise/directive.htm
http://whqlibdoc.who.int/hq/1999/a68672.pdf
3 http://whqlibdoc.who.int/hq/1999/a68672.pdf
2
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It is not insignificant that Aberdeenshire Council is now making the following standard statement in its
‘Reports of Handling’ for Aberdeenshire Council wind turbine planning applications, e.g. APP/2013/3221,
APP/2012/3229 (April 2014), APP/2013/0538 (Nov 2013), etc.:
“ 6.27 The Planning Service takes into account a variety of Government guidance, planning policies
and any other valid material considerations. While there are articles about the negative impacts of
wind turbines, there are as many of the opposing stance and this must also be taken into account in
arriving at any decision. At this moment in time, Aberdeenshire Council remains of the view that there
are no proven health effects associated with wind turbines. NHS Grampian has issued guidance on the
health effects from the operations of wind turbines. The NHS Grampian paper states that human
health could potentially be affected by the presence of wind turbines due to sound or vibration, visual
effects, physical risks, electromagnetic fields, community conflict, economic effects and effects on air
pollution. The report goes on to make the following recommendations:
 There are no known medical conditions that are caused by close proximity to turbines. However,
annoyance can occur, and can be associated with bodily symptoms.
 Because annoyance does occur, developers should pursue early and meaningful community
engagement with local communities likely to be in view of turbines.
 There are grounds for further research into wind turbine noise, annoyance and sleep disturbance.
6.28 The Scottish Government may offer further advice and guidance in due course on potential
health effects caused by wind turbines. Until such times, Aberdeenshire Council remains of the view
that there are no proven health effects associated with wind turbines.”

By its own admission, therefore, Aberdeenshire Council acknowledges that there is no scientific consensus
that wind turbines do not cause sleep disturbance, which could potentially cause serious illness.
The LDP must accord with the Lisbon Treaty’s ‘Precautionary Principle’. In order to protect human health, the
Lisbon Treaty's 'Precautionary Principle' states that in the absence of scientific consensus that an action or
policy safe, the Government must protect the public from potential harm until scientific findings emerge that
provide sound evidence that no harm will result.
Also above, Aberdeenshire Council acknowledges an NHS Grampian paper stating that 'human health could
potentially be affected by the presence of wind turbines' and that 'there are grounds for further research', yet
by the Council's own admission, 'Aberdeenshire Council remains of the view that there are no proven health
effects associated with wind turbines'. With all due respect, the Council’s ‘view’ is immaterial here. What IS
material is that whilst there is no scientific consensus that this type of development is not harmful, the Council
is legally obliged to demonstrate the precautionary principle, rather than assuming a view.
Under the Lisbon Treaty, the Council is obliged to protect the public from potentially harmful developments
whilst the Council seeks scientific consensus. (Note that it is not the public’s responsibility to provide scientific
evidence to support its case. The Council is to be proactive in protecting humans from harm, rather than
promoting development which the Council has not demonstrated to be safe by scientific consensus.) As it’s
acknowledged that there is no scientific consensus here, it legally follows that the Council must assume that
this type of development is unsafe until proven otherwise via scientific consensus.

I could add further evidence myself, such as the Ontario Environmental Review Tribunal which, having
reviewed an overwhelming body of evidence from all parties (i.e. not just a couple of poorly constructed,
demonstrably biased reports), including the turbine industry, stated: ‘This case has successfully shown that the
debate should not be simplified to one about whether wind turbines can cause harm to humans. The evidence
presented to the Tribunal demonstrates that they can, if facilities are placed too close to residents. The debate
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has now evolved to one of degree.’ [See http://www.ert.gov.on.ca/english/decisions/index.htm , Decison 18
Jul 2011, p207]
I could also add that the Irish Doctors' Environmental Association has now called for the introduction of a
maximum noise level of 30 decibels as recommended by WHO guidelines and for the set-back distance from
inhabited houses to at least 1,500m from Ireland's current 500m. Professor Alun Evans, attached to the
Centre for Public Health at Queen’s, said their construction ‘is being sanctioned too close to human habitation.
Because of its impulsive, intrusive, and sometimes incessant nature, the noise generated by wind turbines is
particularly likely to disturb sleep. The young and the elderly are particularly at risk. Children who are sleepdeprived are more likely to become obese, predisposing them to diabetes and heart disease in adulthood. As
memory is reinforced during sleep, they also exhibit impaired learning.’ Adults who are sleep-deprived are at
risk of a ranges of diseases, particularly ‘heart attacks, heart failure, and stroke, and to cognitive dysfunction
and mental problems’. He added that the Government should exercise a duty of care towards its citizens and
exercise the Precautionary Principle. ‘It can achieve this by raising turbine set-back to at least 1500m, in
accordance with a growing international consensus.’
Under the Lisbon Treaty, however, it’s sufficient that the Council has already acknowledged lack of scientific
consensus. I’m not obliged to provide more evidence, yet I have a lot more. If any more citations are
required, please let me know.
As it’s quite clear that the Council acknowledges there is no scientific consensus that wind turbine
development is safe, under its Lisbon Treaty obligations, the Council’s priority is to protect humans from
potential harm rather than promote unproven developments.

Other Councils stipulate clear minimum distances from dwellings to avoid adverse health impacts whilst there
is clearly uncertainty as to the safety of wind turbine developments for humans. It’s not clear why the
minimum distances from households were removed from the previous LDP, particularly when the Council can
provide no scientific consensus regarding the safety of the current policy. Furthermore, it’s clear that many
people in Aberdeenshire want their health concerns to be treated seriously:- in 2013, a Banff&Buchan
'Petition Against Close Turbines' was presented to our Banff & Buchan Councillors and Aberdeenshire Council,
with 1740 people in Sandend, Fordyce, Portsoy, Whitehills and Aberchirder asking for the minimum distance of
turbines from our homes to be increased, yet there has been no Council response to this petition, so it might
seem to some people that their serious concerns are not being addressed. It would certainly be appreciated if
the 2016 LDP were modified to demonstrate that this is not the case.
SUMMARY OF MODIFICATION REQUIREMENTS
To avoid numerous legal breaches by the Council, I feel it reasonable to ask that the LDP be amended to afford
the equal protection from potentially harmful wind turbine developments to ALL humans under Aberdeenshire
Council’s obligations under the Lisbon Treaty and European Union Directive on Environmental Noise
(2002/49/EC).
Permitting wind turbines to exceed 30dB at night and demonstrating less consideration of noise disturbance
for humans in areas with low background sound levels runs CONTRARY TO WORLD HEALTH ORGANISATION
GUIDELINES AND CONTRAVENES ABERDEENSHIRE COUNCIL’S LEGAL OBLIGATIONS UNDER EUROPEAN UNION
DIRECTIVE ON ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE (2002/49/EC).
Appendix 4 Identifies settlements for protection from wind turbine development under Policy R2: (24.1
Banff & Buchan). This same protection is not afforded to ALL humans, yet under European Union Directive
on Environmental Noise (2002/49/EC), ALL humans – whether in settlements or rural locations – must be
afforded equal protection from the harmful effects of noise. It is therefore submitted that the 2km buffer
should be extended to ALL households.
If this is not done, the Council must demonstrate compliance with the Lisbon Treaty by providing additional
scientific evidence alluded to in section 6.28 above, demonstrating global scientific consensus that it is safe
for wind turbines to be situated closer than 2km to humans and to exceed 30dB at night.
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Fiona Thompson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

07 May 2015 21:08
LDP
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2016

Dear Sir/Madam,
I wish to object to the inclusion of site OP3 Balmedie Menie within the proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan and request that all houses (including holiday homes) be deleted.
My Name is
Address:

I object on the following grounds :‐
1/ Commercial development at the Menie resort was supposed to be a phased development. This was set out by
the reporters at the Public Local Enquiry.
It was agreed that the 450 bed hotel and a proportion of the 800 holiday home units were to be built before any of
the 500 homes could be built. None of this has been carried out to date. Therefore no further development should
be allowed until the original conditions have been satisfied.
2/ The vast number of extra jobs promised as a result of the original Planning permission have not
materialised. The club house has not been built, the golf academy has not materialised, no equestrian facility, no
outdoor tennis courts, no community faclilities............................. There has been limited economic benefit derived
from the planning permissions already granted at the Menie estate.
3/ The area is green belt land. The original site of special scientific interest has been destroyed. There should be
no further development which destroys the local amenity value of the land. Tracks are still obstructed on Menie
estate despite their historic use by residents.
4/ What is basically a proposal for a new town at this site is completely unnecessary. The allocation of all houses on
site OP3 (including holiday homes should be deleted.
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Fiona Thompson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

08 May 2015 23:49
LDP
Re: Local Development Plan

Dear Sirs,
message re‐sent as original returned as a ‘fail to send’ message.

On 8 May 2015, at 16:41, Simon Blake <simon@gairn.plus.com> wrote:
> Dear Sirs,
>
> I write as the Chair of the Kemsley Green Residents’ Association on behalf of 62 homes in Aboyne and refer to the
recently published Local Development Plan v4 concerning the construction of 164 houses, sheltered accommodation
and a nursing home in the land immediately adjacent to the north‐west of the homes in Aboyne occupied by
members of the Kemsley Green Residents’ Association.
>
> The plans appear to indicate that access to this significant development will be potentially gained off the Tarland
Road via three residential streets: Charlton Avenue (which leads onto Balnagowan Drive), Balnagowan Drive and the
road currently being constructed in the current Bancon/AJC sites immediately to the north of us.
>
> No objection is raised to the actual development of the proposed site however significant concern and specific
objection is raised by and to the proposed traffic plan. It appears that two of the potential access points involve
access via Balnagowan Drive, a street which already provides access to a significant number of houses and which has
several junctions as well as a distinct curve to parts of it. In addition, as the driveways along the street are short and
cannot accommodate all the residents’ vehicles, Balnagowan Drive is frequently congested with perfectly legally
parked cars associated with the houses there in the manner that is common for quieter residential streets.
However, the layout and use of the street is wholly unsuited for its development as one of, in effect, two access
points to the proposed development.
>
> The LDP outlines that the Masterplan aims to give “due consideration to the infrastructure and safety issues’ and
‘successful integration of the site with the surrounding area”. The LDP also states that the plan “..must provide
properly designed streets….. People need to take precedence over cars..” and the tone of the document implies an
approach that ensures the proposed development is not detrimental to the surrounding area.
>
> The proposed increase in traffic volume through the current housing and along a residential street which
accommodates a mix of all ages including the very young and the elderly plainly fails to support the above‐
mentioned elements in the LDP and it is felt will pose an avoidable element of risk and detriment to the existing
residents.
>
> The LDP outlines that during previous consultation, mention was made of an access to the proposed area from the
south‐west but this has been discounted as the developers do not currently own that access point. This appears to
be a weak and poor reason for failing to develop a suitable strategic traffic management plan for the new site in a
manner similar to the other developments off the Ballater Road.. The developers will undoubtedly make a
significant profit from their plans and the fact that they have failed to take access properly into account, or may
have to take commercial steps to secure the necessary suitable access from the west, do not appear valid reasons
for imposing a plainly unreasonable and potentially unsafe traffic flow on existing residents.
>
1

> Therefore, on behalf of the KGRA, I wish the above comments and objection to be formally considered concerning
this LDP.
>
> Yours Faithfully,
>
>
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Please use this form to make comments on the
Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development
2016. If you are making comments about more
than one topic it would be very helpful if you
could ﬁll in a separate form for each comment.
Please email or send the form to reach us by
8th May 2015 at the following address:

Post: Planning Policy Team
Infrastructure Services
Aberdeenshire Council
Woodhill House
Westburn Road
ABERDEEN
AB16 5GB
Email: ldp@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

YOUR DETAILS
Title
First name
Surname
Date

08/05/2015

Postal Address
Postcode
Telephone Number
E-mail
Are you happy to receive future correspondence only by email - Yes
Are you responding on behalf of another person? Yes
If yes who are you representing

✔

✔

No

No

Kincardine O'Neil Village hall Committee

An acknowledgement will be sent to this address soon after the close of consultation.

YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Appendix 8 - Marr Area - Settlement Plan for KINCARDINE O'NEIL (pp51 -54) - Policy Statement P2 on page 51
Change this policy statement to read:P2 To retain the area identified on the map for the delivery of community facilities of a recreational nature (including the
provision of a village hall).

Reason for change
I am making this response on behalf of the Kincardine O'Neil Village Hall committee of which I am currently the
secretary. The Village Hall had its AGM on Monday 4 May and the Local Development Plan proposals were considered
at item 7 on the AGM agenda. The village also has a Community Association and the paper on the LDP was also
circulated to all CA members (because it will not meet again until 20 May) and to representatives of the Bowling Club
inviting comment. Below is the relevant extract from the minute of the Village Hall AGM at:7. LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN – TENNIS COURT.
TS explained that the issue of specific concern to the Hall was that the local development plan contains a policy
statement (P2) on protected land which read
P2 "To conserve the bowling green AND TENNIS COURT (emphasis added) as amenities for the village."
Papers highlighting issues arising had been circulated to all Community association members, all Hall Committee
members and Trustees and to Bowling Club representatives inviting comment and also posted with the papers for the
AGM on the hall noticeboard. The main concern was that discussions about a possible new village hall have included
ideas of utilising the Tennis Court as part of the potential build site for the new hall. If P2 remains as it is this would
become an issue. Comments had to be submitted by 8 May.
Two date, two responses had been received – one that a tennis court was desirable but the respondent would rather
have a new village hall and plan for a new tennis court in the future at a different location as funds permit, and the other
was a copy from Andrew Bradford of a detailed response submitted to the Planning Authority by Kincardine Estate. In
summary this response said:”We do not believe it is to the benefit of the community to fix the location and purpose (of the tennis court site) for all
time when this might prejudice the prospects of other community facilities as times change” and recommend that to
allow flexibility of use for the community without prescribing precisely what those uses are, P2 should be reworded to
read:
P2 To retain the area for the delivery of community facilities.
After Discussion, the AGM unanimously agreed to respond to the planning authority in similar terms to the Kincardine
estate response but to make it clear that by “Community Facilities” what was meant was recreational and related
facilities.

Please use this form to make comments on the
Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development
2016. If you are making comments about more
than one topic it would be very helpful if you
could ﬁll in a separate form for each comment.
Please email or send the form to reach us by
8th May 2015 at the following address:

Post: Planning Policy Team
Infrastructure Services
Aberdeenshire Council
Woodhill House
Westburn Road
ABERDEEN
AB16 5GB
Email: ldp@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

YOUR DETAILS
Title

Mr

First name Gary
Surname
Date

Purves

May 2015

Postal Address Knight Frank LLP, 4 Albert Street, Aberdeen
Postcode

AB25 1XQ

Telephone Number
E-mail

01224 644272

gary.purves@knightfrank.com

Are you happy to receive future correspondence only by email - Yes
Are you responding on behalf of another person? Yes
If yes who are you representing

✔

✔

No

No

Colaren Homes

An acknowledgement will be sent to this address soon after the close of consultation.

YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Colaren Homes fully support the proposed plan allocation of site OP1 in Rathen, but suggest that the plan be modified
to remove reference to strategic landscaping, particularly along the southern and eastern boundaries of the site.

Reason for change
The development at site OP1 is likely to integrate new housing with the existing village by making connections from the
site to the adjacent play park, church and the existing housing in the Rathen. The aim will be to encourage walking to
the existing village hall and primary school where possible.
The proposed plan's text which refers to potential strategic landscaping is considered unnecessary, particularly along
the southern and eastern boundaries which adjoin the existing village edge, and the need or otherwise for strategic
landscaping will be a matter for Development Management to consider during the detailed planning application process.
The proposed plan text is therefore unduly prescriptive in this regard, and reference to a requirement for strategic
landscaping associated with site OP1 should be deleted from the final plan.

PROPOSED ABERDEENSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2016
Representation on behalf of
Subject:

Appendix 5 – New Housing Land Allocations (Table 6: New
Housing Land – Kincardine and Mearns)
Appendix 8 – Settlement Statements (Kincardine and Mearns)

What is the specific change you would wish to see in the final plan?
wishes to see land for new housing development allocated in the village of Catterline in the
medium to long-term.
Reason for change(s) sought to proposed plan:
Catterline needs new housing to sustain the local primary school. At present, the primary school has a
falling roll of pupils. The actual roll was 64% of total capacity in 2013 and this is forecast to decrease
to 29% by 2019. It is essential that new housing land is identified in the village in the medium to longterm in order to sustain the local primary school.
There is also urgent demand for new family housing in the area, including affordable housing, which
needs to be addressed by allocating land for future development in the village.
The Proposed Plan commentary states that there appears to be little appetite for change in the
village. This is perhaps the view of some existing residents who do not want to see change; however,
there are also people who do not want to see the primary school close because of a lack of new
pupils. There are also people who would like an opportunity to move into the village through new
houses being built there.
The Strategic Development Plan also requires houses to be provided in a range of locations, and
particularly in Regeneration Priority Areas within which Catterline sits.
It is accepted that there may be no appetite for change in Catterline at present; however the 2016
LDP should give an indication to the local community that there will be some future development in
the village to sustain the primary school and to provide new housing including affordable housing.
Conclusion and Recommendation
The land identified in Figure 1 of this representation should be identified as a “future housing”
allocation so that it can come forward for development through the next LDP review in order to sustain
the local primary school in Catterline and provide new family housing in the village in the medium to
long term.

Land at Catterline

Page 1

May 2015

Figure 1: Location Plan

SITE

Land at Catterline
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PROPOSED ABERDEENSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2016
Representation on behalf of
Subject:

Appendix 1 Business Land Allocations (Table 6: Employment
Land Allocations – Kincardine and Mearns)
Appendix 8 – Settlement Statements (Kincardine and Mearns)

What is the specific change you would wish to see in the final plan?
objects to the failure to identify land at the former aerodrome near Fordoun as business
land within Table 6 (appendix 1) of the proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) and the associated
Proposals Maps (appendix 8).
Mr Mitchell seeks the identification of land at the former aerodrome within Table 6 of the proposed
LDP to deliver employment land in the Drumlithie to Laurencekirk part of the Strategic Growth Area
(SGA) between the present to 2026 period.
Reason for change sought to proposed plan:
The land at the former aerodrome should be identified for future employment development. The
former aerodrome is partly brownfield, and already benefits from planning permission for storage and
distribution (reference APP/2014/1943). The land is also immediately adjacent to several existing
business/industrial uses such as the Hunting Oilfield Services facility.
There is significant demand for business/commercial operators given the semi-industrial nature of the
area and LDP must support these industries by allowing them to grow.
The LDP should also allocate land for business development at the former aerodrome as there are
local communities nearby which depend upon these businesses for sources of employment.
The Strategic Development Plan (SDP) aims “to provide a range of opportunities [for economic
growth] and create new employment in a range of areas that are both appropriate for and attractive to
the needs of different industries…”. At present, all of the employment allocations for this part of the
SGA is concentrated within 11 hectares at site OP1 in Laurencekirk. This is contrary to the SDP’s aim
of providing opportunities in a range of locations. To ensure the LDP complies with the SDP,
additional allocations should be made in other suitable locations within this part of the SGA such as at
the former aerdrome.
The 11 hectares at Laurencekirk form part of a wider masterplan for a mixed use development, and
the employment land element may take years to come to fruition. In the interim, additional allocations
should be found within this part of the SGA in readily deliverable locations such as the Fordoun
aerodrome to augment the supply of business land to meet the SDP’s aim of providing opportunities
for economic growth.
In addition, OP1 in Laurencekirk may not cater for the needs of different industries on the grounds
that the allocation is relatively close to residential areas (existing and proposed) which may prohibit
noisy and heavy industry. On the other hand, the types of business activity that currently takes place
at the Fordoun aerodrome tends to be those uses which are not necessarily sympathetic to an
urbanised area (dust, noise, need for space etc).

Land at the former Fordoun aerodrome
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is currently in early discussions with a global company (oil and gas sector) with regards to
a potential new base for their North Sea operations. This would have significant public benefits in
terms of job creation and inward investment to the local economy. The preparation of the new LDP
therefore provides an opportunity identify land for business/employment development which is wellplanned through the preparation of a masterplan for the area. This is far more desirable than the
current situation which is likely to continue in the near future whereby individual planning applications
come forward on a piecemeal basis which results in a disjointed approach to the overall development
of the area.
Furthermore, the existing businesses in the area make an invaluable contribution to the local
economy and it would be unreasonable to deny them future expansion opportunities. It is therefore
appropriate to provide an employment land allocation at the former aerodrome which can support
both existing and new businesses in the area whilst formalising the long-term development of this
area in a cohesive and well-planned manner.
The land at the former aerodrome also has excellent linkages onto the A90 trunk road network which
makes it attractive to businesses who can reach their target markets quickly. In addition, the
aerodrome is within close proximity to sources of labour in rural communities such as Fordoun,
Fettercairn and Auchenblae.
Finally, the Main Issues Report stated that some of the land nearby is undevelopable due to the
presence of pipelines. However, this assessment is inaccurate as much of the land nearby already
has planning permission for employment uses. Also, the presence of nearby pipelines is not
necessarily a constraint to development and shouldn’t be used to sterilise developable land. In many
cases, a storage and distribution use (Class 6) is a perfectly acceptable use for land close to a
pipeline given the lack of people present on site.
Conclusion and Recommendation









land has excellent potential to be utilised as an employment land allocation.
The land sits within the Laurencekirk-Drumlithie section of the SGA as defined by the SDP.
The land is partly brownfield and part of the site already benefits from planning permission for
storage and distribution.
The area is characterised by the presence of several large industrial uses, however these
have tended to come forward in an un-planned and ad-hoc basis.
The landowner is in preliminary talks with a global company with regards to a potential new
base for their operations. This may come forward through a detailed planning application later
in 2015/16.
The incremental and disjointed industrial uses can be remedied through a cohesive and longterm employment land allocation for the former aerodrome within the final plan.
The site benefits from excellent connectivity onto the A90 trunk road network and markets to
the south of Aberdeen.
The land is within close proximity to rural communities such as Fordoun, Auchenblae and
Fettercairn which depend upon employment allocations for sources of employment.

The concentrating of all the employment land allocations into one location at Laurencekirk seems
excessive and does not meet the SDP’s targets of providing land for businesses in a range of places
in the SGA that are attractive to businesses.
It may also take a long time for the OP1 allocation at Laurencekirk to be realised, therefore additional
employment land should be found to augment the employment land supply in places that are
attractive to businesses such as around the former aerodrome near Fordoun.
Land at the former Fordoun aerodrome
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Suggestions that delivering business development proposals can be achieved under the Rural
Development Policy are limited to around 0.5 hectares. Instead, an allocation for business
development at the former aerodrome will have the benefit of augmenting the existing supply of
business land during the time it takes OP1 at Laurencekirk to come forward and thus provide an
additional choice of location which is evidently highly attractive to businesses.
The proposal for business development at the former aerodrome also received a positive response
from Mearns Community Council on the grounds that it will create jobs and investment for the rural
communities. In addition, in February 2013 the Kincardine & Mearns Area Committee voiced their
support in principle for a business park development at the former aerodrome (reference
APP/2011/3714) providing it comes through an allocation in the LDP.
For the above reasons, the land at the former aerodrome should be identified for employment
development within Table 6 of the LDP for the period present to 2026.
Supporting Productions
Response to the Main Issues Report (2014)

Land at the former Fordoun aerodrome
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Please use this form to make comments on the
Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development
2016. If you are making comments about more
than one topic it would be very helpful if you
could ﬁll in a separate form for each comment.
Please email or send the form to reach us by
8th May 2015 at the following address:

Post: Planning Policy Team
Infrastructure Services
Aberdeenshire Council
Woodhill House
Westburn Road
ABERDEEN
AB16 5GB
Email: ldp@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

YOUR DETAILS
Title

Mr

First name Gary
Surname
Date

Purves

May 2015

Postal Address Knight Frank LLP, 4 Albert Street, Aberdeen
Postcode

AB25 1XQ

Telephone Number
E-mail

01224 644272

gary.purves@knightfrank.com

Are you happy to receive future correspondence only by email - Yes
Are you responding on behalf of another person? Yes
If yes who are you representing

✔

✔

No

No

The Potterton Consortium

An acknowledgement will be sent to this address soon after the close of consultation.

YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
The ‘Potterton Consortium’ consists of Knight Frank LLP and Castleglen Properties, the promoters of Main Issues
Report (MIR) sites FM005 and FM065 respectively. The Potterton Consortium request that land for future housing
development in Potterton be identified, either as a housing land allocation during 2017-2026 period, or as a “future
housing” designation post-2027 within Appendix 5 (Table 4) and Appendix 8 (Settlement Statement - Formartine) of the
final Local Development Plan. It is estimated that up to 800 houses could be accommodated on the land shown on the
enclosed plan which would also provide the critical mass required to deliver a primary school, playing fields and
commercial land including retail at Potterton.

Reason for change
See paper apart.

PROPOSED ABERDEENSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2016
Representation on behalf of The Potterton Consortium
Subject:

Appendix 5 – Table 4 New Housing Land (Formartine)
Appendix 8 – Settlement Statements (Potterton)

What is the specific change you would wish to see in the final plan?
The Potterton Consortium request that land for future housing development in Potterton be identified,
either as a housing land allocation during 2017-2026 period or as a “future housing” designation post2027 within Appendix 5 (Table 4) and Appendix 8 (Settlement Statement - Formartine) of the final
Local Development Plan. It is estimated that up to 800 houses could be accommodated on the land
shown on the enclosed plan which would also provide the critical mass required to deliver a primary
school, playing fields and commercial land including retail.
Reason for change sought to proposed plan:
1. Land for additional housing must be identified in the Formartine Area – There are a number of
large sites in this area which have yet to commence meaning the actual number of houses built will
fall well below the targets required by the Strategic Development Plan (SDP). Although the Housing
Land Audit shows +5 years' worth of supply of housing land in the AHMA (in which Potterton is
located), it is worth noting that the Cromleybank allocation in Ellon was originally to provide 745
houses by 2017 but has yet to commence, and also the Trump windfall allocation near Balmedie has
also yet to commence. Additional land must therefore be allocated for development between
Blackdog and Ellon with a focus on sites for which there is developer interest and where housing is
readily deliverable as is the case at Potterton. This is essential otherwise the LDP will fail to meet the
growth targets in the SDP nor will the LDP sufficiently provide “a choice of housing in a range of
locations” which is also required by the SDP.
2. Previous support for future expansion of Potterton - In 2009 the Main Issues Report for the
now adopted LDP 2012 identified land for future development at Potterton including 450 houses, a
future academy site and associated employment land. The report recognised Potterton as being an
appropriate location as it would provide much needed community facilities for the wider area which
are severely lacking at present. Potterton has been effectively a commuter suburb of Aberdeen
(Dyce/Bridge of Don) for a number of years and the previous MIR correctly sought to rectify this and
create a sustainable mixed community at Potterton by providing a critical mass of housing (+600
units) to deliver new facilities such as a school, employment areas and commercial development. It
was not until late in the 2012 LDP process that the strategic allocation at Potterton was removed by
Councillors who stated that development would be happen in the medium to long term once the
AWPR was completed in 2017. The report of the examination into the now adopted 2012 LDP
concluded that “significant” expansion at Potterton should be deferred until the LDP is reviewed. Such
a review is now taking place and the most logical step would be to create “future housing land”
designation at Potterton to give some clarity and certainty to residents and developers alike that future
development will take place in Potterton in the medium to longer-term once the AWPR is open.
3. Potterton has been overlooked - No new housing was allocated to Potterton in the 2012 LDP and
none is proposed in the 2016 LDP which makes the village the "forgotten settlement" of
Aberdeenshire. At present, the village is just large enough to sustain basic facilities including a small
corner shop and post office, public house, community hall, football pitches and playpark. However,
the viability of these amenities may be questionable in the longer-term if the LDP’s “zero growth”
policy for Potterton is maintained.
The Potterton Consortium
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4. Green Belt designation is unwarranted and unjustified – The identification of land around
Potterton as being within the green belt is contrary to the aims of such land as defined by Scottish
Planning Policy in particular the prevention of coalescence between settlements. With the
construction of the AWPR, there is no legitimate reason to identify the land around Potterton as within
the green belt other than areas which lie to the south of the new road.
5. Potterton is an attractive place to live – The current village of Potterton is ideally located with
ease of access to nearby settlements such as Dyce and Bridge of Don. The attractiveness of the
village as a place to live will be further enhanced by the completion of the AWPR in 2017 which will
provide excellent connections from Potterton given the proximity of the village to the northern
terminus. There are known to be at least 3 housebuilders actively looking to develop land at Potterton
which shows the attractiveness of the village and the deliverability of new housing, but this has been
constrained by the lack of housing land allocations in the village which has been to the detriment to
providing new community facilities alongside new housing.
6. The Potterton Consortium’s proposal can provide the required critical mass of housing –
The proposal put forward by the Potterton Consortium is the only viable option for providing a
sufficient area of land that can provide enough houses that can cross-fund the required community
facilities such as a primary school, retail, and employment. This proposal can also provide the muchneeded road infrastructure improvements to improve pedestrian safety on the B999.
7. The Potterton Consortium’s proposal can create a “sustainable mixed community” – The
final plan must allocate land for future development at Potterton to allow for the natural growth of the
settlement. The village is severely lacking local facilities at present such as a primary school,
adequate public transport and local shops. The LDP must therefore contain a long-term vision to grow
the village in order to create a "sustainable mixed community" as required by the SDP. The Potterton
Consortium's proposal is the only viable option for providing the critical mass of housing to provide
local facilities that will allow the village to become self-sustaining.
Conclusion and Recommendation
The identification of a “future housing land” allocation at Potterton will help to sustain existing services
in the village, and more importantly provide the critical mass of housing required to deliver much
needed new facilities such as a school, road infrastructure improvements around the B999 and local
retail opportunities. A strategic allocation at Potterton phased over a number of years once the AWPR
is completed will help to create a sustainable mixed community that is not dependent upon Aberdeen
for employment, shopping and school provision. Given the questions raised about the deliverability of
existing allocations in this part of Aberdeenshire, it would seem logical to make a future housing land
allocation at Potterton to avoid a large deficit in actual house completions relative to the SDP targets
and to provide a choice and range of houses in an area such as Potterton that is clearly attractive to
developers.
Supporting Productions
Main Issues Report Response on behalf of the Potterton Consortium (January 2014)
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Site & Location Plan
Key Infrastruture to be provided as part of the Development :
600 private housing & 200 affordable housing.
Community Primary School & Playing Fields.
Variety of Green Open Space & Green Networks.
Commercial Land including Retail.
Possible Road improvements linking B999 Tarves Road to Belhelvie Road to take traffic out of village (Subject to final AWPR layout)

Reservoir

Please use this form to make comments on the
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan Main
Issues Report 2013. If you are making comments
about more than one topic it would be very
helpful if you could ﬁll in a separate form for
each comment.
Please email or send the form to reach us by 1st
February 2014 at the following address:

Question Number being answer

Email: ldp@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

YOUR DETAILS
Mr

First name
Surname

Gary
Purves

May 2015
Date
Postal Address
Postcode

Knight Frank LLP, 4 Albert Street, Aberdeen

AB25 1XQ

Telephone Number

01224 644272

gary.purves@knightfrank.com
E-mail
Are you happy to receive future correspondence only by email - Yes
Are you responding on behalf of another person? Yes
If yes who are you representing

X

Please provide us with your comments below ensuring you tick the appropriate box to
highlight what issue you are commenting on. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require, ensuring you highlight the issue. We will summarise long comments and in our
analysis will consider every point that is made. Once we have done this we will write back to
you with Aberdeenshire Council's views on the submissions made. We will publish your name
as the author of the comment, but will not make your address public.
Are you answering a question?

Post: Planning Policy Team
Infrastructure Services
Aberdeenshire Council
Woodhill House
Westburn Road
ABERDEEN
AB16 5GB

Title

YOUR COMMENTS

X

No

No

The Potterton Consortium

An acknowledgement will be sent to this address soon after the close of consultation.

Yes / No

Please use this form to make comments on the
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan Main
Issues Report 2013. If you are making comments
about more than one topic it would be very
helpful if you could ﬁll in a separate form for
each comment.
Please email or send the form to reach us by 1st
February 2014 at the following address:
Post: Planning Policy Team
Infrastructure Services
Aberdeenshire Council
Woodhill House
Westburn Road
ABERDEEN
AB16 5GB

YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below ensuring you tick the appropriate box to
highlight what issue you are commenting on. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require, ensuring you highlight the issue. We will summarise long comments and in our
analysis will consider every point that is made. Once we have done this we will write back to
you with Aberdeenshire Council's views on the submissions made. We will publish your name
as the author of the comment, but will not make your address public.
Are you answering a question?

Yes / No YES

Question Number being answer

13 and 14

See paper attached.

Email: ldp@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

YOUR DETAILS
Title
First name
Surname
Date
Postal Address
Postcode
Telephone Number
E-mail
Are you happy to receive future correspondence only by email - Yes
Are you responding on behalf of another person? Yes

No

No

If yes who are you representing

An acknowledgement will be sent to this address soon after the close of consultation.

Save this form to your system for your own records and send a copy to the address on the previous page

The ‘Potterton Consortium’ consists of Knight Frank LLP, Castleglen Properties and Tor Ecosse Ltd, the
promoters of sites FM005, FM065 and FM075 respectively.
The Potterton Consortium have come together to form a group of landowners/developers jointly
promoting a mixed use expansion of Potterton as illustrated on the attached plan.
The Potterton Consortium request that their land in Potterton be identified in the Local Development
Plan (LDP), either as a housing land allocation during 2017-2026 or as a “future housing” designation
post 2027 for the reasons contained herein.


In terms of question 13, we believe that additional housing sites must be identified across
Aberdeenshire for the periods 2017-2026 and post-2027. There are a number of large
development sites in the LDP which require major up-front infrastructure (and thus a relatively
long time period) to get them off the ground. The housing market is gathering momentum
but the number of homes being built is nowhere near enough to keep up with demand. This
is particularly true in Aberdeenshire where there are high levels of inwards migration due
partly to the buoyancy of the oil and gas sector. We therefore urge the LDP review to allocate
additional land on sites which there is developer interest and where housing is readily
deliverable as is the case at Potterton. This will ensure that the targets in the Strategic
Development Plan (SDP) are met, otherwise we believe the LDP’s housing allocations will fall
short of the SDP’s targets because the existing zoned sites are taking much longer to come
forward than originally anticipated.



In terms of question 14, housing land should be allocated to Potterton as part of the LDP
review otherwise it will become the forgotten settlement of Aberdeenshire. A large area of
land was allocated for development in Potterton as part of the Main Issues Report (MIR) in
2008, however it was removed by the Formartine Area Committee who stated that Potterton
would be a more suitable place for development in the next LDP review (i.e. the review that is
taking place now).



The Strategic Development Plan (SDP) allocates 1,500 houses within the Ellon to Blackdog
corridor between the period 2027-2035. This LDP review must identify where these houses will
be allocated, even if it is merely a “future housing” designation. Potterton must be considered
a prime candidate in terms of settlements which can accommodate future expansion post2027 once the AWPR is in place. Not only is the settlement located in a Strategic Growth Area
as defined by the SDP, the village is physically able to grow and is crying out for infrastructure
improvements which can only be delivered through a cross-funding with housing
development.



Potterton cannot be overlooked and forgotten about in the next LDP. Instead, the LDP must
identify a long-term vision for the village which recognises that there must be a critical mass
of housing development (e.g. 600 units) so that it can deliver a primary school, road upgrades,
and local retail opportunities to enable it to become self-sustaining. At present, residents are
being short-changed by a lack of local amenities which means they are totally dependent on
travelling to other settlements e.g. primary school in Balmedie; employment in Dyce; shops in
Bridge of Don. The allocation of sites FM005, FM065 and FM075 presents the only viable
option to create a sustainable mixed community which is one of the key objectives of the SDP.



At the recent MIR public meeting, it was stated by the planning officers that none of the
development bids in Potterton could individually provide the critical mass to facilitate the
required services and infrastructure. In light of this, the Potterton Consortium have joined
forces to provide enough land (circa 170 hectares) to deliver the infrastructure required for
the village. In fact, the land controlled by the Potterton Consortium is the only way to deliver a
sufficient number of houses to provides the critical mass to fund community facilities such as
a primary school, local retail and community/leisure uses. This will allow the village to become
self-sustaining and not simply a commuter suburb wholly dependent on the private car.



By allocating no housing in Potterton, the village will continue to suffer from a lack of local
facilities; and by allocating a small number of houses in Potterton, this will exacerbate the
existing problems by placing more strain on local infrastructure without providing enough
housing to fund new services (e.g. primary school). For this reason, the Potterton Consortium’s
proposal for a mixed use expansion is the only acceptable scenario for growth to meet the
village’s needs in the longer-term.



The Potterton Consortium recognise that 600 houses is the minimum required to provide the
key infrastructure that Potterton is crying out for, namely a primary school and an upgrade to
the B999 road in terms of safety and connectivity to the AWPR as well as local retail
opportunities and employment land. The Potterton Consortium plan to phase the
development over a number of years to make sure the village grows gradually with the key
amenities such as the primary school being provided from the outset of the development.



The MIR commentary suggests that the capacity at Balmedie WWTW is a constraint to
development at Potterton. We have investigated this with Scottish Water and it has been
confirmed that there is a spare capacity for 489 houses. We understand that this capacity does
already factor in committed developments in the area which have not yet been built; and 600
houses at Potterton can cross-fund an upgrade the existing WWTW at Balmedie to create
additional capacity. This issues is therefore not a constraint to development in Potterton.



The MIR commentary suggests that FM005 may be undesirable given it is separated from the
settlement by the B999. This is erroneous because one of the main problems facing local
residents in Potterton is that many cars speed through the village using the B999, and what is
needed is to create a “heart” to the village based around the existing main road. Development
on the west of the B999 would not be isolated physically in any sense, and development at
FM005 will help to consolidate the built-form of the settlement rather than it becoming
elongated.



The final paragraph of the MIR commentary suggests that Potterton is constrained because a
lack of education and road infrastructure. There is a lack of consistency here because the
current LDP allocates major development in places like Chapelton of Elsick and Blackdog
which have NO infrastructure in place! One of the main objectives of the SDP and the LDP is
to create sustainable mixed communities, and this can be done by providing a critical mass of
people to support facilities such as road and education infrastructure. Potterton is perhaps an
archetypal “unsustainable” community in the sense that it does not have its own services; it is
effectively a dormant commuter suburb where local residents are almost totally dependent
upon neighbouring settlements for things such as education and employment.



In conclusion, the Potteton Consortium’s proposal for sites FM005, FM065 and FM075 is the
only viable option to turn Potterton into a sustainable mixed community by providing a
sufficient area of land, and land which is deliverable with the backing of major developers, for
at least 600 houses. This is the minimum required to facilitate a new primary school along
with other local infrastructure improvements such as upgrading the B999 and providing local
retail opportunities.



The Potterton Consortium met with Belhelvie Community Council on 20/01/14 who expressed
some concerns including the traffic issues in Potterton. However, the Community Council
recognised that the Potterton Consortium’s proposal can offer a solution to this problem by
providing a connection to the AWPR junction from the B999 (through the Den road) as part of
a masterplan for expanding the village, along with community facilities such as land for a new
primary school.



Looking forward, the Potterton Consortium would like to provide local residents with more
detail on the proposed expansion of the village by producing a masterplan and undertaking a
Charette process in partnership with the local community. However, in order to do this, the
Consortium need the LDP to give some certainty that sites FM005, FM065 and FM075 will be a
location for future growth i.e. either allocated in the Proposed Plan for housing between
2017-2026 or as a “future housing land” designation which will be the starting point for new
allocations in the next LDP review in 2017.

Please use this form to make comments on the
Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development
2016. If you are making comments about more
than one topic it would be very helpful if you
could ﬁll in a separate form for each comment.
Please email or send the form to reach us by
8th May 2015 at the following address:

Post: Planning Policy Team
Infrastructure Services
Aberdeenshire Council
Woodhill House
Westburn Road
ABERDEEN
AB16 5GB
Email: ldp@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

YOUR DETAILS
Title

MR

First name GARY
Surname
Date

PURVES

MAY 2015

Postal Address KNIGHT FRANK LLP, 4 ALBERT STREET, ABERDEEN
Postcode

AB25 1XQ

Telephone Number
E-mail

01224 644272

gary.purves@knightfrank.com

Are you happy to receive future correspondence only by email - Yes
Are you responding on behalf of another person? Yes
If yes who are you representing

✔

✔

No

No

C&M McDonald

An acknowledgement will be sent to this address soon after the close of consultation.

YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
The settlement boundary for Kintore should be re-drawn to incorporate within it land to the south of OP3 and to the north
of the Broomhill Roundabout. This land should be identified for potential future development of a commercial nature e.g.
proposals associated with the neighbouring car showroom and/or a possible garden centre.

Reason for change
See separate paper attached.

PROPOSED ABERDEENSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2016
Representation on behalf of C&M McDonald
Subject:

Appendix 8: Settlement Statements – Kintore

What is the specific change you would wish to see in the final plan?
The settlement boundary for Kintore should be re-drawn to incorporate within it land to the south of
OP3 and to the north of the Broomhill Roundabout. This land should be identified for potential future
development of a commercial nature e.g. proposals associated with the neighbouring car showroom
and/or a possible garden centre.
Reason for change sought to the plan:
The settlement boundary for Kintore has remained static in this location since the 2012 LDP;
however, this is now clearly outdated with the events on the ground, namely the building of the new
C&M McDonald car showroom adjacent to the Broomhill Roundabout. The settlement boundary for
Kintore is therefore now anomalous in that it does not follow the obvious physical boundaries, namely
the A96 trunk road and the Broomhill Roundabout. It should therefore be re-drawn to encompass the
land between the OP3 designation and the Broomhill Roundabout.
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) states that settlement boundaries should be clearly identifiable on the
ground, using strong visual or physical features such as main roads. The most clearly identifiable
features in this location are the A96 and the Broomhill Roundabout and the settlement boundary
should therefore be adjusted accordingly.
The re-aligning of the boundary to reflect development on the ground also presents an opportunity to
allow the existing C&M McDonald business to expand northwards onto land south of the OP3
designation in the medium to long-term should this be required. In addition, identifying the area
immediately to the south of the OP3 allocation for future development may also satisfy the
community’s desire for a small-scale retail/commercial development (e.g. a potential garden centre) in
a location that is on a main public transport corridor and within walking distance of the town centre.
Previous comments from the planning authority that the land south of OP3 may be at risk of flooding
are noted; however, this is not a constraint to development on the higher (southern) parts of the site
with suitable provision for SUDS incorporated into any proposal as illustrated in the indicative site
layout plan. A detailed Flood Risk Assessment will accompany any future planning application to
demonstrate there will be no increased risk of flooding within the vicinity of the Tuach Burn
The land is also within a main public transport corridor and within walking distance of housing in
Kintore and the Midmill Industrial Estate making it highly sustainable in transport terms. It is also well
contained within the landscape, being situated between the A96 and the B987 to the west and east
respectively.
Conclusion and Recommendation:
The settlement boundary in Kintore should be re-drawn to encompass land between the Broomhill
Roundabout and the OP3 allocation. This will reflect the reality on the ground whereby the C&M
McDonald car showroom has been built but the settlement boundary has not been adjusted to reflect
this, and will follow the defensible boundaries such as the A96 as required by SPP.
Broomhill, Kintore
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Including the land identified below within the settlement boundary of Kintore can also allow C&M
McDonald to potentially expand their car showroom business should they have a desire to do this in
the medium term, or accommodate a potential small-scale commercial development (e.g. garden
centre) which the local community have expressed a desire to see. Such a modification to the final
LDP can contain a stipulation requiring suitable provision for SUDS and a detailed Flood Risk
Assessment to demonstrate that any proposals do not increase the risk of flooding associated with
the Tuach Burn.
Figure 1 – Location Plan
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Our ref:
Your ref:

Gary Purves
Knight Frank LLP
4 Albert Street
Aberdeen
AB25 1XQ

PCS/130382
Broomhill
Roundabout

If telephoning ask for:

Jessica Fraser
18 December 2013

By email only to: gary.purves@knightfrank.com

Dear Mr Purves

Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Acts
Pre-planning enquiry
Land adjacent to the Broomhill Roundabout, Kintore, Aberdeenshire
Thank you for consulting SEPA for pre-application advice relating to the above site. We refer to
your e-mail dated 27 November 2013 and attached plans; ‘indicative site layout’ (dated 15
November 2013) and ‘topographical survey’ (dated 23 April 2013).
We welcome pre-application engagement, but please be aware that our advice at this stage is
based on emerging proposals and we cannot rule out potential further information requests as the
project develops. Similarly, our advice is given without prejudice to our formal planning response,
or any decision made on elements of the proposal regulated by us, which may take into account
factors not considered at the pre-application or planning stage.
We have reviewed your e-mail which specifically requests our advice on the issue of flood risk and
we are able to provide you with the following comments which we hope will be helpful to you. In
addition to flood risk, we have also highlighted some other issues which we advise will need to be
considered through any future planning application on the site.

1.

Flood risk

1.1

We have reviewed the information provided in this consultation and it is noted that the
application site lies within the 1 in 200 year (0.5% annual probability) flood envelope of the
Indicative River & Coastal Flood Map (Scotland)*, and may therefore be at medium to high
risk of flooding.

1.2

Scottish Planning Policy states in paragraph 203, that “For planning purposes the functional
flood plain will generally have a greater than 0.5% (1:200) probability of flooding in any
year. Development on the functional flood plain will not only be at risk itself, but will add to
the risk elsewhere.” Built development should not therefore take place on the
functional flood plain.

1.3

Based on the topographic survey provided, the Tuach Burn is approximately 58.00 m
Above Ordnance Datum (AOD) and the ground levels slope up away from the Tuach Burn
to an elevation of approximately 61.5 mAOD. The site layout indicates that the
development is proposed to be built above the 61.5 mAOD contour and therefore the site is
unlikely to be at risk of flooding.

1.4

The Tuach Burn passes under a bridge on the B987 at the north east corner of the site
which may result in the development being at an increased flood risk. However, due to
existing ground levels at the site, the risk of flooding is unlikely to be exacerbated.

1.5

There also appears to be a culvert conveying the Sherriff Burn under the A96 to the south
west corner of the site. Culverts tend to restrict the passage of flood flows, meaning that the
flood risk is usually greater at the upstream end. As the site is downstream of the culvert
and due to existing ground levels at the site, the risk of flooding is unlikely to be
exacerbated.

1.6

Any proposed planning application should include cross sections to show ground levels and
building floor levels. It should be clearly demonstrated as part of the application if there is
any further land reprofiling proposed on the site.

* The Indicative River & Coastal Flood Map (Scotland) has been produced following a consistent,
nationally-applied methodology for catchment areas equal to or greater than 3km2 using a Digital
Terrain Model (DTM) to define river cross-sections and low-lying coastal land. The outlines do not
account for flooding arising from sources such as surface water runoff, surcharged culverts or
drainage systems. The methodology was not designed to quantify the impacts of factors such as
flood alleviation measures, buildings and transport infrastructure on flood conveyance & storage.
The Indicative River & Coastal Flood Map (Scotland) is designed to be used as a national strategic
assessment of flood risk to support planning policy in Scotland. For further information please visit
www.sepa.org.uk/flooding/flood_extent_maps.aspx.

2.

Foul drainage

2.1

Drainage is a material planning consideration within the planning process and will be
assessed as part of your planning application in line with PAN 79 Water and Drainage.

2.2

In this area there is a particular problem with the proliferation of septic tanks. However,
there is a public foul sewer in close proximity to the site and therefore we would expect this
development to connect to that sewer. This should be demonstrated through any future
planning application.

3.

Surface water

3.1

We advise that a drainage impact assessment should be submitted in support of any future
planning application. This should include details of proposed SUDS and treatment levels.

3.2

The treatment of surface water runoff by sustainable drainage systems (SUDS) is a legal
requirement for most forms of development; however the location, design and type of
SUDS are largely controlled through planning. We encourage surface water runoff from all
developments to be treated by SUDS in line with Scottish Planning Policy. SUDS help to
protect water quality, reduce potential for flood risk and release capacity in the public
sewerage network where the alternative is use of combined systems. Discharges to
combined sewers should be avoided to free up capacity for waste water discharges.

3.3

It is important to ensure that adequate space to accommodate SUDS is incorporated within
the site layout. Consideration should be given to this matter early in the planning process
when proposals are at their most fluid and modifications to layout can be easily made with
less expense to the developer. Each individual type of SUDS facility, such as a filter drain,
detention basin, permeable paving or swale, provides one level of surface water treatment.
The level of SUDS required is dependant on the nature of the proposed development, for
example residential or non residential, the size of development, and the environmental risk
posed by the development which is principally determined by the available dilution of the
receiving waterbody. Best practice requires the following levels of treatment






Retail/commercial/business parks with car parks of 50 spaces or less require one
level of treatment for all hardstanding areas including roads. We encourage this first
level of SUDS to be source control.
Retail/ commercial/ business parks with car parks of more than 50 spaces require
two levels of treatment for all hardstanding areas including roads. An exception is
run-off from roofs which requires only one level of treatment. We recommend, as
best practice, the second level of treatment to be a basin or pond designed in
accordance with Sewers for Scotland Second Edition.
All roads schemes typically require two levels of treatment, except for residential
developments of 50 houses or less and retail/commercial/business parks with car
parks of 50 spaces or less. For technical guidance on SUDS techniques and
treatment for roads please refer to the SUDS for Roads manual.

3.4

For all developments, run-off from areas subject to particularly high pollution risk (eg yard
areas, service bays, fuelling areas, pressure washing areas, oil or chemical storage,
handling and delivery areas) should be minimised and directed to the foul sewer. Where
run-off from high risk areas cannot be directed to the foul sewer we can, on request,
provide further site specific advice on what would be the best environmental solution.

3.5

The SUDS treatment train should be followed which uses a logical sequence of SUDS
facilities in series allowing run-off to pass through several different SUDS before reaching
the receiving waterbody. Further guidance on the design of SUDS systems and
appropriate levels of treatment can be found in the CIRIA C697 manual entitled The SUDS
Manual. Advice can also be found in the SEPA Guidance Note Planning advice on
sustainable drainage systems (SUDS). Please refer to the SUDS section of our website for
details of regulatory requirements for surface water and SUDS. Comments should be
sought from the local authority roads department and the local authority flood prevention
unit on the acceptability of post-development runoff rates for flood control.

3.6

Comments from Scottish Water should be sought where the SUDS proposals would be
adopted by them. We encourage the design of SUDS to Sewers for Scotland Second
Edition standards and the adoption of SUDS features by Scottish Water as we are of the
view that this leads to best standards and maintenance.

3.7

SUDS must be used on all sites, including those with elevated levels of contaminants.
SUDS which use infiltration will not be suitable where infiltration is through land containing
contaminants which are likely to be mobilised into surface water or groundwater. This can
be overcome by restricting infiltration to areas which are not affected by contamination, or
constructing SUDS with an impermeable base layer to separate the surface water drainage
system from the contaminated area. SUDS which do not use infiltration are still effective at
treating and attenuating surface water. Please refer to the advice note on SUDS and
brownfield sites for further information.

4.

Pollution prevention and environment management

4.1

One of our key interests in relation to developments is pollution prevention measures
during the periods of construction, operation, maintenance, demolition and restoration. The
construction phase includes construction of access roads, borrow pits and any other site
infrastructure. Details of the specific issues that we expect to be addressed are available on
the Pollution Prevention and Environmental Management section of our website.

4.2

We advise that a Construction Method Statement (CMS) should be submitted. It should be
ensured that the CMS is site-specific. The site is close to Tuach burn and, in addition, the
Sheriff burn runs to the west of the plot. These water courses are at high risk from siltation
pollution during construction. Therefore, the protection of these watercourses should be of
high focus in the CMS.

4.3

We have produced a set of Pollution Prevention Guidelines (PPGs) which are available
through our website. In particular, we refer the applicant to PPG 5 ' works and maintenance
in or near water', PPG 6 'working at Construction and demolition sites' and PPG 22 'Dealing
with spills'.

4.4

In addition, we also refer the applicant to SEPA's guidance document WAT-SG-12 'General
Binding Rules for Surface Water Drainage Systems' and particularly GBR 10. Details
should be included within the CMS to demonstrate how construction activities for the
temporary works will follow GBR 10. The CMS should also include details of planned
mitigation measures including a plan of temporary construction stage SUDS which should
be sufficient to protect the water environment against siltation pollution

5.

Engineering activities in the water environment

5.1

In order to meet the objectives of The Water Framework Directive, developments should be
designed wherever possible to avoid engineering activities in the water environment. The
water environment includes burns, rivers, lochs, wetlands, groundwater and reservoirs. We
prefer the water environment to be left in its natural state with engineering activities such as
culverts, bridges, watercourse diversions, bank modifications or dams avoided wherever
possible. Where watercourse crossings are required, bridging solutions or bottomless or
arched culverts which do not affect the bed and banks of the watercourse should be used.
If the proposed engineering works are likely to exacerbate flood risk then a flood risk
assessment should be submitted in support of the planning application.

5.2

Details of any proposed engineering activities that may impact upon water features within
or adjacent to the site should be included in any future planning application.

5.3

It should also be ensured that this development complies with Aberdeenshire Council’s
Buffer Strip Guidance (planning advice number 2).

6.

Regulatory advice for the applicant

6.1

Details of regulatory requirements and good practice advice for the applicant can be found
on our website at www.sepa.org.uk/planning.aspx. If you are unable to find the advice you
need for a specific regulatory matter, please contact a member of the operations team in
your local SEPA office at: Inverdee House, Baxter Street, Torry, Aberdeen, AB11 9QA, Tel:
01224 266600

If you have any queries relating to this letter, please contact me by telephone on 01224 266698 or
by e-mail to planning.aberdeen@sepa.org.uk.
Yours sincerely
Jessica Fraser
Planning Officer
Planning Service

Disclaimer
This advice is given without prejudice to any decision made on elements of the proposal regulated by us, as such a decision may take
into account factors not considered at the planning stage. We prefer all the technical information required for any SEPA consents to be
submitted at the same time as the planning application. However, we consider it to be at the applicant's commercial risk if any significant
changes required during the regulatory stage necessitate a further planning application and/or neighbour notification or advertising. We
have relied on the accuracy and completeness of the information supplied to us in providing the above advice and can take no
responsibility for incorrect data or interpretation, or omissions, in such information. If we have not referred to a particular issue in our
response, it should not be assumed that there is no impact associated with that issue. If you did not specifically request advice on flood
risk, then advice will not have been provided on this issue. Further information on our consultation arrangements generally can be found
in How and when to consult SEPA, and on flood risk specifically in the SEPA-Planning Authority Protocol.
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May 2015

Postal Address Knight Frank LLP, 4 Albert Street, Aberdeen
Postcode

AB25 1XQ

Telephone Number
E-mail

01224 415949

malcolm.campbell@knightfrank.com

Are you happy to receive future correspondence only by email - Yes
Are you responding on behalf of another person? Yes
If yes who are you representing

✔

✔

No

No

Kirkwood Homes Limited

An acknowledgement will be sent to this address soon after the close of consultation.

YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
My clients consider that the requirement for developers and applicants to pay for healthcare
contributions should be removed from the Supplementary Guidance on Developer Obligations.

Reason for change
Kirkwood Homes Limited wish to put forward the following reasons as justification for why the requirement for healthcare
contributions should be removed from the Supplementary Guidance on Developer Obligations.
(1) Health and social care policy and funding are the responsibility of the Health and Social Care Directorates of the
Scottish Government.
(2) Section 1(1) of the National Health Service (Scotland) Act 1978, states that “It shall continue to be the duty of the
[Scottish Ministers] to promote in Scotland a comprehensive and integrated health service designed to secure (a)
improvement in the physical and mental health of the people of Scotland, and, (b) the prevention, diagnosis and
treatment of illness, and for that purpose to provide or secure the effective provision of services in accordance with the
provisions of this Act”.
(3) Section 1(2) states “The services so provided shall be free of charge, except in so far as the making and recovery of
charges is expressly provided for by or under any enactment, whenever passed.”
(4) Given that funding of the National Health Service in Scotland is the statutory responsibility of the Scottish
Government, it is inappropriate for the Council or the NHS to seek contributions towards infrastructure costs through
Section 75 planning gain agreements.
(5) There is no statutory basis on which the NHS in Scotland can seek to recover or receive capital infrastructure costs
from developers in this way.
(6) My clients consider that Healthcare Contributions are not necessary. The Scottish Government determines what
resources are to be devoted to the NHS, in the context of devolved public expenditure. Of approximately £33 billion
controlled by the Scottish Government, around £10.6 billion is spent on health and of that about £10.1 billion goes
towards the NHS.
(7) The National Health Service in Scotland has a duty to plan for future growth, and account for this in the provision of
infrastructure. The Strategic Development Plan, Local Development Plan, annual Housing Assessments all provide the
National Health Service with significant information to allow it to plan ahead accordingly for population growth. There is
therefore no reason or justification for any additional infrastructure requirements to be subsidised through planning gain
requests from homeowners or developers. Therefore seeking the Healthcare Contribution from developers and
applicants should not be considered necessary.
(8) Planning Gain requests have increased over the years as planning authorities have become more experienced in
their approach, Fundamentally, the purpose of planning gain, secured through a planning agreement, is to remove
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YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
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is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
My clients would ask that Policy C1 Using Resources in Buildings needs to be clearer in what it is
trying to achieve and to ensure that there is no confusion between planning issues and building
control issues.

Reason for change
Kirkwood Homes Limited wish to put forward the following reasons as justification for why there need to be changes
made to Policy C1 on climate change.
(1) In principle it is sensible to include a policy on climate change within the plan. National Planning Framework 3 makes
climate change one of its over-arching themes, and shows some of the spatial planning implications of the
Government’s overall aims and objectives. It is appropriate for local development plans to carry this approach into local
planning proposals and policies. The policy framework, however, has to be clear about what it is trying to achieve and
why. In particular, it should ensure that there is no confusion between planning issues and building control matters. The
plan should concentrate on land use issues, spatial planning issues and energy issues as they relate to masterplanning,
layout and design briefs for sites and not stray into matters related to the design and construction of buildings.
(2) This is a complex area of technical and legislative issues, many of which are beyond the scope of planning control. It
is essential that technical matters of construction and design are regulated by the building standards rather than
planning policy. The standards expected of new development are set by the building standards and should not be
arbitrarily-exceeded by planning policy. Likewise, the Climate Change Act, which contains some of the provisions on
micro-renewables, was subject to statutory review by Scottish Ministers in 2014 and there are indications that the
Government recognizes that the requirement to use low and zero-carbon technologies is proving impractical and
problematic. The house building industry is clear that such technologies are uneconomic, not wanted by most
customers, cause problems for funding, insurance and maintenance, and do not contribute significant energy and
carbon savings in a context where Scottish housing is already amongst the most energy-efficient and low-carbon in
Europe.
(3) It would be appropriate for the local development plan policies to dealing with the siting, design and impacts of new
technologies. However, it is not appropriate to include policies which seek to require the use of particular technologies
either generally or in specific circumstances. The discussion of biomass contains a risk of such prescription. Biomass
has not proved a viable or technically-easy solution for large-scale heat/power, and it would be unwise to try to impose it
or any other specific technology. Power generation and distribution is essentially a matter for power and infrastructure
companies, not developers or property owners, and is driven by energy markets and regulations not planning policy.
(4) If a policy specifying the percentage of carbon reduction to be achieved through LZCGT's is to be included in the
plan it should specify that a low percentage, 10% rising to 15% in 2020 is met through the installation of LZCGT's rather
20% in 2016.
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YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
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is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
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Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
My clients would like to see a more flexible approach incorporated within the wording of the
Affordable Housing Supplementary Guidance which would be beneficial in terms of the deliverability
of affordable housing.

Reason for change
My clients wish to put forward the following reasons as justification for changes to the wording of the Affordable Housing
Supplementary Guidance:
(1) The Supplementary Guidance for affordable housing should express the affordable requirement as a target or aim of
25% affordable housing on sites of 4 or more houses. Using a percentage figure is in line with Scottish Planning Policy
and PAN2/2010 Affordable Housing and Housing Land Audits. In terms of the policy, the Council needs to consider
very carefully why it is not achieving it’s intended outcomes. If the aim is to “meet all forms of housing need”, then the
implementation of the policy needs to move away from a narrow reliance on social-rented housing provision to embrace
all the options for types and tenures of affordable housing identified in SPP and PAN 2/2010. Undue restrictions are
being placed on the ability of housing developers and providers to build a wide range of market and affordable
properties. In addition delivery mechanisms such as Low Cost Home Ownership are proving undeliverable in relation to
the significant levels of discount to market value being required.
(2) The house building industry rejects any implication that it cannot provide a range of types, sizes, prices and tenures
of housing to meet a range of needs. Planning policy restrictions on land supply, and policies which drive up
construction costs, are factors in driving house prices and site development mixes. A truly generous land supply in areas
corresponding to market demands would be the single greatest assistance to providing a full range of housing in the
market-place. In respect of affordable housing, there is no national benchmark. Benchmarks for both HAG and
mid-market rent are set with regard to local market prices and rents. What is needed is a policy approach which
recognizes the full range of affordable housing provision set out in SPP and Circular 2/2010. Delivery of the current
policy by Aberdeenshire Council is wholly inflexible and there is a total lack of willingness to negotiate affordable
housing solutions that are relevant to the individual site context. In addition, further consideration should be given to
more frequent use of commuted sum payments rather than slavishly and impractically insisting on delivery of units on
site.
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Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
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Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
My clients who will be developing the Blackdog OP1 Site in partnership with Ashfield Land would like to see greater clarity in the Local Development Plan in terms of the retail aspect of the mixed use proposals. The
following changes should be made to the Blackdog entry in the Formartine Settlement Statement and Appendix 2 Retail Centres:
(1) Under "Vision" reference should be made to retailing being a major component of the mixed use allocation.
(2) Under "Allocated Sites OP1: Land at Blackdog" reference should be made under "Allocation" to the amount of retail floorspace proposed for Blackdog being at least 10,000sqm and in the description of the
proposal reference should be made to Blackdog being a designated Principal Town Centre.
(3) On the Blackdog settlement plan the boundaries of the proposed Town Centre should be shown. A plan is attached to this representation to assist in defining the boundaries of the Town Centre.
(4) The indicative Blackdog Masterplan in the settlement statement should also show the Town Centre as a retail use. This is included on the key but not on the masterplan.
(5) The reference to "A masterplan will be required for development of this site" should be deleted as a masterplan has already been prepared and approved for the Blackdog site.
(6) Blackdog should be added to the list of Principal Town Centres in LDP Appendix 2 Retail Centres.

Reason for change
My clients wish to put forward the following reasons as justification for changing the text of the settlement statement for
Blackdog in terms of the retail aspect of the mixed use proposals:
(1) The Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire Strategic Development plan (SDP) approved in 2014 states, as an objective for
sustainable mixed use communities:
‘To make sure that new development meets the needs of the whole community, both now and in the future, and makes
the area a more attractive place for residents and businesses to move to’.
(2) The Spatial Strategy of the Proposed LDP confirms Blackdog’s location within the Strategic Growth Area defined
within the SDP stretching from Blackdog to Peterhead. In addition the Proposed Plan recognises Blackdog’s location
within the Energetica corridor. The allocation of the Blackdog site in the new LDP presents the opportunity to reflect the
sustainable mixed use community and place-making objectives embodied within the SDP. In particular, paragraph 4.34
of the SDP is relevant:
‘A focus on sustainable mixed communities means not dealing with different land uses in isolation. Retail, employment,
education, health, leisure, open space and transport as well as housing are all vital for successful development. Such
development creates a strong sense of place and a high-quality environment in which to live and work’.
(3) The Blackdog Masterplan, as approved by Aberdeenshire Council in 2012, represents a solid basis from which to
create the sustainable mixed use community for Blackdog as envisaged in the SDP. The completion of the AWPR in
2017, and specifically the Blackdog junction on the A90, will elevate the status, accessibility and attractiveness of
Blackdog as a new mixed use community. The new LDP should reflect this significant opportunity by providing clarity to
attract the investment necessary to turn the Masterplan vision into reality.
(4) In particular, the following issues require to be addressed in representations to the LDP to provide certainty and
security for the mixed use proposal going forward:
a) Settlement statement clarity
Allocation OP1 within the Proposed Plan reflects the content of the M1 allocation within the adopted LDP, however, the
text associated with the allocation makes no reference to any specialist retail facility which is referenced in the adopted
LDP allocation. In addition, the Proposed Plan includes an extract from the approved Masterplan, with retail included
within the Masterplan Key (as a yellow hatching) yet no such yellow hatching appears on the masterplan itself. These
inconsistencies require to be addressed in the new LDP.
b) Definition of approved retail
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Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
My clients who will be developing the Blackdog OP1 Site in partnership with Ashfield Land would
like to see a more flexible approach incorporated within the wording of the Energetica
Supplementary Guidance which would be beneficial in terms of the deliverability of the Energetica
vision.

Reason for change
My clients wish to put forward the following reasons as justification for changes to the wording of the Energetica
Supplementary Guidance:
(1) The Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire Strategic Development plan (SDP) approved in 2014 states, as an objective for
sustainable mixed use communities:
‘To make sure that new development meets the needs of the whole community, both now and in the future, and makes
the area a more attractive place for residents and businesses to move to’.
(2) The Spatial Strategy of the Proposed LDP confirms Blackdog’s location within the Strategic Growth Area defined
within the SDP stretching from Blackdog to Peterhead. In addition the Proposed Plan recognises Blackdog’s location
within the Energetica corridor. The allocation of the Blackdog site in the new LDP presents the opportunity to reflect the
sustainable mixed use community and place-making objectives embodied within the SDP. In particular, paragraph 4.34
of the SDP is relevant:
‘A focus on sustainable mixed communities means not dealing with different land uses in isolation. Retail, employment,
education, health, leisure, open space and transport as well as housing are all vital for successful development. Such
development creates a strong sense of place and a high-quality environment in which to live and work’.
(3) The Blackdog Masterplan, as approved by Aberdeenshire Council in 2012, represents a solid basis from which to
create the sustainable mixed use community for Blackdog as envisaged in the SDP. The completion of the AWPR in
2017, and specifically the Blackdog junction on the A90, will elevate the status, accessibility and attractiveness of
Blackdog as a new mixed use community. The new LDP should reflect this significant opportunity by providing clarity to
attract the investment necessary to turn the Masterplan vision into reality.
(4) In particular, the following issues require to be addressed in representations to the LDP to provide certainty and
security for the mixed use proposal going forward:
a) Sustainable Mixed Use Community
The approved Masterplan Vision and Core Aims (Section 5) includes the principles of place-making and sustainable
development as a core objective. Since the approval of the Masterplan in 2013 the SDP (approved in 2014) sets out a
clear preference for sustainable mixed use communities, particularly those located on the Energetica corridor. Blackdog
provides a unique opportunity to create an exemplar sustainable mixed use community consistent with the policy
objectives of the SDP and with the Energetica vision, as articulated in the Energetica Supplementary Guidance (SG)
accompanying the LDP Proposed Plan consultation. The SG seeks ‘the transformation of the Energetica area into a
high quality lifestyle, leisure and, ultimately, a global business location showcasing the latest energy and low carbon
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YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
My clients who will be developing the Blackdog OP1 Site in partnership with Ashfield Land have
concerns regarding the reference in the Blackdog entry in the Formartine Settlement Statement for
allocated Site OP1 Land at Blackdog, to the requirement for a temporary gypsy traveller site to be
provided on part of the Blackdog site and for the site to be provided in advance of that part of the
sites development. We would ask that the requirement for the site to be located at Blackdog be
removed and that consideration be given to providing an alternative site in another location between
Ellon and Aberdeen.

Reason for change
My clients wish to put forward the following reasons as justification for changing the text of the settlement statement for
Blackdog to remove reference to the need to provide a temporary gypsy traveller site at Blackdog.
(1) My clients consider that the location identified for a temporary gypsy/traveller transit site at Blackdog is not suitable
and as such would wish to see the site relocated to somewhere more appropriate. The area currently identified in the
Blackdog Masterplan is within the proposed business and industrial area for Blackdog. A travellers site, due to negative
perceptions regarding them, will be a factor which influences a company's decision on the selection of new sites or
premises potentially to the detriment of making Blackdog a successful business location and generator of employment.
A gypsy/traveller site should not, according to Scottish Government guidance, be located in locations that are
inappropriate for ordinary residential dwellings and therefore detrimental to residential amenity. Proposed business and
particularly industrial uses would not be suitable neighbours for what is in effect a residential use.
(2) Whilst undertaking public consultation on the Blackdog Masterplan in 2012 of all the issues raised the travellers site
was the one which generated the greatest response. Local residents gave a 100% negative response to the travellers
site being located anywhere at Blackdog and indicated they would seek to resist this aspect of the Blackdog proposals.
The inclusion of a travellers site at Blackdog does not sit well with the core aim of Energetica to encourage the retention
of existing businesses and attract inward investment to the region by developing an innovative, world class business
and recreational destination that will be an attractive place to live and work.
(3) In terms of dealing with this issue, if we are to listen to the local community's concerns and the development
industry’s views regarding the delivery and viability of the Blackdog proposals we should relocate the travellers site from
Blackdog to a more appropriate location. My clients would be willing to participate in discussions with the Council on
looking at suitable alternative options for the travellers site between Ellon and Aberdeen such as Balmedie Country
Park.

PROPOSED ABERDEENSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2016
Representation on behalf of
Subject:

Appendix 1: Table 4 – Employment Land Allocations (Formartine)
Appendix 8 – Settlement Statements (Formartine)

What is the specific change you would wish to see in the final plan?
1. Sites OP5 and SR1 to the north of Ellon should be amalgamated and made immediately available
to provide 29 hectares of employment land.
2. A statement should be inserted into the final plan stating that the OP5/SR1 development will
include ancillary uses compatible with a business park such as a hotel and a potential fast-food outlet.
3. Reference to land for a gypsy travellers’ transit site should be deleted.
Reason for change(s) sought to proposed plan:
1. The OP5 (E1) development may be unviable on its own due to the significant off-site infrastructure
costs required to service the proposed business park. The SR1 element should therefore be brought
forward to be concurrent with the OP5 allocation so the developer has a larger area of land to
developer so he can obtain the necessary funding required to service the site. This will also allow the
business park to come forward in a cohesive manner in terms of putting in roads and drainage
infrastructure, rather than servicing the western portion of the site only at this stage which is illogical.
2. The OP5/SR1 business park development will be predominately Use Classes 4, 5 and 6. However,
expressions of interest have also come from commercial uses such as a hotel and fast-food outlet.
The LDP should confirm that such uses would be deemed acceptable in terms of being ancillary to a
business park development. This will give the developer certainty in taking forward plans for the site
and it will also accord with Ellon & District Community Council’s wish to see more commercial uses on
the site and not solely office and industrial development.
3. It will not be possible to deliver a business park which meets with Energetica’s aspirations for a
world-class energy corridor whilst there is the prospect a gypsy travellers’ site within the OP1/SR1
allocation. The end-users who have expressed an interest in the development are only likely to take
forward proposals should the requirement for site SR1 to reserve land for a gypsy travellers’ site be
deleted from the final plan.
Conclusion and Recommendations:
1. The 2016 LDP should send a positive signal in terms of economic growth and the Energetica
corridor by amalgamating the OP5 and SR1 allocations so they are both immediately available for
development.
2. The 2016 LDP should also include a statement to confirm that sites OP5 and SR1 will include
ancillary commercial uses such as a hotel and potential fast-food outlet. This will give a reasonable
level of certainty for future planning applications coming forward.
3. The prospect of delivering a world-class business park in line with the Energetica vision is only
likely to be realised if the requirement for site SR1 to reserve land for a gypsy travellers’ site is deleted
from the final plan.
Land at Balmacassie, north of Ellon
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Representation on behalf of Mrs I. Fisher and Mrs E. Ross
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Appendix 5 – Table 2 New Housing Land (Banff and Buchan)
Appendix 8 – Settlement Statements (Cairnbulg)

What is the specific change you would wish to see in the final plan?
1. Reference to “limited access opportunities” and “a potential link from Rathen Road” for site OP1
should be deleted and it should be confirmed that William Street is an acceptable access point for this
development.
2. There should be a reconfiguration of the land allocations to the west of Cairnbulg including


A 2nd point of access to site OP1 from Station Road.



An exclusion of the western-most portion of OP1 which is in 3rd party control whereby
the landowner has no desire to see it developed.



An enlargement of site OP1 (area B attached) to accommodate 60 units to cross-fund
the new link from Station Road and compensate for any loss to the play park (area E
attached).



A future housing land designation (area C attached) to accommodate 50 units
through the next LDP review.



Land for a cemetery should be relocated (area D attached) to be delivered at a later
date if required.

Reason for change sought to proposed plan:
1. We already have confirmation from the Council’s Roads Dept. that access to OP1 can be taken
from William Street. A link from Rathen Road to site OP1 will not be deliverable because the land
required is within 3rd party ownership and the owner has not expressed any desire to see their land
developed. Also, such a long stretch of road will likely render the OP1 development unviable for up to
30 houses. Reference to limited access opportunities and a potential link from Rathen Road should
therefore be deleted from the final plan and it should be stated that access to site OP1 will be taken
from William Street.
2. A serious re-think must be given to how the land allocations to the west of Cairnbulg will be
delivered. The plan which accompanies this representation shows:


A second point of access to site OP1 can be taken from Station Road which will
relieve pressure on William Street.



The western-post portion of site OP1 has been deleted as this landowner has no
desire to have his land included for development.



Area B is an enlarged development area which can provide up to 60 houses and will
fund the long stretch of road required to take access to OP1 from Station Road. This
will also provide compensatory land (area E) for any loss of the existing play park to
provide the new access.

Land at Cairnbulg
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Future housing land for an additional 50 houses is shown (area C) which should be
earmarked as “future housing land” and will be brought forward through the next LDP
review.



The Council’s property department had indicated that there may not be a requirement
for a cemetery in Cairnbulg/Inverallochy. Therefore, rather than reserve land at area
R1 as shown in the Proposed Plan which would inhibit the delivery of a 2nd point of
access for site OP1, it would be logical to move the cemetery to a later phase (area
D) if required.

Supporting Productions
Map of Proposed Housing Development at Flushing Meadow, Cairnbulg
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YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Land to the north of Balring Road in Mintlaw should be identified as employment land to accommodate the Northwoods
Business Park proposal.

Reason for change
See paper attached.

PROPOSED ABERDEENSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2016
Representation on behalf of Northwoods Business Park
Subject:

Appendix 1 – Table 3: Employment Land Allocations (Buchan)
Appendix 8 – Settlement Statements (Mintlaw)

What is the specific change you would wish to see in the final plan?
Northwoods Business Park wish to see land to the north of Balring Road in Mintlaw identified as
employment land in the final plan.
Reason for change(s) sought to proposed plan:
Northwoods Business Park is the collective name given to the landowner and developer promoting
10.95 hectares of land to the north of Balring Road in Mintlaw for employment-related development.
Northwoods Business Park are promoting land wholly within their control for a business park to
include uses such as offices, industrial units, and storage uses.
Northwoods Business Park have also been in discussions with Aberdeenshire Council regarding a
potential new Council depot, recycling centre and bulking point within the proposed Northwoods
Business Park.
The proposed business park will provide a source of employment for local residents in Mintlaw within
walking distance of new housing at Northwoods and also the existing town centre.
The proposal can also take advantage of the proposed public transport routes which are intended to
go through the Northwoods housing development thus making the business park accessible by bus
from further afield.
Part of the site is also currently safeguarded for a biomass combined heat and power plant in adopted
LDP 2012. The intention is to retain this element within the proposed business park so that it can
provide energy for the prospective end-users.
Northwoods Business Park have lodged a Proposal of Application Notice and undertook preapplication consultation on the proposals in early 2015. There has been a considerable level of
support for the proposed business park amongst local residents, and the landowner and developer
are currently undertaking further work to identify the most appropriate access arrangements for the
proposal.
Northwoods Business Park has only become a firm proposal in the last 6 months because specific
end-users have only come to light relatively recently. This includes a local business looking for new
office headquarters and Aberdeenshire Council seeking land for a new depot in Mintlaw. These endusers have indicated that land to the north of Barling Road is the only viable option to meet their
needs logistically and due to the size/configuration of the site relative to other options in and around
Mintlaw. The proposed plan should therefore be modified so that it can accommodate the proposed
Northwoods Business Park and facilitate future employment development in Mintlaw.
The existing employment land allocation of 5 hectares on site OP1 in Mintlaw has not yet come
forward and as such there must be question marks over the deliverability of the employment element
of this proposal.

Northwoods Business Park, Mintlaw
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Conclusion and Recommendation
The land to north of Mintlaw is already identified for a biomass plant and a recycling centre. A logical
step would be to allocate the remainder of the field to the north Barling Road to accommodate the
Northwoods Business Park proposal which is likely to come forward as a planning application later in
2015.
The Northwoods Business Park proposal has a number of firm expressions of interest, notably from a
local business seeking new office headquarters, and Aberdeenshire Council’s property department
have also suggested the land north of Balring Road would be ideal from an operational perspective in
terms of creating a new depot, recycling centre and bulking point in Mintlaw.
The prospective end-users for the Northwoods Business Park have indicated that the existing
employment land allocation in Mintlaw may not meet their needs in terms of size, location and
operational requirements, and there must also be doubts about the deliverability of this site.
The allocation of land in the 2016 LDP for business development north of Mintlaw will create much
needed inward investment and local job opportunities.
The land to the north of Barling Road in Mintlaw (north of site OP2 and encompassing site R1) as
illustrated below should therefore be identified for employment development post 2017 to
accommodate the Northwoods Business Park.
Supporting Productions
Location Plan
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By Post & Email
F14/11/22
08 May 2015
Planning Policy Team
Infrastructure Services
Aberdeenshire Council
Woodhill House
Westburn Road
Aberdeen
AB16 5GB

PO BOX 27147
Edinburgh
EH10 9BA
Tel: 0773 0000771

Dear Sir

REPRESENTATION TO PROPOSED ABERDEENSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2016
PROPOSED SUPERMARKET - NEW MAINS OF URY, STONEHAVEN, AB39 3QA

We write on behalf of our client, the Sluie Estate.
On behalf of our client, we enclose representations to the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2016, promoting land at New Mains of Ury, Stonehaven for a Supermarket
development.

Rachel Gee of this office would be pleased to discuss any issue of this letter and attachment with
you further.
Yours faithfully

Lauriston Planning
Lauriston Planning
rachel.gee@lauristonplanning.co.uk

Lauriston Planning is a registered planning consultancy.

Modification that you wish to see
The Sluie Estate Trust requests that the Settlement Statements for Kincardine & Mearns
(Appendix 8) – Stonehaven - allocates land at New Mains of Ury, Stonehaven for retail use /
supermarket development.

Reason for change
The Sluie Estate Trust considers land at New Mains of Ury is suitable for a supermarket
development.

In support of the development proposal, the Sluie Estate Trust submit the following points:New Mains of Ury – Site Location and Proposed Supermarket development
The land being promoted by this Submission for a supermarket development, is located to the
north east of Stonehaven, across the A90. It directly adjoins the north-eastern side of the
Stonehaven settlement boundary, as defined by the adopted 2012 Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan.

The AWPR Stonehaven Junction interchange with the A90 (and associated Suds) is located
immediately to the east of the site. The B979 Netherley Road bounds the site to the north. The
A90 provides the sites southern boundary.

New housing directly adjoins the sites’ western

boundary – this is part of the 2012 LDP allocated site H2 for 205 houses; currently 85 houses are
being built by Kirkwood Homes.

An integral part of the Ury House housing site is the provision of a link road from the B979
Netherley Road to Slug Road. This road will provide direct access between the New Mains of Ury
site and the existing residential areas to the south west of the A90.

The New Mains of Ury site will also be accessible from the AWPR roundabout via the Stonehaven
Junction / B979 interchange. This will result in the store being accessible to the more rural areas
surrounding Stonehaven.

It is submitted that the site at New Mains of Ury for a supermarket is a logical and sustainable
location for new development in Stonehaven, being located adjacent to the A90, the AWPR
Fastlink and the Ury housing development.

Need for a Supermarket in Stonehaven
The qualitative need for a supermarket in Stonehaven has been longstanding. The Stonehaven
community has had a strong desire for a suitably sized supermarket within the town for well over
15 years. It is well accepted that that the majority of the Stonehaven population undertake their
main weekly / bulky food shopping at the supermarkets in Portlethen, Garthdee (Aberdeen) and
Banchory . It is equally well accepted that due to the lack of range and limited supply of goods,
the existing foodstores in Stonehaven e.g. CO-OPS, Farmfoods are predominantly used for
basket / top up shopping.

There has also been a recognised quantitative need for a large supermarket in Stonehaven since
1999, which has been formally recognised in a number of Aberdeenshire Council retail studies:

The 1999 Aberdeenshire Towns Shopping Study identified the lack of a large
supermarket in Stonehaven and the subsequent leakage of expenditure to other
towns.



The 2004 Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire Retail Study (2004 AARS) identified that
over 70% of the towns convenience expenditure was being spent at foodstore in
Portlethen, Aberdeen, Banchory, Dundee and Montrose. It subsequently concluded
that there was a need for a supermarket in Stonehaven in order to arrest the
significant convenience expenditure leakage from the town.



The 2008 ‘Aberdeenshire: Review of Retail Requirements’ identified the potential for
significant new convenience floorspace in the Stonehaven area, for between 3500
and 5500 square meters (gross).



The most recent 2013 Aberdeen City and Aberdeenshire Retail Study (2013 AARS)
provides an up-to-date assessment of the future demand and supply for retail
floorspace within Stonehaven over the next 15 years. The 2013 AARS notes that in
terms of Stonehaven’s expenditure patterns, the current situation is similar to that
identified in 2004 e.g. high convenience expenditure leakage from Stonehaven. The
Study clearly identifies that there is still a quantitative retail deficiency in the town for
convenience floorspace and that there is still potential for the provision of a large
supermarket or small superstore. The Study recommends the provision of a new
supermarket of around 4,000m2 that caters for the main food shop.

On this basis, it can be concluded that there is currently a clear qualitative and quantitative
deficiency in Stonehaven’s convenience provision.

It is equally transparent that Stonehaven

needs a large supermarket that provides the range of goods and that can effectively compete with
the larger foodstores in the surrounding areas. A large supermarket would arrest the need for the
local community to undertake the long, unsustainable, car journeys to Porthlethen, Aberdeen and
Banchory for their main weekly / bulky food shopping.

The provision of a supermarket at New Mains of Ury South would accord with Aberdeenshire
Council’s retail studies and the strong desire of the local community for a large supermarket.
Importantly, it will provide the opportunity to clawback the significant amount of expenditure
leakage currently going from Stonehaven to Portlethen, Garthdee and Banchory.
Accessibility
The New Mains of Ury site is accessible by a choice of transport modes. In support of the
promotion of New Mains of Ury, Transport Planning undertook an assessment of the sites’
connectivity to existing settlements and sustainable travel links, with particular regard to:


pedestrians;



cyclists;



public transport; and



private car.

Transport Planning concluded that in terms of the current situation, foot / cycle paths exist
in the site environs at present with NCN1 directly passing the site areas. Existing public
transport services operate past the site, which offer regular, frequent services to key local
destinations northbound. There is a rail service which lies close by within Stonehaven. The
site lies within a short travel distance of the main road network, notably the A90 which
provides access to the wider network of central and eastern Scotland.

In terms of the future situation, Transport Planning concluded that with the committed
developments, of the AWPR and the Ury housing development, the accessibility of New
Mains of Ury will be greatly improved. There will be easier connectivity for pedestrians to
both sites and there will be improved public transport services as a consequence of the
AWPR. Private car accessibility will also be enhanced on the B979 through the diversion of
a significant amount of traffic on to the AWPR.

It is therefore submitted that New Mains of Ury is easily accessible by a choice of transport
modes.
Sequential Approach
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) advocates the application of a ‘sequential town centre first’
approach when planning for new retail development. The SPP further requires locations
for such development to be considered in the following order of preference:

Town centres



Edge of town centres



Other commercial centres identified in the development plan; and



Out-of-centre locations that are or can be, made easily accessible by a choice
of transport modes.

It is important to note that the SPP requires “planning authorities, developers, owners and
occupiers” to be flexible and realistic in applying the sequential approach. Equally, the
SPP’s requirement for the sequential approach doesn’t prevent, exclude or prohibit
development of out-of-centre sites, but requires confirmation that all ‘central locations’
have been assessed.

In terms of Stonehaven, it is generally well accepted by all parties that there are not town
centre or edge of centre sites that are suitable or available for a supermarket development.
In terms of ‘other commercial centres’, the Proposed 2016 LDP has identified a small site
(Site CC1) at Spurryhillock for retail uses. For reasons outlined in Appendix 1 of this
Representation, it is clear that site CC1 is unsuitable, unavailable and undeliverable. It will
not address Stonehaven’s identified retail deficiency or reduce the current significant level
of convenience expenditure leakage.

In accordance with the sequential approach, as advocated by SPP, out-of-centre locations
are the next preferred location.

For the reasons outlined above, the site at New Mains of Ury is accessible to a choice of
transport modes. The Ury housing development, directly to the west of the site, provides a
walk-in catchment for any future supermarket on the site.

The site can clearly

accommodate a suitably sized store that would satisfy Stonehaven’s retail deficiency and
reduce the current expenditure leakage.

It is therefore submitted that the site complies with the principles of the sequential
approach.
Potential Retail Impact on Stonehaven Town Centre
SPP advocates that out-of-centre retail developments should not have “significant adverse
impact on the vitality and viability of existing town centres”.

In terms of impact on the town centre from an out-of-town supermarket, it should be
recognised that both the role of town centres and shopping habits have changed over the
last few years. In terms of food / convenience shopping, the trend is now for the larger
weekly shop being undertaken at larger foodstores, complemented by regular top-up visits
to smaller local convenience stores.

Equally, town centres now are now not used

predominantly for shopping but a range of local services and facilities and it is important
that local authorities recognise the change in both consumer shopping habits and the role
of town centres.

It is considered that Stonehaven town centre plays a significant role for basket / top up
shopping and it is likely that this will continue even with the presence of an out-of-town
supermarket.

Stonehaven town centre plays an important role for social gatherings and

activities; it is considered that that this function will not change with the presence of an out
of centre supermarket. Equally, the town centre is an important location for local services
e.g. doctors, health centre, library, hairdressers, banks; these functions will continue to
draw people into the centre.
It is submitted that the town’s centres current role for shopping, social and community
uses, will not be adversely impacted as a consequence from a supermarket at New Mains
of Ury.

Planning Application & Exhibition
An application for Planning Permission In Principle is currently being prepared for a
supermarket of up to 4,000m2 at New Mains of Ury. It is proposed that the application will
be submitted to Aberdeenshire Council in June 2015.

In accordance with statutory requirements, a Proposal of Application Notice was submitted
to Aberdeenshire Council in May 2014.

On 24 April 2015, a public exhibition was

undertaken for the proposed supermarket.

The exhibition boards / information are

provided in Appendix 2 of this Representation.

The Public Exhibition was promoted to the local community through a leaflet drop
(provided within the Mearns Leader) and advertisements in the Press and Journal and the
Mearns Leader. The Public Exhibition took place on Thursday 24 April between midday
and 6pm. Well over 120 people visited the Exhibition throughout the day. Attendees at the
exhibition were encouraged to complete a questionnaire giving their views of the proposed
development once they had been informed by the display boards and discussion with the
representatives of the Sluie Estate Trust. In total 61 questionnaires were completed.
From the completed questionnaires, the following can be concluded: 94% of respondents confirmed that there was a need for a supermarket in
Stonehaven.


99% of respondents currently undertake their main weekly / bulky shop outside
Stonehaven, to Grathdee, Portlethen and Banchory and travel by car.



Approximately 60% of respondents undertake their top-up shopping in Stonehaven,
at the Coops and the Farmfood. The balance of respondents use the supermarkets
outside Stonehaven for this type of shopping.



86% of the completed questionnaires considered the site to an appropriate location
for a new superstore. 14% considered that the New Mains of Ury was not the most
appropriate location for a supermarket in Stonehaven - of this number 4 generally
considered there wasn’t a need for a new supermarket in Aberdeen. The remaining
questionnaires listed a number of reasons against New Mains of Ury for a
supermarket, these included (i) the purchase of a new house adjacent to the promoted
supermarket site; (ii) unsure of the other sites; (iii) the area being too built-up with the
new housing / AWPR; and (iv) concerns over the junction capacity of the East Lodge
road.

The questionnaire also asked people how they used the town centre. These responses can be
collated into the following activities: Hairdresser
 Chemist
 Baker

















Butcher
Non-food shopping
Library
Sports
Social
Opticians
Coffee shops
Church activities
Health
Work
Community centre
Bank
Town hall
Gift shopping
Top- up food shopping

Notably, other voluntary ‘additional comments’ made by respondents included: Stonehaven needs a supermarket.
 The failure to deliver local democracy on the part of the councillors, council officers
must be corrected.
 There is a need for a supermarket within Stonehaven.
 Stonehaven desperately needs a supermarket (or 2). This problem has going on far
too long. Hopefully this plan will be successful.
 A long over due supermarket and competition to the COOP who charge excessive
prices.
 A supermarket of this size is badly needed.
 I would like to have it as soon as possible.
 Stonehaven is badly left behind. Badly need a proper large supermarket. Coop has a
monopoly and is expensive.
 Stonehaven needs a 4 to 5,000sqm supermarket to stop people going to Portlethen.
 Back this 100%
 Sooner the better.
 Desperately needed ASAP – Location perfect.
 Best edge-of-town location by far.

Conclusion
In summary, the above points clearly confirm that a supermarket development at New
Mains of Ury would respond to Stonehaven’s quantitative and qualitative need, as
identified by Aberdeenshire Council’s own Retail Studies. The Community has a longstanding need for an appropriately sized supermarket within the town and generally

consider New Mains of Ury as an appropriate location for the foodstore. There are no
sequentially preferable sites that would respond to the community’s desire for a
supermarket or stop the current unsustainable car journeys from Stonehaven to
Portlethen, Abedeen and Garthdee. Equally, a supermarket development at New Mains of
Ury would not significantly adversely effect the vitality or viability of Stonehaven town
centre. On this basis, the Sluie Estate Trust considers the site at New Mains of Ury to be
logical and sustainable location for a supermarket development and submit that the site
should be identified for future retail use by the 2016 Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan.

Fiona Thompson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

08 May 2015 13:00
LDP
Objection to Proposed LDP

Dear LDP team
I object to the continuing exclusion of my site for a small scale retail, business, commercial or industrial
development at Beattie's Hill, Stonehaven. I refer you back to my bid document that was submitted and
given reference KM092.
As part of the LDP Examination, I would wish the Reporter to again consider the inclusion of this site.
Yours,

1

Fiona Thompson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

08 May 2015 12:53
LDP
Objection to Proposed LDP
Woodend indicative plan.pdf

Dear LDP team
I object to the continuing exclusion of my site for a small scale residential and community development at
Netherley, Stonhaven.
I refer you back to my bid document that was submitted and given reference KM091. I was please to see
that at the time Members considered the bids at committee, that North Kincardine Community Council
supported the site for development, albeit at a reduced scale.
As part of the LDP Examination, I would wish the Reporter to again consider the inclusion of this site. I
have attached an indicative layout that was circulated to Members.
Yours,

1

YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Kemnay Development OP1
Change the major access way to an alternative route.

Reason for change
he current situation for parking and traffic flow is inadequate to say the least and to allow a further development using
Bogbeth Brea and Bogbeth Rise as the MAJOR access is going to make safety for parents and children far worse.
Bogbeth Brae (the entrance road) for most of the day and night has one side of the road completely blocked, This is due
to cars parked on the road and path because the developer only provided one parking space for these houses, it then
forces children, parents with pushchairs and disabled people in wheelchairs onto the road to walk passed.
The utilisation of the Bogbeth park for sports and activities is great to see, but the effect that this has on the community
is excessive, Bogbeth Road from adjacent the bowling club all the way down to the skate park is full bumper to bumper
with cars, effectible making the road a single track and totally congested and dangerous, and increases frustration with
the residents.
With the proposal in its current form the situation will only get much worse.

Before the next phase of the development is approved i would like to ask Aberdeenshire council to look very closely at
the plan and the current situation to alleviate the problems that already exists, as this will only get far worse if it is not
carefully looked at.

Site OP2: Knockhall Road, Newburgh (previously allocated as site H1 in
the 2012 LDP)

In 2014 Scotia Homes applied for planning permission to develop this site
(APP/2014/1408). This led to over 50 letters of objection from local residents, ,
mainly concerned about traffic and road safety issues and the impact the
development would have on neighbouring houses. The application was refused
by Aberdeenshire Council at the FAC meeting on 23 Sept.2014. Scotia then
appealed to the Scottish Government (PPA-110-2252) and a Reporter visited the
site on 18 Feb. 2015 (around 30 local residents also attended this visit).
Subsequently the Notice of Intention by the Reporter, Michael Shiel, was issued
on 28 April 2015 and, to the astonishment and disappointment of many, he has
decided to support the appeal subject to certain conditions.
The report issued by Michael Shiel to support his decision seems to imply an
incompetency on the part of Aberdeenshire Council for accepting the site as part
of the Masterplan in the first place in March 2014 – since they approved it then,
why did they refuse it in Sept.2014? He suggests they did not provide
satisfactory reasoning for their refusal, therefore he must let it go ahead.
However, the report goes on to admit that the site is not ideal, eg.
Section 14: “That is not to say that access via Knockhall Road is without
difficulties...”
Section 19: In discussing parking problems and traffic flow he says, “ It is in
large measure an inherent problem with an old settlement such as Newburgh
where an A-class road that may carry a significant amount of commuter traffic
runs through the heart of the village. Removal of on-street parking along Main
Street would only create other problems, including significant inconvenience to
local residents and potentially a significant adverse impact on the local shops
.” He then goes on to say that whilst he appreciates the concerns about the
situation on Main Street, he does “not consider that the amount of traffic
generated by the new development would substantially exacerbate the existing
problem.” We are talking about an estimated extra 130 cars from this site when
it is finished, but during the 2 construction phases traffic flow on Main Street is
likely to be severely compromised by construction traffic squeezing through a
largely one-way system between parked cars .We should also consider that the

volume of commuter traffic is proportionately affected by any developments in
towns and villages north of Newburgh which use this route.
Section 20:” This might create some difficulties at the Knockhall
Road(South)/School Road junction...”
Section 21: “The route through this modern housing development is somewhat
tortuous ... The carriageway of Knockhall Way is only sufficient for a single
car.”
Section 22:”...leaving them no alternative but to use the St. Clair Wynd
route...”
Section 23: “I concede that the limited width of Knockhall Way may prove an
inconvenience”
Section 24: “ ...there is no footway “
Section 25: “I accept that the access is not ideal. The appellant has put
forward mitigation measures but those, in turn, have certain consequences.”
Section 26:”...the council stated that it recognised that the proposed road
improvements would result in a considerable increase in vehicles using
Knockhall Way, St. Clair Way and St. Clair Wynd, to the detriment of the
residential amenity of those streets. On the other hand, without these
improvements, its Roads Development Department would raise safety issues.”
Section 28:Re construction traffic. “Again I acknowledge that the use of
Knockhall Road (North) is far from ideal. This is essentially a temporary
problem, although the construction of the 49 houses may be spread over a
number of years.” He goes on to say in section 11 of the Proposed Conditions
that “The phasing plan must demonstrate that no more than 30 houses will be
developed in the period 2007 to 2016. Works on the remaining houses shall not
commence before 2017.” Therefore, neighbouring residents will be subjected to
the noise and disruption of a building site and associated construction traffic for
a prolonged period.
Section 8: “It is inevitable that the development on this site will affect to some
degree the amenity of the occupants of neighbouring houses who currently
enjoy an uninterrupted view over open farmland. ........the occupants of some of
those houses closest to the site may become aware of the movement of

pedestrians and vehicles along the access road, including at night, when the
headlights of moving vehicles travelling south may be apparent ...”
He also states that there would be “sufficient distance between the new and
existing houses to ensure no significant loss of privacy to the latter” , but what
he fails to mention here is that it is not a question of distance but it is the
elevation of the site that is the problem. I accompanied the Reporter on his
inspection of the site and was shocked at how exposed our property was. There
was a clear view into our garden and even into our kitchen patio doors.
Pedestrians and vehicles travelling down the access road would look straight
onto our property and I find this level of intrusion unacceptable.
Section 10: With reference to the existing houses on the west side of Knockhall
Road – “I accept that the occupants of the existing houses would feel more
overlooked than at present, particularly in their rear gardens ....” Surely these
occupants should also be afforded some privacy in their rear gardens.
Section 7: “It is not for me to comment on why permission has only been sought
initially for 49 houses.” What the Council failed to say here is that a
development of more than 50 houses requires 2 accesses, hence Scotia’s initial
application for only 49, to be followed by an additional 11. This point was
discussed at length with the Traffic Department at the Formartine Area
Committee meeting on 23 Sept. 2014 (which I attended) and it was stated that a
development of 50-100 houses requires 2 points of access or 1 point of access
plus and emergency exit. Since this site is allocated for 60 houses, it would
require the infrastructure for 60, ie. 2 points of access. It was agreed that this
was not possible at this site, therefore the infrastructure could not sustain the
site.
Section 11: The Reporter says here that access is the most contentious aspect in
the view of those who submitted representations against the proposal.He refers
to Local development policy 9, relating to access, where the Council requires
that any traffic mitigation measures “will not have significant impacts on
existing traffic infrastructure” and that new accesses will “cause minimal
impact on the character of the site and surrounding area”.

Since the Reporter acknowledges that the site is far from ideal in many
instances, why does he then go on to recommend the site for development?The

proposed ALDP states in Chapter 4, Vision for the plan, that one of their aims
is to “ deliver quality of life” – for me this means being able to look out of my
kitchen window onto a green field and to be able to enjoy a reasonable degree
of privacy in my own back garden. This was one of the main reasons we chose
to build a house on this site 19 years ago. The ALDP “recognises that ‘green
areas‘ on the doorstep are important to how people view where they live: their
‘place’.” It also states that “It promotes development in locations that do not
result in further traffic congestion.” It seems to be accepted by both the Council
and the Reporter that there are existing difficulties with both the traffic on Main
Street and on Knockhall Road (North) and the so-called “road improvements”
offered by Scotia certainly do not offer any kind of solution to this. Local
residents will tell you that Main Street is largely a one-way system and
Knockhall Road can be difficult to negotiate at the best of times .Construction
traffic will struggle with the Main Street/Knockhall Road junction – we have
recently experienced this during the construction of the Hamilton House flats.
Parking cannot be restricted, as suggested by Scotia – there are regularly 5 or 6
cars parked on the stretch of Knockhall Road opposite the church hall and these
are local residents, including an overflow from Hamilton House, who have
nowhere else to park. Where are they supposed to go? They will only be
displaced to Main Street, which has its own parking problems. There are regular
activities in both the village and church halls and parking is required on both
these streets during these times. Scotia’s answer to this is that people should
walk , but what they forget is that many people come to these events from
outside the village – we are a rural community.
In the Council’s Main Issues Report of October 2013, it is stated in the
Appendix Formartine that “The main street carries a considerable amount of
traffic, which has led to congestion problems. While a considerable amount of
new housing has been developed to the west of the main street, permeability
issues have arisen from the cul-de-sac arrangements of many of the
developments.” This document also discusses the proposed development of site
FM048, which would adjoin the OP2 site, but this was deemed “unsuitable due
to its impact on local road structure” as it “would be likely to increase traffic
movement through the town centre, exacerbating existing problems there and at
the junction onto Main Street”. This argument would surely apply equally to
site OP2 and, if the Council was well aware of these problems in 2013, why did
it then go on to approve the site in March 2014?

There is also the issue of road safety to be considered. Knockhall Road, for the
most part, is a single track country lane, much used and enjoyed by the local
community. It is used by many schoolchildren as a route to school which is
safer than going by Main Street. Many children use the lane by the church hall
as a short cut to school and then cross Knockhall Road , precisely where it will
be busiest with construction traffic. Scotia have acknowledged that this will be a
safety issue and have said that they will employ a lollipop person at this point.
Will this really be carried out over the several years it will take to construct both
phases of the development? In Section 15.3 of the ALDP it is stated that
“Existing and potential public access routes (including core paths) should be
protected ...” I would argue that this development does not protect Knockhall
Road and will cause safety issues for the many people who use it for walking,
jogging and dog-walking.
Chapter 4 of the ALDP states that, above all, the plan should make sure that it
delivers “the right development in the right place”. After thoroughly
considering all the documentation applicable to this case, I would conclude that
this is neither the right development nor the right place and that this site does
not meet the requirements of the ALDP on many counts. It is unfortunate that
the Council approved the site in 2014 and I am well aware that this has been a
controversial issue for some time, but surely it would be better to admit that
they made a mistake and remove this site from the ALDP before it is too late.
The repercussions of the development of this site , particularly on traffic issues,
will be impossible to correct once the houses are built. There is no shortage of
land around Newburgh. Would it therefore not be more sensible to develop on
the edges of the village, eg. at the north end beside the Culterty Field Station or
opposite the new Sinclair Park development on the B900. This would cause
minimal disruption in the heart of the village and have less impact on existing
residents. Why should we settle for something which, in the words of the
Reporter, is far from ideal. Surely we should always strive for perfection and
not settle for second-best.

8th May 2015

Fiona Thompson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

08 May 2015 13:49
LDP
Fw: OP1/OP2 - ST KATHERINES

On Friday, 8 May 2015, 13:37,

wrote:

Dear Sir/Madam
Regarding Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2016 for St Katherines (OP 1/2) I wish to object the
proposal on the basis of the many controversies which have already been said regarding this site.
The main point I wish to stress is if this was not a preferred site at Mains Issues Report stage, why, now has
that changed as all issues - ( no public sewerage system, no waste water treatment works, access and roads
infrastructure, lack of public transport, no shops ) are still in place?
Aberdeenshire Council acknowledges St Katherines currently lacks community facilities but appears to
have set aside ALL concerns, including it's own to now propose this development.
St Katherines is only a small hamlet, compactly built and to more than double it in size would totally ruin
it's character, also, the volume of traffic within the small hamlet would increase immensely, not decrease as
LDP states.
I truly believe that any development should be in keeping with the size and character of St Katherines - as
we are all aware, this figure is 5 houses ONLY!

Yours Etc
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Marnoch and Deveron Valley
Protection Group
08.04.2015

Dear Sir,
The Marnoch and DeveronValley Protection Group are fully supportive of the Ironside Farrar
report and welcome its inclusion in Policy C2 of the 2016 LDP. It is hoped that the resulting
new guidelines and policies relating to the Deveron and Upper Ythan valleys will be expressed
as simply and forcefully as possible, so that there can be no misunderstanding as to the intention
and required compliance with policy.
Within Policy C2, there is reference to areas of ‘significant protection’ - these are not shown on
any map, indeed some of the included maps appear to contradict the intention to protect certain
parts of the county. For example a map identifying places with further capacity for wind
development still shows an area south of Aberchirder; this runs right down to the banks of the
river Deveron. Please can the new LDP have a clear, dedicated map showing areas that are to
have ‘significant protection’? Ideally please can the Areas of Landscape Significance be
reinstate.
The Banff and Buchan area for Identified Settlements does not include Bogton and Forglen.
Bogton itself has expanded by some 80% recently; with the inclusion of the 15 new houses
approved under enabling permission it should be classed as a settlement and the residents
afforded a 2km protection zone.
Yours truly,

Marnoch and Deveron Valley
Protection Group
31.01.2014

Dear Sir,
Please accept the comments below on the new LDP from the Marnoch and Deveron Valley
Protection Group.
The Deveron valley has a limited capacity for change without loosing those qualities for which it
is valued, be it the risk from wind turbines, new housing development or forestry plantations.
The group is therefore very supportive of the new SNH guidelines with regard to the Deveron
valley area. We have long wanted clear recognition for this exceptional part of Aberdeenshire
and more robust protection against any inappropriate development. We hope that the landscape
character assessment and recommendations with regard to wind turbine development for this
highly sensitive area will be reflected in the relevant policies of the new LDP.
However there seem to be some discrepancies between the SNH guidelines and the maps in the
MIR. For example, Area 24, the Deveron and Upper Ythan Valleys is classified as having no
capacity for wind energy development but Fig 4 in the preferred spatial framework has a hatched
area representing places where planning constraints are less significant; one of the areas to the
west and south of Aberchirder included the Deveron valley. While it is acknowledged that not all
information can be included on a single map, this contradictory demarcation could be
misleading. The SNH guidance clearly has priority.
With regard to the neighbouring area, LCT - Agricultural Heartland - 1(vi) Upland ridges south
of the Deveron, there is a small section to the north of this LCT where the Aberdeenshire/Moray
boundary becomes somewhat erratic and not a little muddling. The northern face of the
Fourman Hill is in Aberdeenshire and slopes down to the Deveron River. This area naturally
falls within the Deveron valley but does not have the same level of protection as LCT 24 (1).
It would be beneficial to see more consideration given to exact mapping of LCT 24 (1) and any
corresponding local designation. Often the boundary lines seem to be arbitrary and can cut across
a hillside. From a Deveron river perspective, hills and ridges form the visual limits of the valley;
if the demarcations do not extend to the summit of the boundary landforms, wind turbines can be
sited on a hill a few hundred metres outside the sensitive area, but with little policy control over
any adverse impact they may have on it. There are several examples of this in Banff and Buchan,
e.g. Cowie Hill and Newton of Clunie.

To some extent this problem is acknowledge, though not solved in the recommendation for
the Western coastal farmland LCA 7 - it states that “the upper-slopes of the valley landform
of the Deveron and Upper Ythan Valley boundary (within this LCA), should be maintained
free of turbines greater than 30m in height. This is to reflect the scale and amplitude of the
slopes of the strath and avoid visually influencing the valley itself, which has no capacity for
wind turbines.” However turbines of 30m on the upper slopes of the valley would appear
more dominant from the river below - could the height not be limited to 20m?
In deciding on areas where wind farms will be unacceptable, we suggest that the regional
and local landscape and natural heritage designations are classed as Group 2 rather than
Group 3; this would be more in line with Scottish Planning Policy 2010 (SPP2010). The
policy states that ‘International and national designations (Goup 1) can be complemented by
local designations which protect, enhance and encourage the enjoyment and understanding
of locally important landscapes and natural heritage’. It is difficult to see how this could be
achieved if local designations remain in Group 3 - the classification can only offer limited
protection, as “planning constraints are less significant” in the areas it covers.
We would like to see the Area of Landscape Significance reinstated and agree with your
report (5.2.2) that local landscape designations ‘are particularly attractive because of the
simplicity of the concept and the potential they have to act as a focus for the development of
clear and practical planning and management measures.’(SNH) We understand the pit falls
of “Valued Views’; not least because the present list is less than comprehensive. There is
also the problem of definition – can ‘a view’ only fully be enjoyed from one fixed point and
can it only extend to another point rather than a panorama?
If the ALS was restored and was given proper authority in planning terms, Valued Views
would not be necessary in an area like the Deveron valley - the designation itself would
grant sufficient protection. It may be ‘resource intensive’ to restructure the ALS designation
but given enough ‘clout’ it could be a much simpler and effective planning tool and less
open to ‘misinterpretation’.
Without being overly prescriptive in terms of landscape policy, the less wriggle room
inappropriate development has, the more effective the policy will be.
We note an omission in Fig A3.8 – Inventory of Gardens and Designed Landscapes; the
Forglen estate near Turriff does not seem to be on the map?
We hope that any further public consultation on the LDP will be more widely publicised and
better attended than those meetings held in our area.
Yours truly,

Fiona Thompson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

05 May 2015 16:47
LDP
Proposed LDP Comments

Dear ALDP team,
I have already submitted a written response to the Proposed LDP and in that mentioned my concern that
the area south of the River Dee in Banchory is currently without landscape designation and that it should
be considered favourably for such designation in the supplementary guidance for the emerging plan.
I was shown part of the proposed plan today that I had not yet seen, section 15 ‐ Natural Heritage and
Landscape, page 48, Policy E2. I would therefore like to make an addition to my earlier representation that
I would passionately support the inclusion of the "land to the south of the River Dee in Banchory, from the
Waters of Feugh to General Burnett's monument atop Scolty Hill" as a special landscape area within the
"Supplementary Guidance ‐ Special Landscape Areas" section of the LDP SG.
As seen in the 2013 MIR, 2014 MIRR and 2016 Proposed LDP there is clearly strong community support
behind the increased protection of this landscape and its clear importance to the community.
If possible if you could please add paragraphs 2 and 3 of this email to my written response it would be
greatly appreciated.
Best Regards,

‐ confirmation that this email has been received would be much appreciated.
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YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
I wish to see the development allocation OP3 Menie in Appendix 8 of the Formartine Settlement, statements removed
from the proposed local development plan.

Reason for change
This change is needed because this ground was only granted outline planning permission under special circumstances
and as the Scottish Government saw fit to put conditions on it these conditions should carry forward; but if this is
included in the local plan it is likely that it would be very difficult for the local authority to apply these conditions, therefore
going against the wishes of the Scottish Government.

Please use this form to make comments on the
Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development
2016. If you are making comments about more
than one topic it would be very helpful if you
could ﬁll in a separate form for each comment.
Please email or send the form to reach us by
8th May 2015 at the following address:

Post: Planning Policy Team
Infrastructure Services
Aberdeenshire Council
Woodhill House
Westburn Road
ABERDEEN
AB16 5GB
Email: ldp@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

YOUR DETAILS
Title

Mr

First name Fraser
Surname
Date

Littlejohn

7 May 2015

Postal Address Montagu Evans LLP, 4th Floor Exchange Tower, 19 Canning Street, Edinburgh
Postcode

EH3 8EG

Telephone Number
E-mail

0131 229 3800

fraser.littlejohn@montagu-evans.co.uk

Are you happy to receive future correspondence only by email - Yes
Are you responding on behalf of another person? Yes
If yes who are you representing

✔

✔

No

No

St James’s Place Property Unit Trust c/o Orchard Street Investment
Management LLP

An acknowledgement will be sent to this address soon after the close of consultation.

YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Amend Policy B2 'Town Centres and Office Development' to make reference to other uses including commercial leisure.
Town Centres, including Westhill, share many characteristics of Principle Centres. In accordance with paragraph 68. of
SPP development plans should adopt a sequential town centre approach for uses which generate significant footfall,
including retail and commercial leisure uses. Policy B2 should be amended to include references to such uses in
accordance with SPP.

Reason for change
We act for Orchard Street Investment Management LLP who are discretionary fund managers for the owners of the
Westhill Shopping Centre, St James’s Place Property Unit Trust. Our clients own and control land within the current
Westhill Town Centre boundary (identified as TC on the Proposed Plan Proposals Map within the Settlement Statement)
as delineated on the attached plan.
The LDP hierarchy acknowledges that Westhill is a Town Centre, and the preferred location for convenience shops
which serves the town.
Westhill Shopping Centre, and the broader town centre, support more than local retail provision only as the hierarchy
suggests. As a town centre it should be the focus for all new retail and commercial leisure uses in line with SPP.
Westhill Town Centre shares many of the characteristics of a Principal Town Centres and instead should be regarded as
such.
On behalf of the owners we worked to secure planning permission for the "erection of retail development, alterations to
shopping centre, car park reconfiguration, landscaping and access at Westhill Shopping Centre, Old Skene Road,
Skene, Westhill" which was granted subject to conditions on 20 March 2013. Development has since proceeded on site,
and represents significant development in the Westhill Shopping centre since our clients acquired the site from the
former owners. The retail development further consolidates the role of the town centre, and available space.
There is scope within Westhill Shopping Centre for the creation of additional floorspace within the town centre as part of
a masterplanned approach, indeed there is an implemented consent which would allow for development to the west of
the centre (G/APP/2008/0397). Early work suggests that this space could be developed in a variety of forms to
accommodate a number of convenience or comparison retailers, or indeed commercial leisure operators. Such uses
will be developed where they complement the function of the Town Centre.

We trust that the above and attached will be given due regard in the process to prepare the Proposed Plan. Our clients
take a keen interest in development planning issues and would be keen to be kept advised of the progress of the
process to prepare the new Local Development Plan. We would of course be pleased to discuss matters further with
the Council if that would assist. Should you require any further information at this stage, however, please do not
hesitate to contact Fraser Littlejohn of this office direct.

Please use this form to make comments on the
Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development
2016. If you are making comments about more
than one topic it would be very helpful if you
could ﬁll in a separate form for each comment.
Please email or send the form to reach us by
8th May 2015 at the following address:

Post: Planning Policy Team
Infrastructure Services
Aberdeenshire Council
Woodhill House
Westburn Road
ABERDEEN
AB16 5GB
Email: ldp@aberdeenshire.gov.uk
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Title
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Littlejohn

7 May 2015

Postal Address Montagu Evans LLP, 4th Floor Exchange Tower, 19 Canning Street, Edinburgh
Postcode

EH3 8EG

Telephone Number
E-mail

0131 229 3800

fraser.littlejohn@montagu-evans.co.uk

Are you happy to receive future correspondence only by email - Yes
Are you responding on behalf of another person? Yes
If yes who are you representing

✔

✔

No

No

St James’s Place Property Unit Trust c/o Orchard Street Investment
Management LLP

An acknowledgement will be sent to this address soon after the close of consultation.

YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Identify Westhill as a 'Principal Town Centre' in the Council's hierarchy of retail centres (Appendix 2 - Retail Centres).
Westhill Town Centre should not just be the preferred location for convenience shops which serve the town. In
accordance with paragraph 68. of SPP development plans should adopt a sequential town centre approach for uses
which generate significant footfall, including retail as stated at Policy B2 Town centres and office development. Westhill
shares many of the characteristics of the identified 'Principal Town Centres.'

Reason for change
We act for Orchard Street Investment Management LLP who are discretionary fund managers for the owners of the
Westhill Shopping Centre, St James’s Place Property Unit Trust. Our clients own and control land within the current
Westhill Town Centre boundary (identified as TC on the Proposed Plan Proposals Map within the Settlement Statement)
as delineated on the attached plan.
The LDP hierarchy acknowledges that Westhill is a Town Centre, but suggests it is only the preferred location for
convenience shops which serves the town. Further, it suggests that any new development should be restricted to local
provision only. This statement is contrary to Government Policy in the form of SPP.
Westhill Shopping Centre, and the broader town centre, support more than local retail provision only as the hierarchy
suggests. As a town centre it should be the focus for all new retail and commercial uses in line with SPP. Westhill
Town Centre shares many of the characteristics of the Principal Town Centres and instead should be regarded as such.
On behalf of the owners we worked to secure planning permission for the "erection of retail development, alterations to
shopping centre, car park reconfiguration, landscaping and access at Westhill Shopping Centre, Old Skene Road,
Skene, Westhill" which was granted subject to conditions on 20 March 2013. Development has since proceeded on site,
and represents significant development in the Westhill Shopping centre since our clients acquired the site from the
former owners. The retail development further consolidates the role of the town centre, and available space.
There is scope within Westhill Shopping Centre for the creation of additional floorspace within the town centre as part of
a masterplanned approach, indeed there is an implemented consent which would allow for development to the west of
the centre (G/APP/2008/0397). Early work suggests that this space could be developed in a variety of forms to
accommodate a number of convenience or comparison retailers.
The retail hierarchy appears to suggest that all forms of retail or indeed leisure development need not be directed
towards town centres first, in accordance with the sequential approach, potentially contradicting SPP and providing a
context for out of centre retailing without at first meeting these fundamental tests. In its current form the policy is open to
misinterpretation potentially undermining the role of town centres.
We trust that the above and attached will be given due regard in the process to prepare the Proposed Plan. Our clients
take a keen interest in development planning issues and would be keen to be kept advised of the progress of the
process to prepare the new Local Development Plan. We would of course be pleased to discuss matters further with
the Council if that would assist. Should you require any further information at this stage, however, please do not
hesitate to contact Fraser Littlejohn of this office direct.

Please use this form to make comments on the
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2016. If you are making comments about more
than one topic it would be very helpful if you
could ﬁll in a separate form for each comment.
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EH3 8EG

Telephone Number
E-mail

0131 229 3800

fraser.littlejohn@montagu-evans.co.uk

Are you happy to receive future correspondence only by email - Yes
Are you responding on behalf of another person? Yes
If yes who are you representing

✔

✔

No

No

St James’s Place Property Unit Trust c/o Orchard Street Investment
Management LLP

An acknowledgement will be sent to this address soon after the close of consultation.

YOUR COMMENTS
Please provide us with your comments below. Please feel free to add any extra pages you
may require. We will summarise comments and in our analysis will consider every point that
is made. Once we have done this we will write back to you with Aberdeenshire Council’s
views on the submissions made. We will publish your name as the author of the comment,
but will not make your address public.

Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Amend the Council's hierarchy of retail centres as it relates to 'Town Centres' (Appendix 2 - Retail Centres) to make it
consistent with Policy B2 Town centres and office development.
Westhill Town Centre should not just be the preferred location for convenience shops which serve the town as appendix
2 currently suggests. The Town Centre shares many characteristics of Principle Centres, and in accordance with
paragraph 68. of SPP development plans should adopt a sequential town centre approach for uses which generate
significant footfall, including retail and commercial leisure. Westhill we would suggest for example shares many of the
characteristics of the identified 'Principal Town Centres' and should be acknowledged as such.

Reason for change
We act for Orchard Street Investment Management LLP who are discretionary fund managers for the owners of the
Westhill Shopping Centre, St James’s Place Property Unit Trust. Our clients own and control land within the current
Westhill Town Centre boundary (identified as TC on the Proposed Plan Proposals Map within the Settlement Statement)
as delineated on the attached plan.
Whilst the LDP hierarchy acknowledges that Westhill is a Town Centre, and the preferred location for convenience
shops which serves the town, it suggests that new development should be restricted to local provision only. This
statement is contrary to Government Policy in the form of SPP.
Westhill Shopping Centre, and the broader town centre, support more than local retail provision only as the hierarchy
suggests. Westhill town centre instead should be regarded as having many of the functions of a Principal Town Centre.
There is scope for example within Westhill Shopping Centre for the creation of additional floorspace within the town
centre as part of a masterplanned approach, indeed there is an implemented consent which would allow for
development to the west of the centre (G/APP/2008/0397). Early work suggests that this space could be developed in a
variety of forms to accommodate a number and variety of operators.
The retail hierarchy appears to suggest that all forms of retail or indeed leisure development need not be directed
towards town centres first, in accordance with the sequential approach, potentially contradicting SPP and providing a
context for out of centre retailing without at first meeting these fundamental tests. In its current form the policy is open to
misinterpretation potentially undermining the centre.
On behalf of the owners we worked to secure planning permission for the "erection of retail development, alterations to
shopping centre, car park reconfiguration, landscaping and access at Westhill Shopping Centre, Old Skene Road,
Skene, Westhill" which was granted subject to conditions on 20 March 2013. Development has since proceeded on site,
and represents significant development in the Westhill Shopping centre since our clients acquired the site from the
former owners. The retail development further consolidates the role of the town centre.
We trust that the above and attached will be given due regard in the process to prepare the Proposed Plan. Our clients
take a keen interest in development planning issues and would be keen to be kept advised of the progress of the
process to prepare the new Local Development Plan. We would of course be pleased to discuss matters further with
the Council if that would assist. Should you require any further information at this stage, however, please do not
hesitate to contact Fraser Littlejohn of this office direct.

